
CORE STRATEGY & DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT POLICIES DPD OPTIONS – CONSULTATION RESPONSES 
 

Responder Comments Raised 

Bain Mr E Page 145 West End post office is closing.  the Gordon School should be named. The risk of flooding should be referred to as being in "many 
parts". 
 
Front cover should include a bus with a local destination not Woking. 

Baker Mr S SPA's are vital to protect our wildlife and should not be built on. In fact would rather see buffer zone of 400m increased to say 600-1000m. 
 
Green Belt should not have boundaries reviewed and amended, nor there should be any 'rural exception' sites (e.g. affordable housing) to 
prevent urban sprawl and deterioration of natural habitat. Villages such as Chobham are already at saturation point for some services/amenities 
plus flooding issues. 
 
There is enough land to build on without using Green Belt. For example Wishmore School in Chobham is hardly occupied now and as this is 
Brownfield site on level well draining ground perhaps that could be used for affordable housing development rather than Green Belt land that 
was used for agricultural purposes and next to SPA (i.e. possible proposed development of Little Heath Nursery, Burr Hill Road, Chobham). 
 
Have real concerns for wildlife and our precious species if the DERA site goes ahead as this is next to Chobham Common. This will be a huge 
loss and damage irreparable. Traffic congestion through Chobham another problem with increased frequency of accidents. 

Bedwell Mr M This is in addition to the form completed & Submitted previously by the West End Village Society. 
 
WEVS only found out about this consultation on the 3rd November. We strongly believe that insufficient effort has been made to consult with the 
local community and that it appears nobody has been invited to a meeting, nor interested parties requested to participate in the consultation. 
Whilst we acknowledge that our Parish Council had the documents for some time it has taken the council until 29th October to send someone to 
explain in layman’s terms what the implications are of these policy options. The West End Village Society (membership 688 households, approx 
1/3 of the village) has not had any approach. Neither the Parish Council nor WEVS have had the time to inform our members to consult. 
 
Overall we think that it is incongruous that the policy promotes sustainable development, yet you are proposing an increase in housing in a 
village with poor public transport, inadequate drainage, heavily congested roads at peak periods & stretched infrastructure 
 

Berwin Leighton 
Paisner LLP on 
behalf of Wilky 
Fund 
Management 

Wilky Fund Management’s response to the Core Strategy & Development Policies Development Plan Document (“the DPD Options Document”) 
is contained in this document. Wilky Fund Management (“Wilky”) act on behalf of Merchant Navy Officers Pension Fund, freehold owners of 
Lawrence Way, in respect of which planning consent was granted in December 2007 for approximately 145,000ft2 of office floorspace. These 
representations are made in respect of the Yorktown area. They draw attention to some of the failings of the DPD Options Document and 
support the identification of the Yorktown area for strategic commercial and mixed use development. 
 
The Yorktown Landscape Strategy Supplementary Planning Document Final Sustainability Appraisal Report (April 2008) (“the Yorktown 
LSSAR”) identifies the Yorktown area as “the major employment centre within Surrey Heath. Within Surrey, employment growth is focused 
chiefly on the M3 corridor, the Blackwater Valley and in Guildford, so the Yorktown area, which is within the Blackwater Valley and close to the 
M3, is an area likely to experience further employment growth in the future”. Consequently, as much development as possible should be located 
within, and as close as possible to, this employment growth area. 
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The Yorktown LSSAR also identified the capacity for significant improvement of the Yorktown Business Park and surrounding areas, highlighting 
an incoherent street scene, a lack of impact and identity, and poor definition of public and private areas. In order to achieve the quantum and 
quality of floorspace necessary to maintain and improve this employment centre and the surrounding area, the DPD Options Document must 
recognise the strategic importance of this location, recognise the cost of upgrading floorspace and the potential requirement for enabling 
development to realise the potential that this strategically important area offers. 

CAMRA/Surrey Amazed at the lack of emphasis on the need to improve the dire "public transport" situation, and clogging up of local roads. 

Commission for 
Architecture and 
the Built 
Environment 

Unfortunately due to limited resources, we are unable to comment on this document. However we would like to make some general comments 
which you should consider. 
 
1. Design is now well established in planning policy at national and regional levels, and LDF's offer an opportunity to secure high-quality 
development, of the right type, in the right place, at the right time. 
 
2. Robust design policies should be included within all LDF documents and the Community Strategy, embedding design as a priority from 
strategic frameworks to site-specific scales. 
 
3. To take aspiration to implementation, local planning authorities' officers and members should champion good design. 
 
4. Treat design as a cross-cutting issue - consider how other policy areas relate to urban design, open space management, architectural quality, 
roads and highways, social infrastructure and public realm. 
 
5. Design should reflect understanding of local context, character and aspirations 
 
6. You should include adequate wording or 'hooks' within your policies that enable you to develop and use other design tools and mechanisms, 
such as design guides, site briefs and design codes. 
 
You might also find the following CABE Guidance helpful. 
 

• 'Making design policy work: How to deliver good design through your local development framework' 

• 'Protecting Design Quality in Planning' 

• 'Design at a glance: A quick reference wall chart guide to national design policy' 
 
These and other publications, are available from our website www.cabe.org.uk 
 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

The assessment of development pressures relating to employment, retail and housing provisions took place during a period of sustained growth. 
They must be re-examined in order to form the basis of a realistic approach to development control during the early part of the plan period. 

English 
Heritage (South 
East Region) 

We feel that there is a need for greater consistency in the way in which the vision, strategic objectives and Policy CP1 ‘Sustainable Development 
and Design’ are expressed with regard to the historic environment. PPS1, para. 5 looks to planning to facilitate and promote sustainable 
development by protecting and enhancing the natural and historic environment. The natural and historic environments are treated in an even-
handed way throughout the PPS. South East Plan Policy BE61 ‘Management of the Historic Environment’ as proposed to be changed by the 
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Secretary of State, states that ‘when developing planning frameworks and considering applications for development consent local authorities and 
other bodies will adopt policies and support proposals which support the conservation and, where appropriate, the enhancement of the historic 
environment’. 

GOSE We were impressed by the thoroughness and scope of the Options document and have relatively few comments to offer you by way of 
response. 

Grey Mr M My overriding concerns are that Surrey Heath should continue to be a place where people want to live and the environment and quality of life are 
both enhanced by any new developments and not degraded by them. 

Highways 
Agency 

As you are aware the HA, on behalf of the Secretary of State for Transport, is responsible for managing and operating a safe and efficient 
Strategic Road Network (SRN), i.e. the Trunk Road and Motorway Network in England as laid down in the Department for Transport (DfT) 
Circular 02/2007 (Planning and The Strategic Road Network). In addition, we have been asked to work with local planning authorities and others 
to promote more sustainable transport and, therefore, look to your Council to promote strategies and policies that will reduce the need to travel, 
particularly by the private car. 
 
In the case of Surrey Heath our interest relates to the M3 and in particular junctions 3 to 4. The M3 is currently operating over capacity, and 
there is significant localised congestion between Junctions 3 and 4.  
 

Hill Mr E 
I read your flyer for the local development framework with a growing sense of doom. I have been a resident of Surrey Heath for only 5 years, and 
during that time, have become acutely conscious of the excessive encroachment of housing and commercial development. 

On a more personal note, it seems clear to me that further development in Camberley will continue to increase my Council Tax but at the same 
time, devalue my property, impair my quality of life and the services I receive in exchange for the Tax. Nobody in their right mind should be 
proposing this to the residents of Camberley and nobody in their right mind would accept it. 

Whilst on the subject of Council Tax, I have been dismayed to see how much of the current revenue is being wasted on stupid and completely 
unnecessary cycle lane signage and road painting in and around the town centre. Among the many redundant signs is a classic at the junction of 
Knoll Road and the A30 (outside Martins) saying “Cyclists dismount.” Prior to the placement of this sign, I had never seen a cyclist pedal 
witlessly into the path of an onrushing vehicle, and don’t understand why such a sign would be necessary. 

On the subject of cyclists, I also don’t understand why pelican crossings have an additional little green bicycle attached to them as well as the 
little green man. I have yet to see a cyclist standing at a pelican crossing with his bike, unable to cross because there isn’t a little green bicycle 
light. 

I don’t expect for one minute that my opinion will count for anything and strangely enough, that doesn’t make me feel better for having got it off 
my chest. 

 

Hook Miss A Change is coming, some of it will be for the better and some not, this options document seems to have addressed most issues in depth. 
Although policies are borough based neighbouring boroughs also needs to be included in major development decisions; to prevent the merging 
of settlements and to jointly improve infrastructure and the best possible use of natural and man made resources. 
 
Personally I would like to see changes in how development proposals/applications are processed and decided, the current system is flawed and 
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subject to misinterpretation of policies by both the applicant and the council. I do not agree with councillors being able to call applications to 
committee as councillors are not capable of understanding planning law in depth and they often have their own agendas for trying to either stop 
or push through an application. The appeal system is, in my opinion also incapable of fairly deciding an application. I would like to see a court 
system put in place, we have civil and criminal courts, divorce and family courts so why not planning courts, either side can put their case to an 
unbiased judge, justice would be done and seen to be done and probably more quickly and efficiently. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

For virtually all emerging policies the discussion is inadequate to allow proper consultation.  The public at large will not be able to make informed 
choices on the basis of the information that has been supplied to them and the summaries of policies will inevitably influence the comments that 
are made in favour of the option selected.  
 
For those topics where suggested policies are actually drafted this impact will be further increased.  All policies should have much greater 
discussion and explanation of alternative options to ensure that the consultation exercise is a proper one designed to gauge opinion rather than 
reach a predetermined destination. 
 

Natural England Natural England welcomes opportunity to comment on this document . It is a well written and clearly laid out consultation. We have made some 

general and specific comments in relation to the Core Strategy listed below. 

 

Habitats Regulations Assessment 

Due to the presence of  Natura 2000 sites - Thames Basin Heaths SPA and SAC -  in the Surrey Heaths Borough Area, the Local Development 

Framework will need to be subject to Habitats Regulations Assessment as required under the European Directive 92/43/EEC. Please appraise 

Natural England of the timetable for this process. 

 

A) Evidence base 

It was unclear from the core strategy document what evidence base was used particularly in relation to the environment. Natural England would 

recommend that a map featuring the following is integrated into the strategy: 

 

1) National and international designated sites. 

 

2) The location of all Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) habitats. In order to monitor your LDF and to ensure that it complies with the 

government’s commitment to the National Biodiversity Action Plan your authority should have a comprehensive and up-to-date map of the 

location of BAP habitat in your Council’s area. Please contact Surrey Biodiversity Record Centre about further information. If current information 

is not available a survey may be necessary. Ancient woodland is now a BAP habitat. There may be an opportunity to link the SNCI review you 

are undertaking to this survey 
 

3) Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI’s) 
 

4) Local Nature Reserves  
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5)  Landscape character assessment and landscape designations should be highlighted to suggest the landscape character of different 

areas.  

 

6) Accessible natural greenspace. Your Council will already have mapped open space provision in order to meet the requirements of PPS 17. 

We would also recommend that accessible natural greenspace is mapped. This is necessary in order to meet Natural England’s standards (see 

below). 

• All residents should live no more than 300m from their nearest area of natural greenspace of at least 2ha in size. 

 

• That there should be at least one accessible 20ha site within 2km of home. 

 

• That there should be one accessible 100ha site within 5km of home 

 

• That there should be one accessible 500ha site within 10km of home. 

 

A recent study has looked at accessible natural greenspace across the South East. You may find it useful to make reference the following 

publication “An Analysis of Accessible Natural Greenspace in the South East” which is available from this link. 

http://www.forestry.gov.uk/forestry/infd-7d4mgd  
 

Stronger links could be made in this document to the local (Surrey) Biodiversity Action Plan. 
 

Pavey Mr C J F I'm grateful for the chance to comment, but not easy reading.  The document should include a "Glossary of Terms" to make it more intelligible to 
the general reader.  I have problems with: 
 
AFFORDABLE 
INCLUSIVE (4.13, 4.21) 
COMMUTING (4.46 (iv)) 
DELIVERY (4.83, 4.95, 6.250) 
RENEWABLE ENERGY (DM9 + 10) 
COMMUNITY FACILITIES (DM20) 
TYPLOGY (6.401) 
 
Infrastructure (4.68) & biodiversity (4.188) are defined, but definitions hidden in the text should be duplicated in glossary. 
Sustainable (4.1) seems to describe something that does not infringe the rights of future generations.  How does that concept apply to transport 
(4.60, 6.131, 6.136) or design (DM11)? 

Pearman Mr J Firstly I object to the way the council has made a low key publication of this proposal. A neighbour brought this to my attention on November 9th 
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and one day is insufficient to respond properly. I reserve the right to forward further comments beyond the November 10th deadline. 
My primary concern is that the character of the villages is protected and the current density of housing is preserved. No development is to be 
allowed without proper consultation (see note above). I also would require proper consideration given to the environmental impact of any 
development and this MUST include the associated infrastructure. No development on flood risk sites should be permitted, and strict control of 
development of sites affecting traffic flows in and around the villages is paramount. 

Pearman Ms S I am deeply concerned that my knowledge of this document  has only come to my notice on 9th November via an e-mail from a friend who in turn 
had received an email from Marc Bedwell. Marc is a member of the West End village society and became aware of these proposals from Surrey 
Heath on week commencing 3rd November through the Parish Council.  The Parish Council in receipt of the documents called in Keith Bush, 
borough councillor, to explain with more clarity and understanding the issues raised in the Options document.  As a result of this people started 
to become aware and began e-mailing residents to notify them of this consultation.  I am perplexed that there was no publicity given to 
advertising this consultation and if there was it was clearly inadequate given the number of people who do not know anything about it.  To 
receive a document as lengthy and involved as this with the requirement to respond to a large number of questions barely 24 hours beforehand, 
is not only impossible to do thoroughly but unreasonable to expect.  I am now in that position by having to respond by 5pm today.  I feel that as a 
duty of the council representing West End and its residents in a matter as serious as this, which will have a huge impact on the community, more 
time should therefore be granted towards a response.  I shall be e-mailing a copy of this to Keith Bush and to our MP, Michael Gove. 

SEERA (South 
East England 
Regional 
Assembly) 

We have undertaken at an officer level, an assessment of the alignment of the options document with the Secretary of State's Proposed 
Changes to the draft South East Plan as published on 17 July 2008. The following comments are made without prejudice to any formal 
representations we have made on the Proposed Changes or any formal representations or opinion of general conformity we may make on your 
publication draft document in due course.  
 
We broadly support the preferred spatial strategy and overall policy approaches set out in the document.  

Sport England The focus of Sport England’s new strategy, published June 2008, is on the creation of a world leading community sports system which will 
ensure that: 
 

• A substantial - and growing - number of people from across the community play sport; 

• Talented people from all backgrounds are identified early, nurtured and have the opportunity to progress to the elite level; and 

• Everyone who plays sport has a quality experience and is able to fulfill their potential. 
 
Sport England recognises the vital role the planning system can play in assisting the delivery the new strategy and in particular the first and third 
bullet points.  Sport England has an established role within the planning system which includes providing advice and guidance on all relevant 
areas of national, regional and local policy as well as the evidence base for sport.  Sport England also provides comments and guidance to local 
authorities and applicants on a number of related individual planning applications.  This role includes our statutory consultee status on planning 
applications affecting playing field land.  Our related policy on the protection of playing fields can be viewed via the playing fields section of our 
spatial planning website: www.sportengland.org/planning_for_sport_playingfields.htm 
 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 

The County Council have previously commented in relation to the Issues and Options stage of the Borough’s Core Strategy. Our response dated 
17 November 2005 refers. We made a number of comments in respect of the need to deal with the Habitat Regulations and English Nature’s 
Delivery Plan for Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBHSPA) mitigation purposes. We also highlighted our support for a policy that 
stated that development should be accompanied by adequate infrastructure. We also broadly supported the Borough’s approach to a housing 
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Team strategy, although we highlighted the need to deal with spatial needs and particularly Housing for the Elderly and a requirement, in our view, for 
a proportion of homes to be built to the Lifetime Homes standard. 
 
We note from the current documents to hand that the Borough have undertaken an additional evidence gathering exercise to cover up-to-date 
issues and to present key information and address best practice and further regulatory requirements. 
 
Overall, in the County’s view, the need to ensure soundness at Examination is critical in respect of evidence-gathering and compliance with 
requirements under PPS12 concerning Local Spatial Planning, which include tests of soundness to ensure that the Core Strategy is justified, 
effective and consistent with national policy. 
 
We note that the Borough has emphasised the further work undertaken in relation to TBHSPA matters, including the requirements of Appropriate 
Assessment. In addition, the opportunity has been taken to amalgamate the Core Strategy with the Housing Needs Study, and Development 
Control DPD, to produce a revised Core Strategy and Development Management Policies DPD. We also note that the Borough has produced a 
series of Preferred Approaches for key issues for the period up to 2026.  
 
Appendix 1 - In our view, para.1 could usefully acknowledge that Chobham Common is also an SAC. Para’s 3, 4 and 8 refer generally to geology 
and mineral resources in the Borough and are to be welcomed, although the term sandstone should be substituted for sand in the opening line 
of para 3. 
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

SCRAP IT 

Thames Water 
Property 
Services 

Thames Water owns land to the west of the existing Camberley Sewage Treatment Works and to the east of the A331. Part of the land is not the 

subject of any designations and as such could potentially be used for development. However, access to the land would have to be provided 

through land which is designated as countryside and the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap. Given the location of the land between the sewage 

treatment works and the A331 we would like to promote the use of part of this land to provide access to the land west of the sewage treatment 

works. A site plan highlighting the land in question has been enclosed. 
 

The Royal 
Borough of 
Windsor and 
Maidenhead 

We have no issues or concerns to raise at this time.  

We would appreciate it if you would continue to consult us on the documents that are you are producing, and would particularly welcome 
discussion on any points that may bring up any issues on your authoritative boundary with us.  

 

The Theatres 
Trust 

The Theatres Trust is The National Advisory Public Body for Theatres. The Town & Country Planning (General Development Procedure) Order 
1995, Article 10, Para (v) requires the Trust to be consulted on planning applications which include ‘development involving any land on which 
there is a theatre.’ It was established by The Theatres Trust Act 1976 'to promote the better protection of theatres'. This applies to all theatre 
buildings, old and new, in current use, in other uses, or disused. It also includes buildings or structures that have been converted to theatre, 
circus buildings, ciné-variety and performing arts centres. Our main objective is to safeguard theatre use, or the potential for such use, but we 
also provide expert advice on design, conservation, property and planning matters to theatre operators, local authorities and official bodies. 
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Due to the specific nature of the Trust’s remit we are concerned with the protection and promotion of theatres and therefore anticipate policies 
relating to cultural facilities. 

We note that the Camberley Theatre is mentioned at item 24 on page 143 and welcome the recognition within the document that cultural and 
creative activities are an important contributor to the Borough’s community facilities. 

It is vital to help protect buildings of cultural & community benefit which might otherwise be traded in for more commercially lucrative 
developments. The need for special protection for theatres was recognised by the Government when The Theatres Trust was set up by Act of 
Parliament and recent reviews have confirmed this need. 

The Trust particularly asks that the Core Strategy provides sufficient protection to ensure continued theatre use in other venues in the Borough, 
particularly where buildings providing performance arts may not be covered by listing or conservation area designations, or may be affected by 
proposals which come forward for other development sites. This should include performing arts facilities that stand-alone, are part of other 
facilities, or are contained within educational or community buildings. 

 

Vail Williams 
LLP on behalf of 
Frimley Park 
Hospital NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

We welcome the opportunity to submit representations on behalf of our client Frimley Park Hospital Trust to the Council’s Core Strategy and 
Development Management Policies –Options Development Plan Document (DPD) consultation. Many of the points made herewith reiterate and 
expand on those made in our representations to you in December 2007 for the earlier consultation stage for this DPD. 
 
The intention of this representation is to draw much needed focus to Frimley Park Hospital and the vital service it supplies to the Borough and 
larger community, moreover the need to maintain the Frimley Park Hospital site as a sustainable and effective facility.  
 
The Trust is committed to continual works on site whether remedial works, facility upgrades or new developments aimed at delivering the Clinical 
Strategy which is being driven by the need to provide better healthcare to not only a growing catchment population but also one which accesses 
healthcare more than the national average. Therefore the Trust fully supports emerging planning policy that can help deliver these requirements 
and would like to make the following comments on the proposed policy approaches set out in the consultation document. 

 
We are encouraged to see Frimley Park Hospital referenced at paragraph 2.8 of page 5 and paragraph 24 of page 143, recognising the hospital 
as a major local employer and the “biggest Accident and Emergency facility in Surrey”.  However, we are concerned that, despite this reference, 
there is no specific positive reference to the hospital in the proposed policy options as was the case in the Adopted Local Plan 2000.  
 
We wish to draw your attention to what we consider to be an oversight in the existing Local Plan policy boundaries, as shown on the adopted 
Local Plan Proposals Map 2000.  
 
Namely the Proposals Map shows part of the Frimley Park Hospital site as part of an area designated as ‘Areas of Urban Landscape Quality’ 
(Policy UE2). Additionally, part of the hospital site is included within an area of ‘Green Spaces within Settlement Areas’ (Policy UE1). 
 
As we made this known to you in our December 2007 submission; we believe these inclusions to be cartographical errors as the areas in 
question are predominantly covered by existing hardsurfacing and buildings on the hospital site. The areas in question may not be considered to 
hold any significant visual landscape qualities or to be existing areas of open green space and therefore clearly in conflict with the aims of the 
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two policies. 
 
Therefore, it is important that these misleading and incorrect area designations follow their logical boundaries and are excluded from the Frimley 
Park Hospital site in future Local Development Framework documentation including the DPD. 
 
Frimley Park Hospital is an essential Community Facility in the Borough which needs to be recognised and supported as such by policies in the 
final DPD. On this basis we would like to see proactive Core Strategy and Development Control Policies in the emerging DPD that assist the site 
in future redevelopment and or expansion for the overall benefit of the community. This will intern ensure an imperative service to the community 
survives for years to come.  
 
Finally, the Trust is concerned that the representations made in December 2007 to the earlier consultation stage for this DPD, do not appear to 
have been fully considered in informing the latest policy approach. On this basis, we welcome an opportunity to meet with you so that we can 
further explain our thoughts on these important issues. We look forward to your response and would be grateful if you could keep us informed of 
the progress of Core Strategy and other Local Development Documents.  
 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Options document is clear and concise and indicates a fresh approach to planning policy which is welcomed. 

Core Policies Core Policies 

Environment 
Agency 

SANGS Approach 
SANGS can be used to enhance/protect floodplain areas. The Core Strategy suggests that most development will occur in the western half of 
Surrey Heath, but the western boundary of Surrey Heath is constrained by flooding from the River Blackwater and its tributaries. 
 

Environment 
Agency 

PPS25 should be added to the list of policy documents considered. Some areas in Surrey Heath are constrained by the floodplain. In addition, 
surface water management must be considered. 
 

Vision  

Bain Mr E Paragraph 2.11 
This recognises implicitly that villages will use cars.  The core strategy needs to be realistic and if residents shouldn't use cars then this must 
mean that Chobham is a low priority for development. 

Channell Mr A The three issues that I believe need to be addressed by the option chosen are (1) the redevelopment of "brown field" sites, to limit environmental 
impact on green belt, (2) infrastructure - mainly roads and (3) the ability to proportionally increase access to community services (shops, schools, 
healthcare etc.).  The A322 is already a rat run A3-M3, and the increase in pollution from slow and stopped traffic due to lights, roundabouts and 
traffic volume are likely already an issue.  A further point is where is the employment?  The Governments aim of reducing congestion, 
implementing road pricing etc., will not be compatible with more commuters on the M3.  Rail services in Camberley and Woking need to be 
reviewed, and the provision of affordable public transport and parking to access those services needs to be considered.  Having said all that, it 
looks to me like these are included in the Councils thinking and the approach seems valid. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

There is an absence of reference to the character of town and villages and their green areas which was contained in the 2005 vision statement.  
There is a need for inclusion. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 

If a new vision is to be produced, then it should reflect the fact that the outcomes it seeks to achieve are based on development actually being 
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McKay 
Securities 
Group 

undertaken in the first place.  The importance of development in achieving the vision must be recognised and defined by the vision. 

The lack of any discussions regarding other options means effectively that none are being offered and therefore no choice has been provided as 

part of the consultation process. 

The preferred approach provides no reference to the role of the private sector. In order to meet the fundamental aspirations set out in the vision, 
the LPA must recognise the key role of the private sector in delivering development. This will then help to achieve the aims set out in the vision 
with regards to creating growth within the local economy and meeting the targets for housing especially in local centres and villages such as 
Chobham.  

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of V 
Segalini 

The vision should also include encouraging and making provision for small dwellings in rural areas and settlements, to meet for affordable rural 
needs (paragraphs 2.11 and 2.12) 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

We submit comments on the Core Strategy document on behalf of our client Paragon Community Housing Group. Our client’s principal concerns 
are to optimise the provision of social/affordable housing and to ensure the evolution and preparation of consistent policies.  
We would like the Council to adopt an approach which begins to significantly address all the housing needs of the district. Social housing in 
Surrey Heath is less than 10% of current housing supply. The current affordable housing deficit, now substantially higher than three years ago, 
requires 520 units to be built annually in order to address the severe shortage of provision (Housing Needs Survey Update, 2006, paragraphs 
6.8.2, 6.8.3 and 7.1.1):   
“After allowing for existing stock net re-let supply, there will still be a total annual affordable housing shortfall of 520 units (440 shortfall + 80 
assumed new units), 5,200 units in total over the ten years to 2016.” 
 
“Additionally, 1,000 existing and 675 concealed households intend to leave the Borough over the next five years because of a lack of affordable 
housing. These are not included in the needs assessment calculation, although this could be justified.” 
 
“Land supply is crucial to the provision of housing. Land available at a discount is often the key to making a social housing scheme viable, 
particularly given the limited funding available. Therefore, local authority housing and planning strategies need to ascertain the availability of 
sites and propose ways of bringing sites forward.” 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 2.4: amend 2nd sentence to "New development, which will be permitted only where accompanied by commensurate improvements in 
infrastructure, will continue..." 
Para 2.6: delete reference to "increases in retail floorspace...frontage" 
Para 2.7: in last sentence include a reference to improvements in the SWT line at Camberley; delete "which serves western Camberley". 

Vision Option 
1 

 

Bedwell Mr M No, WEVS believe option 1 is the correct approach. Local Infrastructure is already stretched, flooding risks increased, protected lands to give a 
few reasons. 

Peebles Mr D Option 1.  To retain the existing vision. 
The future for Surrey Heath will be based around sustainable local communities in which both the natural environment and character of towns 
and villages with their green areas are protected and respected. 

Vision Option 
2 
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Anthony Mr C G Yes - it appears to be the most practical, is likely to put less strain on existing infrastructure and limit the enormous structural problems that some 
of the other proposals could create  

Baker Mr S Agree with option 2. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Yes to Option 2 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

No specific comments, but welcome the support for Frimley as an employment location. 

Berwin Leighton 
Paisner LLP on 
behalf of Wilky 
Fund 
Management 

Wilky supports the recognition within the preferred approach for the Vision that there is a need to regenerate existing employment areas. The 
land to the west of Frimley Road, an area of relatively high density family housing, is also identified in the preferred approach for ‘improvements 
to the residential environment and improved support for local communities”. However, the preferred approach fails to identify explicitly the need 
for wider redevelopment within the Yorktown area, as 
identified in the Yorktown LSSAR. 
 
The Core Strategy must devise a delivery strategy to deal with issues which have been identified as of local importance. The Yorktown LSSAR is 
a recent document which the DPD Options Document should respond to. It provides an important evidence base which not only identifies the 
Yorktown area as the major employment centre in Surrey Heath but specifically highlights issues of poor 
landscaping, poor environmental quality and a lack of identity. These are problems that were also identified in the Yorktown SPG dated August 
2003, and the Council must now take the opportunity to address these issues. They affect not only the future ability of the area to attract and 
retain the highest quality employers and employees, but also the residential environment in the wider Yorktown area. 
 
Wilky therefore considers that Yorktown should be identified as a strategically important location to be enhanced and regenerated. As the major 
employment centre within Surrey Heath, focusing new development within this area would provide opportunities to improve the poor image, 
landscaping and environmental quality in the area. The Council should provide opportunities for comprehensive development for a mix of uses 
that enhances adjacent residential areas, and ensures that high quality floorspace can be brought forward, and high quality employers can be 
attracted to the area. 
 
There is a strong sustainability argument in support of the identification of the Yorktown area as a strategically important location. Located within 
a transport corridor, close to the M3, the area has been consistently identified as one likely to experience further employment growth. It provides 
the opportunity for the re-use and re-development of previously used land in order to achieve the necessary upgrade of existing commercial sites 
and allow the area to realise its full investment potential. Wilky considers that the employment geography is unlikely to change significantly over 
the plan period. As a major employment centre, development should therefore be focused within and around the Yorktown and Watchmoor 
areas to minimize unnecessary travel to work, enhance accessibility to jobs, and ensure the location of housing close to sources of demand. The 
preferred 
approach also fails to explicitly identify the opportunity to develop better public transport routes between Yorktown, Watchmoor and other 
surrounding centres. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree  

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 

Agree option 2. 
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of the Earth 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree with preferred option. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree with option 2. Disagree that existing open space and common land e.g. Chobham Place Woods, should be used as SPA SANGS. 

Circuit Planning 
Representative 

Paragraph 2.4 states that "The community will continue to have good access to high quality employment, healthcare and education". 
 
In addition to these facilities the vision should include reference to places of worship. 
 
''Diversity and Equality in Planning'' Page 21, Box - "Definition of Sustainable Communities" states that:"Sustainable communities meet the 
diverse needs of existing and future residents, their children and other users, contribute to a high quality of life and provide opportunity and 
choice". 
 
PPS1 at page 8 states that: "Plan policies should: ...take into account the needs of all the community, including particular requirements relating 
to...religion..." 

Consterdine 
Mrs M 

Agree 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support Option 2 

English 
Heritage (South 
East Region) 

Para. 2.10 refers to maintenance and enhancement of the historic character of Bagshot, while para. 2.11 refers to protection of heritage of the 
specified settlements. We would wish to ensure that the strategy provides for protection and where appropriate, enhancement of the assets as 
well as the overall character in relation to Bagshot and for appropriate enhancement of the heritage of the other specified settlements. 

GVA Grimley We support recognition in the Core Strategy that the Princess Royal Barracks at Deepcut will become surplus to Ministry of Defence 
requirements during the Plan Period.  It is quite appropriate that the Core Strategy should plan for the substantial redevelopment and 
regeneration opportunities that will arise, and the important role this site can play to contribute to meeting the core strategy vision and objectives. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree with approach. 
 
However my concerns will be with Chobham, I agree that rural areas must be protected but they must not be bypassed so that they fall into ruin 
by lack of facilities and infrastructure. 

Jones Mr Mark Yes, option 2. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 2 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Agree with option 2. 
 
Disagree Chobham Place Woods Becoming SANGS 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England would support option 2 – to start afresh with a new vision which builds on previous work and have the following detailed 
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comments to make: 
 
- The vision could also make reference to sustainable development and the provision of green infrastructure.  
 

- The impact of possible development on heathland European protected sites should be separated from this paragraph.  

 

“Public recreation is an important use of the countryside and provision of accessible natural greenspace of high quality should be ensured during 

the progress of new development both to avoid impact on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA and to meet Natural England’s Accessible Natural 

Greenspace Standards (ANGSt). There is a strong link between access to natural greenspace and people’s health and wellbeing.“ 

 
A spatially specific green infrastructure plan for the area will be devised. Green infrastructure will deliver ANGst standards, flood alleviation, 
sustainable transport routes, Surrey’s Biodiversity Action Plan targets and a network of habitats to mitigate the impact of climate change. The 
plan will identify where and how, i.e. with what funding, green infrastructure will be developed. 
 

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

I believe it is right to start afresh with a new vision in light of new developments. I think the council is right to not follow the government advice on 
windfall sites. These have a major impact upon housing provision due to the number of large plots in this area. 

Planning 
Committee of 
Showmen's 
Guild LHC 

Support Option 2 and the wording in the document 

Rail Estate 
We agree with Option 2, which builds on previous work. We suggest that reference could be made in the Vision Statement at paragraph 2.4 to 
improved access to sustainable transport; and in paragraph 2.7 to a regenerated Camberley railway station and the creation of a new transport 
interchange. 

 

Redrow Homes Redrow agree with the proposal to start afresh with a new vision for the Borough Council.  
 
Outside the major settlement of Camberley, sufficient housing provision will be key to securing the prosperity of some of the minor settlements, 
particularly if they are to play a dormitory role within the County as a result of lower employment opportunities. 
 

Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

Community should have good access to high quality employment, healthcare and education facilities. No reference is made to other community 
infrastructure such as retail and service uses that can make a valuable contribution to employment generation. Accordingly an amendment is set 
out below. 
 
Given the references in paragraph 2.6 to Camberley being the key focus for commercial development as well as a reference to the development 
of the London Road block for additional retail floor space it is considered that the expansion of retail facilities should also form part of the 
district’s vision. 
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Proposed amendment 
The final sentence of the vision should be replaced with the following: 
 
The community will continue to have good access to high quality 
employment, retail, service uses, healthcare and education. 

SEEDA SEEDA support the Vision which complements the aspirations of the Regional Economic Strategy (RES), we specifically welcome the 
references to Borough benefiting from a strong and buoyant economy, and a highly skilled workforce (paragraphs 2.4 & 2.5). 

Short Mr R When preparing their new vision, the council should consider the effects of new builds on the existing environment especially in the smaller 
villages such as West End, Bisley, Chobham etc.Infill building which involves the replacement of existing housing stock with 2/3 new houses on 
the existing plot should be discouraged as it destroys the character of these villages and puts increased pressure on existing infrastructure such 
as schools, water supply, sewage and drainage etc. also many of these areas are prone to flooding and the increased coverage of land means 
less area for natural drainage which will increase the likelihood of flooding. SPAs should be maintained as the effects of removal of these areas 
will have far reaching effects on the local environments leading to additional pressure placed on those remaining by dog walkers, horse riders, 
walkers etc. all competing for less and less space.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We note the main part of the Borough’s vision centres on the need to deliver well designed, high quality housing for all the community. We would 
Support this approach. We also accept the emphasis on the role of Camberley as the key retail and service centre, and that of the other smaller 
urban centres, in the Borough as providing for local needs. We also note that reference is made to intention to regenerate Deepcut military 
centre as a new sustainable centre. Subject to the satisfaction of the principles of sustainable design and build, and the provision of adequate 
infrastructure including alternative forms of transportation, we would not demur from the inclusion of the Deepcut site as part of the Borough’s 
vision (Surrey CC have since amended their comments with respect to Deepcut, see response to CP3). 
 
We therefore generally Support the Preferred Approach to the Core Strategy as outlined in the Borough’s Vision (Question 1).  

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We do not feel strongly one way or the other about the need for a new Vision. However, we 
are uncomfortable with the proposed new text for three reasons: 
 
- the text is unambitious, largely proposing a continuation of the status quo. Indeed, the word 'continue' is mentioned three times. Although a 
Vision has to be realistic and recognise practical constraints, it should seek improvement where possible. 
 
- the Vision in the 2005 version of the Core Strategy referred to sustainable local communities. But the latest version makes no explicit mention 
of sustainability, although the topic is mentioned frequently in the body of the document. Given the importance of sustainability, it should not be 
omitted from the Vision in spite of the challenge that it presents. 
 
- no explanation is given as to why the new Vision says that the community should be more active with improved access to leisure and 
recreational facilities. Increased private motoring could be regarded as being 'more active'; increasing the number of games arcades would be 
regarded by some as 'improved access to leisure and recreational facilities', yet probably neither of these is intended. 
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In the text accompanying the vision, it is said that improved links will be provided to improve access to, and enjoyment of, the countryside. It is 
also said that these links will divert recreation away from European sites. However, it is not explained WHY it is important that people should 
access and enjoy the countryside. Letters to the local newspaper rarely if ever ask for better access, and it is probably, for example, not a high 
priority for rowdy youths in Heatherside. Also, it seems likely that constructing attractive urban shopping malls and user-friendly libraries would 
be a more effective way of protecting the European sites than increasing the number of visitors to the countryside. 
 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agree with preferred approach.  Rejected options should not be preferred and no other matters are considered to be more important. 

Spatial 
Strategy & CP7 

 

Channell Mr A Yes.  Option 5 aligns more with my view of protecting Green Belt, the current village size and the ability of services and infrastructure to cope.  
The problem with option 5 remains infrastructure too however.  In regard to the issue of not enough houses on what basis is the demand 
determined?  Again, where are the jobs, and how will congestion not increase on main routes.  Option 2 is a compromise, but I think the council 
should ignore the exclusion of windfall sites.  Over the next 20 years it seems likely a number will become available that can contribute to the 
overall target.  It would have the benefit of potentially allowing some of the development to be distributed throughout the borough. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

There must be a borough-wide solution to SANGS, with land local to developments used. SANGS at a distance from developments will 
inevitably prove ineffective and futile, failing to take pressure off the SPA. Surely there must be non-hazardous MOD land that is suitable for 
SANGS e.g. the old test track at The Maultway. 

Dear Ms R Any further large development in West End would need significant improvements to drainage and flood prevention, traffic management, as well 
as huge improvements to local facilities, i.e. medical/healthcare and schools.    

GVA Grimley Options ii-v) are broadly supported in so far as those options recognise the redevelopment potential of Deepcut Barracks with a residential-led 
mixed use development.  It is noted these options refer to the potential for 1700 units at the Barracks between 2016-2026.  Whilst we are further 
exploring the development potential of the site, including scale/density considerations, initial work suggests we are content to support 1,700 units 
at this stage. References to 1000 units in Paragraphs 4.9 and 4.10 therefore appear to be in error and should be revised to refer to 1700 units to 
be consistent. 
 
Option i assumes no housing at Deepcut - this approach is contrary to Government Guidance (PPS1 and PPS3, and also emerging regional 
guidance) which seeks to maximise the development potential of previously developed land.   
 

Hill Mr E 
Your statement that the Council may have to “alter its preferred approach to provision” means to me that you’ll have to start building on heath, 
open or common land, which is unacceptable. 

Furthermore, I don’t understand why we have such a high demand for housing when our native population is shrinking. Surely what you are 
saying is that we need to build a huge amount of additional housing for immigrants, which is also unacceptable. 

 

Hook Miss A Green spaces are of vital importance in any built environment no matter how small the space. The mental health of communities is deteriorating; 
many sick days now taken due to mental illness. People need to be able to breathe and reacquaint themselves with nature and the green spaces 
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provide this ability. I am very concerned about the town cramming that is taking place, small houses are being demolished and replaced with 
larger houses or apartment blocks which is putting great pressures on the roads and the infrastructure. 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

The single largest constraint for housing supply and distribution in Surrey Heath is the location and amount of land available for development. 
Surrey Heath has 100% of its land (36.5 square miles) within 5km of the Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area,  44% of this is Green 
Belt, 32% is countryside beyond the Green Belt and the SPA land (18%) is partly within this figure of 76% and partly outside it. The remaining 
land left for development is less than 20% and most development is permitted only within a 1km perimeter as Surrey Heath Council have 
adopted a policy of no development within 4km of the SPA (SPA Interim Avoidance Strategy, July 2008). It should be noted that the weight that 
can be attached to this document is limited as it was not part of a process of public consultation.  
 
The South East Plan Panel Recommendations expects the delivery of 3,740 new homes (until 2026) and for 35% of the new homes to be 
affordable dwellings. Critical to delivering sufficient affordable housing, with these land constraints, will be the identification of greenfield sites 
targeted for up to 100% affordable housing. 
 

Pavey Mr C J F Delighted to see that the absurdity of more housing growth alongside shortcomings in infrastructure have at least been recognised (paras 4.6 
and 4.13). 

Phillips Mr I Delete Housing Reserve Site at Heath Park Drive on grounds of unsustainability 

Prowse Miss 
Hazel 

I do not agree that anything like three thousand new homes are needed at all, and while the present government allows everyone and his dog 
into the UK (whether from the EU or not), any additional housing should be built only in labour-held constituencies.  What is acceptable is 
"replacement housing" whereby existing buildings are converted or replaced by others so that the original footprint of the foundations is not 
exceeded.  I see nothing wrong with a block of flats replacing one house, provided it takes up absolutely no more land and does not spread over 
the original garden area; the height of a block of flats is irrelevant, and SHBC should build up, rather than on any greenfield site, however 
defined.   
 
How dare the government insist that small sites are not to be included in the total! 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the broad approach set out, subject to concerns that we explore below and in responses to subsequent proposed Core Strategy 
Policies. 

In reference to paragraph 4.6, we agree with the consultation comments already noted that previously developed sites should be developed first. 
This accords with guidance in PPS3, which advises that “the priority for development should be previously developed land, in particular vacant 
and derelict sites and buildings” (PPS3 para. 36). We also agree that intensification of development should be accompanied by concomitant 
increase in supporting infrastructure. 

In this regard, while considering PPS1 policies, due reference should be made to PPS1 paragraph 4.2 which advises that planning should 
“actively manage patterns of urban growth to make the fullest use of public transport and focus development in existing centres and near to 
major public transport interchanges.” (PPS1, para. 27). 

We agree with the settlement hierarchy (referred to in CP2) that regards Camberley as the Borough’s principal Town Centre. We have previously 
commented on the Camberley AAP Preferred Options, and we will expand on those comments further in reference to Policies CP3, CP5, CP6, 
CP8 and particularly CP15, below. 
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With regard to the Council’s proposed housing policies, we acknowledge that the Borough’s ability to deliver new housing is significantly affected 
by the uncertainty over land supply due to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area/European Sites issue, and also that the housing 
allocation for the Borough in the South East Plan is still under consideration. 

We understand that, in order to address this, an Interim Avoidance Strategy has recently been agreed between the Council and Natural England, 
that provides a framework that would allow for “Suitable Accessible Natural Green Spaces” (SANGS) to come forward and that these would 
enable mitigation of the potential negative recreational effects of new developments on the SPAs. We understand that adoption of this strategy 
would require a developer contribution for each new dwelling created, and that standards of size of new SANGS, proportionate to the number of 
new dwellings permitted within 5km of SPAs, would be adopted. 

We have some serious concerns about the way that this strategy would be implemented as indicated in proposed Policies CP7 and CP8, 
because it appears that smaller housing sites within the Borough of less than ten units would effectively be accommodated in priority over larger-
scale sites through initial associated SANGS land allocation. 

Thus, the preferred approach of Policy CP7 would be to focus development within settlement areas resulting in urban intensification (plus 
Deepcut Barracks redevelopment with its own SANGS), but initially with a “reliance on medium and windfall sites”.  

By contrast, we believe that large Town Centre sites in Camberley should be reserved and prioritised for housing in order to assist with, and 
complement, the pressing broader Town Centre regeneration objectives. 

We will refer to this again in response to CP8: Phasing of Housing. 

 

Short Mr R New housing should be concentrated in areas where the local environment can withstand the pressures placed on it by the development. As 
stated above the addition of new estates in the smaller villages is totally out of keeping with the character of them and puts additional pressures 
on already overstretched infrastructures. Brown field sites should be used as much as possible. Also low cost housing should be encouraged to 
ensure key workers, first time buyers etc. can afford homes which will ensure a balance in the communities and not turn them into "stockbroker 
belts". As a resident of West End I am against massive developments of large estates in my and other villages which can not be sustained by 
the local infrastructure. 

Stewart Ms L Deepcut barracks is an obvious area, but West End cannot take any more than a few houses without major improvements in the infrastructure, 
we have no real shops, the A322 is lethal and for large parts of the day on standstill. There are no facilities for children and old folk, a car is a 
necessity and there has been a major confusion over schools/lack of places and so on, in the last 3-4 years. 

Surrey and 
Borders 
Partnership 
NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

It is considered that previously developed sites within settlements offer opportunities for residential development.  These should be explored 
further by the council.  It is considered that the Ridgewood Centre, Old Bisley Road, Frimley could provide an opportunity for residential 
development. 

Terence 
O'Rourke - 
Bournemouth 

We write in response to the above consultation draft, which invites comments on the key issues to be addressed in the forthcoming Core 
Strategy development plan document (DPD).  
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We have now considered the content of the consultation document on behalf of Crown Golf, our client, and are now pleased to provide the 
following comments for the council’s consideration. 
 
Crown Golf is Europe’s leading owner and operator of golf clubs with over 54 golf courses across 32 clubs in the UK. The core function of Crown 
Golf is golf, although the business extends to encompass corporate hospitality and broader leisure and tourism functions. Within Surrey Heath, 
Crown Golf is owner and operator of Pine Ridge Golf Centre. 
 
The estate is located on the settlement edges of Camberley and Frimley, and approximately 1km north of Deepcut. It provides an 18 hole golf 
course, golf shop, driving range, several bars and function rooms and a six-lane ten pin bowling centre. Crown Golf is committed to continuing its 
investment in the golf club estate in order to improve the range and quality of facilities that it provides. As part of this continuing investment, 
Crown Golf believes there will be opportunity to release land surplus to requirements. 
 
The golf course estate is not undeveloped greenfield land, but is a manufactured landscape that is served by drainage, road and building 
services infrastructure. We believe that in developing the spatial strategy, a thorough review of sites within and adjacent to existing settlements 
should be undertaken in order to identify the most sustainable sites for new development. Such a review should favourably consider sites on the 
fringes of existing settlements and those which do not comprise undeveloped greenfield land. 
 
Land at Pine Ridge Golf Centre may be able to help deliver local housing and economic needs, thereby complementing Frimley’s role as a local 
service centre and the proposed regeneration of Deepcut. Possible suitable uses include residential (including key worker and elderly 
accommodation), employment, and community and leisure related development. 
 
We enclose our completed questionnaire (see question 3) and a site plan highlighting the extent of our client’s landholding. 
 

West End 
Parish Council 

This is a Joint Letter from the West End Parish Council and The West End Village Society on behalf of the Ward of West End.   

 

 

 

 

SHBC 

Planning Policy and Conservation team  

Surrey Heath House 

Knoll Road 

Camberley 

Surrey GU15 3HD 

Fellow Green House 

Guildford Road 

West End 

Woking 
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Surrey 

GU24 9HJ 

15th May 2008 

 

Dear Sir 

 

The West End Village Society and West End Parish Council are very concerned with the recent consultation on Core Strategy and Development 

Management Policies DPD and in particular with the proposed housing allocation.  

 

In the past most documentation has pointed towards two potential sites in West End as having land that could be used as a reserve for housing 
development. Importantly, as far as we were led to believe, all policies indicated that any housing would be “small scale” as it was acknowledged 
that, for example In the Surrey Heath Local Plan adopted Dec2000, Policy H9 ; New Housing In 
Green Belt Settlements ;Within the rural settlements of Bisley, West End and Windlesham (including Snows Ride), new housing development 
outside of the provisions of Policies H2 and H3 will only be allowed in the following cases: 
(a) Infilling; or 
(b) Small scale housing developments especially those providing for special 
needs and affordable social housing. Within the rural settlement of Chobham, 
new housing development will normally only be allowed in the form of: 
(c) Infilling; or 
(d) Small scale social housing developments’ 

 

‘These settlements are located within areas of acknowledged restraint and considered inappropriate for large scale development as supported 
by Policies RU1 and RU2 of the Surrey Structure Plan 1994’. 
 

POLICY H8: Reserve Housing Sites also states ‘Any future decision to release any of these 
sites will depend upon the provision of satisfactory access arrangements and other infrastructure. In particular it will be necessary for Traffic 
Impact Assessments to be agreed with the Borough Council to establish that the local road network can accommodate the increase in traffic that 
would be generated by the development. In addition account will be taken of the need to protect the setting of 
Malthouse Farmhouse, a Grade II listed building, and the retention of the Holy Trinity School’. 
 

 

Indeed it was argued, in the Surrey Structure plan of 2004, that ‘the long-standing reserve sites at rural settlements, such as West End and 

Windlesham, cannot be regarded as sustainable locations for further housing development. The Panel concluded that there is no case in 

principle for releasing any land, which is not in a sustainable location, unless the most exceptional circumstances apply. They further conclude 

that such sites should be returned to the Green Belt, and this would need to be done through the Housing and Employment 2001-2016 DPD’ 

 

Also within the Surrey Structure plan of  Policy LO5 Rural Settlements; ‘Limited development in rural settlements will be permitted where it 
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contributes to meeting the social, economic and recreational needs of the local community, and its scale, layout and appearance maintains or 
enhances the character of the settlement’. And within the Housing Provision allocation ‘Most of the above dwellings will be provided on 
previously developed land, principally through the proactive approach to the management of urban areas set out in Policy LO2’. 
 
We also were led to believe that West End was were further protected by the incorporation of SPA policy as  both the housing reserve sites are 
within 1Km of the SPA area. Similarly, Flooding and Land Drainage policy SE3 Flooding and Land Drainage ‘Development for residential or 
commercial purposes in undeveloped areas at high risk from flooding is unacceptable. A flood risk assessment will be required for any proposal 
within a high risk area and for new residential development in areas of low to medium risk. Proposals for redevelopment of existing buildings and 
their curtilage within areas where there is a high risk of flooding should aim to improve conditions locally and not worsen flood risk elsewhere in 
the catchment. New development should not lead to an increase in run-off, which would exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. The regulation of run-
off will be required as part of development proposals, including the use of sustainable drainage solutions as appropriate, to reduce the impact of 
development on flood risk elsewhere. New development will not be permitted in the functional floodplain unless it relates to the use or 
management of the water environment or to open recreation. The land to the South of Kings Road is recognised flood plain.  
    
In summary all consultations within structure and local development plans have led us to believe that West End would have very 

limited further development.  

 

We are therefore deeply concerned to learn at a Parish Council meeting of Wednesday 29th October that West End in all probability will likely 

receive up to 400 houses on these reserve sites. This is totally incongruous that the policies that have appeared before. You are possibly 

proposing a massive increase in housing in West End, a village with poor public transport, strained education and health facilities, inadequate 

drainage and heavily congested roads at peak periods. In short, West End has a totally inadequate infrastructure to be able to handle a 

development of this size. We are being lumbered with an allocation that amounts to nearly 15% of Surrey Heaths housing allocation.  

 

We were not given nearly enough time, especially considering the importance of the scale of the likely development.  

 

It is a requirement to ensure public consultation and that reasonable desires are built into council policy documents. It is noted from SHBC that 

Heathscene and Public Meeting notices were organised SHBC regarding Core Strategy, and that the response was very poor. This should not 

be construed that the residents have no interest, and a green light for SHBC to continue on their path. Moreover that the engagement methods 

of SHBC have failed, and a different approach should be adopted to ensure the correct level of feedback is achieved.  

As this is clearly such a high impact issue for residents, it would be wrong to proceed without redressing the consultation deficiency.   

Whilst we acknowledge that proper notification has been given we strongly argue that importance of the consultation was not understood or 

communicated. It was not until Ms J Rickard gave a talk to the Parish Council (requested in order to get a comprehensible understanding of the 

Civic language therein) in plain English, that we started to understand importance of the consultation. We and the “ordinary guy on the street” 

had no real chance.  We would appreciate translation of such documents into a more concise and readily understandable fashion for clarity and 

openness. If you had given various scenarios (ie likelihood of 440 houses being built on two key reserve sites in West End then everyone starts 
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to understand the scale and nature of the problem)   

Our understanding is that SHBC have come to the conclusion that the Governments targets are unrealistic and unsustainable, but the 

Government insists on its political objective regardless. Surely it would be irresponsible of the Council to continue with something 

that is flawed and totally at odds with past policy. 

What we want to happen:- 

- A proper consultation within the Core Strategy & Development Management Policy DPD as part of the LDF 

-  Demonstrate the quota required by each community 

- Explain how the current quota is arrived at 

 - Remove Benner Lane as a reserve site in line with past policy 

- South of Kings road to be designated Flood Plain in line with past policy 

- Review the use of industrial land where the site is no longer suitable for the business 

 - Re calculate what has been built in figures of accommodating people, not number of units 

- Discuss and explain review with Parish Council and WEVS. 

- Present to the residents with help of Parish and WEVS. 

- Inform the Government of what we will do. 

 

 

Yours Sincerely, 

Marc Bedwell 

Chairman, West End Village Society 

David Elliot 
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Chairman West End Parish Council  

 

CC Mr Michael Gove MP 

Cllr L. Seally 

Cllr K. Bush 

 

West End 
Village Society 

This is a Joint Letter from the West End Parish Council and The West End Village Society on behalf of the Ward of West End.   

 

 

 

 

SHBC 

Planning Policy and Conservation team  

Surrey Heath House 

Knoll Road 

Camberley 

Surrey GU15 3HD 

Fellow Green House 

Guildford Road 

West End 

Woking 

Surrey 

GU24 9HJ 

15th May 2008 

 

Dear Sir 

 

The West End Village Society and West End Parish Council are very concerned with the recent consultation on Core Strategy and Development 

Management Policies DPD and in particular with the proposed housing allocation.  

 
In the past most documentation has pointed towards two potential sites in West End as having land that could be used as a reserve for housing 
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development. Importantly, as far as we were led to believe, all policies indicated that any housing would be “small scale” as it was acknowledged 
that, for example In the Surrey Heath Local Plan adopted Dec2000, Policy H9 ; New Housing In Green Belt Settlements ;Within the rural 
settlements of Bisley, West End and Windlesham (including Snows Ride), new housing development outside of the provisions of Policies H2 and 
H3 will only be allowed in the following cases: 
(a) Infilling; or 
(b) Small scale housing developments especially those providing for special needs and affordable social housing. 
 
Within the rural settlement of Chobham, new housing development will normally only be allowed in the form of: 
(c) Infilling; or 
(d) Small scale social housing developments’ 

 

‘These settlements are located within areas of acknowledged restraint and considered inappropriate for large scale development as supported 
by Policies RU1 and RU2 of the Surrey Structure Plan 1994’. 
 

POLICY H8: Reserve Housing Sites also states ‘Any future decision to release any of these 
sites will depend upon the provision of satisfactory access arrangements and other infrastructure. In particular it will be necessary for Traffic 
Impact Assessments to be agreed with the Borough Council to establish that the local road network can accommodate the increase in traffic that 
would be generated by the development. In addition account will be taken of the need to protect the setting of 
Malthouse Farmhouse, a Grade II listed building, and the retention of the Holy Trinity School’. 
 

 

Indeed it was argued, in the Surrey Structure plan of 2004, that ‘the long-standing reserve sites at rural settlements, such as West End and 

Windlesham, cannot be regarded as sustainable locations for further housing development. The Panel concluded that there is no case in 

principle for releasing any land, which is not in a sustainable location, unless the most exceptional circumstances apply. They further conclude 

that such sites should be returned to the Green Belt, and this would need to be done through the Housing and Employment 2001-2016 DPD’ 

 

Also within the Surrey Structure plan of  Policy LO5 Rural Settlements; ‘Limited development in rural settlements will be permitted where it 
contributes to meeting the social, economic and recreational needs of the local community, and its scale, layout and appearance maintains or 
enhances the character of the settlement’. And within the Housing Provision allocation ‘Most of the above dwellings will be provided on 
previously developed land, principally through the proactive approach to the management of urban areas set out in Policy LO2’. 
 
We also were led to believe that West End was were further protected by the incorporation of SPA policy as  both the housing reserve sites are 
within 1Km of the SPA area. Similarly, Flooding and Land Drainage policy SE3 Flooding and Land Drainage ‘Development for residential or 
commercial purposes in undeveloped areas at high risk from flooding is unacceptable. A flood risk assessment will be required for any proposal 
within a high risk area and for new residential development in areas of low to medium risk. Proposals for redevelopment of existing buildings and 
their curtilage within areas where there is a high risk of flooding should aim to improve conditions locally and not worsen flood risk elsewhere in 
the catchment. New development should not lead to an increase in run-off, which would exacerbate flood risk elsewhere. The regulation of run-
off will be required as part of development proposals, including the use of sustainable drainage solutions as appropriate, to reduce the impact of 
development on flood risk elsewhere. New development will not be permitted in the functional floodplain unless it relates to the use or 
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management of the water environment or to open recreation. The land to the South of Kings Road is recognised flood plain.  
    
In summary all consultations within structure and local development plans have led us to believe that West End would have very 

limited further development.  

 

We are therefore deeply concerned to learn at a Parish Council meeting of Wednesday 29th October that West End in all probability will likely 

receive up to 400 houses on these reserve sites. This is totally incongruous that the policies that have appeared before. You are possibly 

proposing a massive increase in housing in West End, a village with poor public transport, strained education and health facilities, inadequate 

drainage and heavily congested roads at peak periods. In short, West End has a totally inadequate infrastructure to be able to handle a 

development of this size. We are being lumbered with an allocation that amounts to nearly 15% of Surrey Heaths housing allocation.  

 

We were not given nearly enough time, especially considering the importance of the scale of the likely development. It is a requirement to ensure 

public consultation and that reasonable desires are built into council policy documents. It is noted from SHBC that Heathscene and Public 

Meeting notices were organised SHBC regarding Core Strategy, and that the response was very poor. This should not be construed that the 

residents have no interest, and a green light for SHBC to continue on their path. Moreover that the engagement methods of SHBC have failed, 

and a different approach should be adopted to ensure the correct level of feedback is achieved.  

 

As this is clearly such a high impact issue for residents, it would be wrong to proceed without redressing the consultation deficiency.   

Whilst we acknowledge that proper notification has been given we strongly argue that importance of the consultation was not understood or 

communicated. It was not until Ms J Rickard gave a talk to the Parish Council (requested in order to get a comprehensible understanding of the 

Civic language therein) in plain English, that we started to understand importance of the consultation. We and the “ordinary guy on the street” 

had no real chance.  We would appreciate translation of such documents into a more concise and readily understandable fashion for clarity and 

openness. If you had given various scenarios (ie likelihood of 440 houses being built on two key reserve sites in West End then everyone starts 

to understand the scale and nature of the problem)   

Our understanding is that SHBC have come to the conclusion that the Governments targets are unrealistic and unsustainable, but the 

Government insists on its political objective regardless. Surely it would be irresponsible of the Council to continue with something 

that is flawed and totally at odds with past policy. 

 

What we want to happen:- 

- A proper consultation within the Core Strategy & Development Management Policy DPD as part of the LDF 



Responder Comments Raised 

-  Demonstrate the quota required by each community 

- Explain how the current quota is arrived at 

 - Remove Benner Lane as a reserve site in line with past policy 

- South of Kings road to be designated Flood Plain in line with past policy 

- Review the use of industrial land where the site is no longer suitable for the business 

 - Re calculate what has been built in figures of accommodating people, not number of units 

- Discuss and explain review with Parish Council and WEVS. 

- Present to the residents with help of Parish and WEVS. 

- Inform the Government of what we will do. 

 

 

Yours Sincerely, 

Marc Bedwell 

Chairman, West End Village Society 

David Elliot 

Chairman West End Parish Council  

 

CC Mr Michael Gove MP 

Cllr L. Seally 

Cllr K. Bush 
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SS Option 1  

Bedwell Mr M No, believe option 1 the best route, our questions would be; 
 
Why have the government let house price inflation boom to exclude first time buyers from market? Where are all these overcrowded houses? 
Why is the infill and windfall plus relentless house extensions not being allowed to discount the quota? 
Exactly who is the millions of new homes for? 
Why is infrastructure not put in place before housing to avoid flooding/water shortages/pollution/congestion? 
Why isn't each town/village assessed on its planning needs and provided for accordingly rather than dumping large estates to meet political 
quotas? 
 

Harrison Mr R 
It is axíómatic that the infrastructure must be addressed before any development takes place. Our roads are overcrowded - Prior Road, a D 
class road is carrying 14,000 vehicles per day, with a school on a bend at the bottom of the hill. Any development will increase this appalling 
figure. Frimley is similarly overcrowded and roads into Camberley are a disgrace.  

Something has got to be done. Extra road space is a must, before any further development is envisaged.  

I favour option 1 

 

Peebles Mr D Option 1. No Change 
 
No development at Deepcut which should be returned to Green Belt land 
 
No review of Green Belt land. 
 
Housing development around SPA limited to 2-3 dwellings per site in keeping with local characteristics 

SS Option 2  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

ATIS Real We object to the preferred approach as set out, as no reference is made to the need to prioritise 
brownfield sites for future development as well as the continued identification of the role that small 
and medium sites can play in the provision of development in the short and long term. 

Baker Mr S Definitely agree with options 2a & 2b. I would certainly not wish option 4 to be considered - This option, I would strongly object to. We must 
protect our current Green Belt boundaries along with the SPA to protect the countryside and wildlife against urban sprawl in these areas. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. Would strongly object to option 4 as we should NOT change Green Belt boundaries for development. Removal of 
green belt from Chobham would be a disaster and our wildlife would reduce dramatically. We need to protect the countryside and prevent urban 
sprawl in villages like Chobham. 
 
When considering IF there is a need to build more housing in Chobham - has the site of Wishmore School been considered? This school is 
hardly used now and the site seems a good one for flat well drained land, good access and is not green belt or near SPA.   

Bell Cornwell Some new employment development is possible in the Frimley area.  
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Partnership  
The Council must act positively to resolve the TBH SPA issue, in conjunction with adjoining LPAs. Option (ii)(b) is no longer acceptable, 
particularly reliance on windfalls.  

Berwin Leighton 
Paisner LLP on 
behalf of Wilky 
Fund 
Management 

Wilky note the observation that approximately 15.5% of all housing growth in the South East will be accommodated within the Blackwater Valley 
area in the period up to 2026, and support the principal objective of the Draft South East Plan to achieve and maintain sustainable development 
in the region. 
 
Wilky consider that the Council should promote locations and forms of development that will reduce the need to travel. Whilst Wilky supports the 
Council’s preferred ‘Spatial Strategy’ approach of continuing employment development mainly in existing sites, it considers that sustainable 
economic growth requires industrial and commercial development to be balanced against maintaining and improving the environmental quality of 
an area through high quality and inclusive design. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree, in general, but not that we'll be accommodating 15.5% of all housing growth in the South East (para. 4.3) 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

Yes I agree with the preferred approach, viz option 2. It is the most likely to deliver sufficient housing, while causing least injury to the eastern 
side of the Borough. 
 
Options 3 and 4 are totally UNACCEPTABLE, particularly as there is no provision for additional schools and other infrastructure, and the 
invasion of green areas around West End and Chobham would destroy the character of the area. 

Consterdine 
Mrs M 

Yes, option 2 is best. 
 
I particularly object to options 3 and 4, placing large developments in West End, and in the case of option 4, expanding Chobham and altering 
the Green Belt. Problems will be accentuated by the lack of planning new infrastructure (especially schools) under options 3 and 4. 
 
Do not destroy the environment in West End by placing large developments there. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 
Options (iii) & (iv) should be actively resisted.  Reduced overall development pressure in the early years of the plan period will result in a 
provision shortfall unrelated to identified capacity. 
Past miscalculations and overstatement of retail growth potential in Camberley town centre will result in little development pressure in the early 
years. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support options 2a & 2b. 
 
There is no need for a 'Green Belt review'. Use windfall sites (if allowable) as part of the housing target, especially in the west of the borough. 
There is adequate building land in the borough. Support the proposed Deepcut development. 
 
We believe that SHBC is a special case for the inclusion of windfall sites to be counted as part of the new and additional annual housing 
numbers provision. This aspect needs a strong, robust case prepared using all available help from experience gained in other Core Strategies, 
as there is bound to be concentrated opposition from the building industry. 

Grey Mr M The only 'option' as detailed on page 9 of the Heathscene magazine which would appear to provide sufficient housing is no 2, namely infill on 
small and medium sites with redevelopment of Deepcut Barracks in the longer term. In fact the development potential at Deepcut Barracks is 
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such a major factor that until this is defined I cannot see the point of trying to address the identification of any other major sites to accommodate 
2575 homes. 

Highways 
Agency 

The distribution of housing development is of importance to the HA as it can determine the impact on the SRN. We support the strategy of 
building on previously developed land in the first instance, as the development can take advantage of the existing transport infrastructure to 
reduce the impact on the SRN.  We recognise, however, that because of the issues surrounding the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, no 
development sites have been identified as yet in the borough.  

 

Camberley and Frimley 

 

It is noted that the majority of development is likely to be focused in the western edge of the borough, in the urban areas of Camberley and 
Frimley. This could lead to an impact on junction 4 and to a lesser extent junction 3 of the M3.  However, we support the preferred approach of 
locating development in existing urban areas, supported by strong policies to reduce down and manage demand for travel by car to minimize 
the impact on the SRN.  A nil-detriment scenario should be aimed for. 

 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

Option (2) relies too much on the site at Deepcut and effectively limits the Council’s ability to deliver the District’s supply of housing.  Relying on 
this single site will significantly increase the risk of not meeting the target.  The LPA should provide SANGs to allow land for housing to come 
forward and physically enable it through compulsory purchase if necessary. 
 
Option 4 is a much more preferable approach.  There are such severe constraints within Surrey Heath that it makes no sense to further restrict 
development by allocating it to particular parts of the District. 
 
We object to the preferred approach set out in options 2a and 2b. There are five options identified, of which four have been discounted without 
comment. Greater dispersal could make more use of settlements in the east of the District, particularly focused on minor settlements, enabling 
possible regeneration of local facilities. This is more likely to achieve sustainable development. Option 4 should be a serious consideration that 
could be applied where the preferred approach of options 2a and 2b are not viable. A review of the Green Belt should be undertaken before the 
formalisation of such a policy.  

Jones Mr Mark Reject options 1, 3, 4 and 5. 
Agree option 2a. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree that a mixture of options 2a and 2b is appropriate, but that part of option 4 should be included - "Removal of Green Belt from Chobham 
and amendment to settlement boundary", this will allow for small infilling development with affordable housing. 

Melrose Ms M 2a & 2b best options. 
 
No to option 4 i.e. no Green Belt review. Create local SANGS to developments i.e. Deepcut must have some open space. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Muir Ms V 
I note that residents' views are sought on the future development options for our area.  

Option 2, as described in your document is my preferred option.  

I, and everyone I have spoken to, would be appalled if the green belt were to be removed from any area - particularly around Chobham, given 
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the proximity to Chobham Common.  

It is a pity that the government has indicated that small sites should not normally be included in the allowance. This 'infilling' approach has 
always provided the best development solution, integrating new residents into existing communities whilst conserving our green spaces.  

I have a concern that the increase in traffic and people, were the DERA site to be fully developed, would be extremely harmful for the heath 
environment and lead to congestion which could not be handled by the local roads.  

In addition, I think it is important to remember that, although the Council must plan for the longer term, the number of people being able to buy 
homes, be they affordable housing or not, and the need for retail space, is going to drop dramatically over the next few years as we move 
through a severe recession. 

 

Natural England Natural England would support the preferred approach of a mixture of options 2a and 2b subject to the options being proven to have no 

significant impact on European protected sites by an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations. In addition we have the following 

comments to make. 

 

It was not clear how the options questionnaire numbering 2a, 2b tied in with text on pages 12 and 13 (in table form). The comments below use 

the numbering's made on the tables: 

 

4.3 A green infrastructure framework policy is currently being developed to accompany the South East plan. Mention should be made of this 

document in this paragraph. The framework should be adopted into this core strategy as a key policy. 

 

The provision of green infrastructure could be linked to Surrey Heaths Borough Council avoidance strategy, i.e. the provision of Suitable 

Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANGS) to divert recreational pressure from the Thames Basin Heaths SPA. The network of SANGS could 

work within and complement an overarching green infrastructure network which delivers the wide range of benefits as listed above.  

 

ii The development at Deepcut should be required to deliver SANGS and green infrastructure. Housing numbers on this site – which Natural 

England notes have been put at 1700 – are subject to and limited by what the site can deliver sustainably.  

 

Windfall sites of less than 10 houses can only be allowed if a suite of SANGs are developed across the borough. While sites have been 

identified in Surrey Heaths Borough Council avoidance strategy they have not been secured by agreements. Natural England would encourage 

the council to put forward resources to undertake this work as soon as possible if this option is to be pursued.  
 

Redrow Homes Redrow agree that development should be encouraged within the larger settlements including West End. These settlements offer the most 
sustainable locations for growth. Options 2a & 2b should be amended to specifically support growth within these settlements.  
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The Council should review Green Belts/wedges and settlement boundaries to ensure development occurs within some of the more sustainable 
locations. 
 

Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

Option 2 refers to new retail development being focused in Camberley with a limited increase in 
Deepcut. Whilst other elements of the Core Strategy provide clarification as to the role of Deepcut it 
would be helpful if this was set out earlier in the plan confirming that Deepcut would only be a district 
centre that might include a food superstore and a range of day to day convenience, comparison and 
service needs. 
 
Proposed amendment 
Paragraph 4.8 should be redrafted as follows: 
 
Any employment development continues mainly in existing sites in western settlements with a particular focus upon Camberley Town 
Centre with limited new floor space at Deepcut Barracks as part of a new sustainable community. Retail growth will be concentrated in 
Camberley Town Centre with a limited increase and Deepcut to provide a new district centre as part of a new sustainable community. 
Housing growth includes Deepcut. 

SEERA (South 
East England 
Regional 
Assembly) 

We support the Preferred Approaches that set out where development will be directed.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES. 
2b should not include high density blocks of flats. 
It is doubtful if there is much scope for further retail development in Camberley. 
Poor access with congested roads and poor rail facilities make this unviable (though buses are improving). 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

In relation to Question 3, we again express general Support for the Preferred Approach to the Housing strategy (under Spatial Strategy and 
Housing Distribution, Policy CP7), which indicates that the Borough’s strategy will seek to deliver development in a sustainable manner in 
accordance with both the Surrey Structure Plan, 2004 and the South-East Plan. We note therefore that the Preferred Approach would retain the 
focus of development within settlements, plus the redevelopment of Deepcut Barracks in the longer term. In overall terms, most development 
would therefore occur within the west of the Borough. We note the emphasis on the requirement for SANGS mitigation to overcome impact on 
the TBHSPA. We also note the commitment to including small windfalls within housing provision figures.  
 
Whilst the County would not demur from this approach, it is our understanding that the inclusion of windfalls as part of policy will need to be fully 
justified at Examination through the submission of evidence of a lack of alternative identifiable sites. 
 
In relation to para.’s 4.2 – 4.10, we Support the message in PPS1 (Delivering Sustainable Development) where planning should facilitate 
ensuring that development contributes to the creation of safe, sustainable, livable and mixed communities with good access to jobs and key 
services for all members of the community, which implies the provision of developer's contributions to achieve this policy. Whilst we do not 
express a view on where development should take place, the development of Deepcut does provide the opportunity for provision of sustainable 
educational facilities within a new community, and we would Support this approach, working in partnership with the Borough to achieve the 
provision of educational facilities from the developers (Surrey CC has since amended their comments with respect to Deepcut, see response to 



Responder Comments Raised 

CP3). 
 
We also draw your attention to the increased pressure on education facilities generally that would result from infilling. It is essential that the 
Borough has a policy of pursuing developer contributions to mitigate the cumulative effect of pupils yielded by developments, as stated in para 
4.67.  
 
We further draw the Borough’s attention to the same implications that follow from the approach of directing development to previously developed 
land within the defined settlement areas and ensure the best use of land and buildings.  
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agree Options 2a & 2b should be combined appropriately. 

SS Option 3  

Burge Mr B It seems that one of your favoured options include the possible development of housing on land east of Heathpark Drive i.e. Heathpark Woods. 
 
With my house backing onto these woods it is natural that I would prefer not to have housing there. However my objections to this are soley to 
do with the local infrastructure or rather lack of it. 
 
Since I moved to Windlesham some 35 years ago there have been four major housing developments in the village, which has dramatically 
increased its population. During this period there has been no improvements made to the infrastructure. 
 
The schools are packed to capacity, the doctors surgery is full therefore residents have to register with surgeries outside the village. Public 
transport has over this period been reduced and is very limited. Most seriously the roads cannot cope effectively with the traffic that's using them 
today, especially with the added increase in heavy goods transport. Often there is traffic congestion particularly at rush hour and particularly 
around the few local shops we have left. There is a large elderly population in the village and it is becoming more and more difficult for them. 
 
In your report you say that there will be very little money suitable for the infrastructure so we can expect no support for any new development. 
This is a real concern particularly with the probability of a large development; some 2,500 houses; on the former DERA site. I must admit I 
thought this site was only to be developed for commercial purposes so this was a  surprise to me. Whatever happened to the environmental 
protection zone around Chobham Common? 
 
Finally if either development should go ahead, actions will have to be taken to protect Heathpark Drive. Already, due to growing congestion 
through the village, this road has become a 'rat run' in the rush hour and there has been a real growth in the amount of commuter cars and 
heavy vehicles using the road. Heathpark Drive is a fairly narrow residential street and many small children. Cars are parked either side of the 
road and to avoid a real risk of an accident contractor's traffic should not be allowed to use it. Because of the massive increase in through traffic 
either development would bring to Heathpark Drive the installation of speed restriction devices e.g. 'speed bumps' would be essential. 

Cresswell Mr S 
I am contacting you on behalf of Holy Trinity School, West End in respect of the above document.  

As you will likely be aware, we are a Church of England primary school based in West End. The school serves the needs of families in West End 
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plus a few from surrounding areas. Your web link asks for feedback regarding local housing development.  

Broadly speaking, the level of new housing in the UK clearly needs to reflect demand. However, we need to bring your attention to the following 
points of particular relevance to our school. 

• We are situated on a residential road (Benner Lane) and over recent years have had complaints from residents regarding the level of 
traffic, speed, and lack of parking around the school. This is evidenced via correspondence between us, our Parish Council and the 
County in recent times.  

• We currently have 400 plus children and therefore can already be considered as one of the larger primary schools. Our infrastructure will 
in no way allow for increased pupil numbers measured by not only the number of classrooms but also our catering and our school hall 
etc.  

• We are very proud of both our ofstead report and in particular the high academic record of our pupils. This has been built upon a very 
focussed approach to education and development underpinned by a high level of localised parental support. If ever a decision was made 
to turn our school into a "mega provider" we believe this would deflect from the culture we have worked so hard to achieve in recent 
years.  

It is for the above (and for many other reasons) that we are totally apposed to any new housing development in West End. 

 

Hart Mr S I vehemently object to option 3, which has little to commend it. 
 
West End already suffers from significant congestion on the two main approach roads (A322/Guildford rd and Chobham Roads). There is little 
scope to mitigate the worsening situation that would be created by a large development at West End 
 
Existing development at west end already exceeds current drainage capacity, as recent flood  shown. The proposed large development would 
seriously worsen this situation - in an already prone to flooding from the Bourne and trulleys streams.  
 
The local school has 60 places per year, and 90% of this is made up of children from west end. The proposed development would lead to the 
exceeding of the schools current capacity.  As a combined infants and juniors it is already a large school.  Going to 3 x 30 strong classes per 
year to serve this new development would make it massive. 
The alternative is to force children furthest away from the school to travel all the way to Bisley or Lightwater schools. 
  
West End is also already underserved by facilities  - no post office, launderette, mini-supermarket - a future development would exacerbate this 
under-availability of services, making it a soulless dormitory settlement. 
 
The proposed development is located adjacent to a SSSI area and would further compromise the already eroded value of this beautiful local 
landscape, which locals enjoy for walking and leisure. 

Ivens Mr WS 
I refer to the article in Heathscene regarding Surrey Heath's Development Options, in particular Option 3 relating to land east of Heathpark 
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Drive.  

This "land" comprises some 20 acres of established woods forming part of Heath Park Wood which totals an additional 50+ acres. Heath Park 
Wood stretches between Chertsey Road to the North & Woodlands Lane to the South & immediately abuts the M3 Motorway to the East. The 
West boundary is Heath Park Drive, a quiet residential development of detached & semi-detached houses with gardens, built some 40 years 
ago.  

Any proposed residential development on any part of Heath Park Wood must be vigorously resisted for the following reasons:  

1. It is a rare & most attractive natural feature at the approach to & exit from Windlesham.  

2. It provides a most valuable & effective shield against noise & other pollution from the M3 Motorway.  

3. It is a private wood which has been largely undisturbed for many years.  

4. Previous applications to allocate this "land" for residential development have been rejected by Inspectors at successive Public Inquiries since 
1991 for the above reasons plus inadequate existing local amenities & infrastructure to support such development. 

 

May Ms S I am very perturbed to hear of the potential plan to build another 400 houses in West End. West End as a village cannot cope at present with the 
current pressures imposed on it, let alone with an extra 400 plus residents.  Holy Trinity School is already heavily over scribed as is Gordon's 
School.  Neither of which could realistically cope with an increase in numbers. 
 
I fully support the West End Parish Council and the West End Village Society in there objection to this proposed development.  We do not need 
another Nursery Green Estate. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

There should be no development in West End by releasing land.  West End enjoys a very special heritage as identified in section 1 in this 
document and is a predominantly rural settlement. A major expansion of this village would significantly affect this heritage and the rurality. In 
particular the village has limited resources - few shops and services (no local sub PO). It has very limited public transport links. As such, Car 
transport would be necessary to access services creating further build up in a very congested road network.  We have all been subject to 
horrendous flooding over recent years from the Bourne and mill bourne rivers. Additional housing would impact further the ability of rainwater to 
drain.     

The Camberley 
Society 

We have to take some of the arguments in the document at their face value. On this basis, and because we believe that protection of the Green 
Belt and redevelopment of Camberley as a specialist shopping area are priorities, we agree with the preferred approach. 
 
However, we would like to emphasise the concern recognised in the document that much of the borough's infrastructure is already heavily 
loaded. We believe that it should be strengthened before attempting to accommodate a significant increase in the number of dwellings. 

SS Option 4  

Cresswell Mr S 
I am contacting you on behalf of Holy Trinity School, West End in respect of the above document.  

As you will likely be aware, we are a Church of England primary school based in West End. The school serves the needs of families in West End 
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plus a few from surrounding areas. Your web link asks for feedback regarding local housing development.  

Broadly speaking, the level of new housing in the UK clearly needs to reflect demand. However, we need to bring your attention to the following 
points of particular relevance to our school. 

• We are situated on a residential road (Benner Lane) and over recent years have had complaints from residents regarding the level of 
traffic, speed, and lack of parking around the school. This is evidenced via correspondence between us, our Parish Council and the 
County in recent times.  

• We currently have 400 plus children and therefore can already be considered as one of the larger primary schools. Our infrastructure will 
in no way allow for increased pupil numbers measured by not only the number of classrooms but also our catering and our school hall 
etc.  

• We are very proud of both our ofstead report and in particular the high academic record of our pupils. This has been built upon a very 
focussed approach to education and development underpinned by a high level of localised parental support. If ever a decision was made 
to turn our school into a "mega provider" we believe this would deflect from the culture we have worked so hard to achieve in recent 
years.  

It is for the above (and for many other reasons) that we are totally apposed to any new housing development in West End. 

 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

Option (2) relies too much on the site at Deepcut and effectively limits the Council’s ability to deliver the District’s supply of housing.  Relying on 
this single site will significantly increase the risk of not meeting the target.  The LPA should provide SANGs to allow land for housing to come 
forward and physically enable it through compulsory purchase if necessary. 
 
Option 4 is a much more preferable approach.  There are such severe constraints within Surrey Heath that it makes no sense to further restrict 
development by allocating it to particular parts of the District. 
 
We object to the preferred approach set out in options 2a and 2b. There are five options identified, of which four have been discounted without 
comment. Greater dispersal could make more use of settlements in the east of the District, particularly focused on minor settlements, enabling 
possible regeneration of local facilities. This is more likely to achieve sustainable development. Option 4 should be a serious consideration that 
could be applied where the preferred approach of options 2a and 2b are not viable. A review of the Green Belt should be undertaken before the 
formalisation of such a policy.  

Ivens Mr WS 
I refer to the article in Heathscene regarding Surrey Heath's Development Options, in particular Option 3 relating to land east of Heathpark 
Drive.  

This "land" comprises some 20 acres of established woods forming part of Heath Park Wood which totals an additional 50+ acres. Heath Park 
Wood stretches between Chertsey Road to the North & Woodlands Lane to the South & immediately abuts the M3 Motorway to the East. The 
West boundary is Heath Park Drive, a quiet residential development of detached & semi-detached houses with gardens, built some 40 years 
ago.  
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Any proposed residential development on any part of Heath Park Wood must be vigorously resisted for the following reasons:  

1. It is a rare & most attractive natural feature at the approach to & exit from Windlesham.  

2. It provides a most valuable & effective shield against noise & other pollution from the M3 Motorway.  

3. It is a private wood which has been largely undisturbed for many years.  

4. Previous applications to allocate this "land" for residential development have been rejected by Inspectors at successive Public Inquiries since 
1991 for the above reasons plus inadequate existing local amenities & infrastructure to support such development. 

 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of The 
Shorstan 
Company Ltd 

Consideration should be given to Option 4: Green Belt review. That is identified as a medium risk of failure, which is no riskier than other options. 
The comment that such an approach ‘is not sustainable’ is inadequately explained: the development of land currently designated as Green Belt 
may be more sustainable than other sites, eg sites on the edge of existing settlements, sites close to existing settlements and areas that could 
be well-located close to existing facilities and accessibility options. For instance, future small employment sites may be closely located to 
housing areas, so reducing travel trips in the Borough. And new housing on Green Belt land may similarly be well-related to existing housing or 
employment uses. 
 
Rejecting such an option at this stage indicates that the Council will not fully assess the specific sustainability issues relating to sites promoted to 
them in the Development Site Allocation process; some of those sites may be more sustainable than other, non Green Belt sites. Other sites 
currently within the Green Belt may offer further advantages for development allocation, eg the removal of existing non-conforming or unsightly 
uses. 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of V 
Segalini 

Consideration should be given to Option 4: Green Belt review. That is identified as a medium risk of failure, which is no riskier than other options. 
The comment that such an approach ‘is not sustainable’ is inadequately explained: the development of land currently designated as Green Belt 
may be more sustainable than other sites, eg sites on the edge of existing settlements, sites close to existing settlements and areas for housing 
that could be well-located close to existing facilities and 
accessibility options. 
 
Rejecting such an option at this stage indicates that the Council will not fully assess the specific sustainability issues relating to sites promoted to 
them in the Development Site Allocation process; some of those sites may be more sustainable than other, non Green Belt sites, or may offer 
other advantages for allocation. 

May Ms S I am very perturbed to hear of the potential plan to build another 400 houses in West End. West End as a village cannot cope at present with the 
current pressures imposed on it, let alone with an extra 400 plus residents.  Holy Trinity School is already heavily over scribed as is Gordon's 
School.  Neither of which could realistically cope with an increase in numbers. 
 
I fully support the West End Parish Council and the West End Village Society in there objection to this proposed development.  We do not need 
another Nursery Green Estate. 

SS Option 5  

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. Option 5 should be preferred. 
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Pearman Ms S My preferred option is Option 5 as I consider this area to be densely populated and there is the need to retain SPA sites as recommended by EU 
directives and also to preserve Green Belt land.  Any development of land should be subject to adequate infrastructure requirements and should 
not be built on land prone to flooding. 

Objectives  

Bain Mr E Objective (xv) the notion that we can reduce reliance on cars is unrealistic. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Addition to Employment (vii): 
"and to encourage the redevelopment of existing sites and the refurbishment of existing premises for new employment uses" 

Environment 
Agency 

Water Resources 
 
Surrey Heath is identified within  the designated area of serious water stress by Defra which covers most of the Thames Region..The 
Loddon Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy also demonstrates there is no water available( by abstraction.) 
 
Therefore all residential and commercial developments should be designed to reduce dependence on importing water and maximise the 
efficiency of water used. For this to be achieved the following targets /indicators are suggested to be incorporated in Objective 24 Water 
Consumption ‘to reduce water consumption’; 
 
all new residential developments built to achieve high levels of water efficiency  - 105 litres per person per day (CSH 3/4). 
 
Commercial building developers to provide evidence to demonstrate how they intend to adopt water efficiency measures ( including where 
appropriate grey water recycling and/or rainwater harvesting options) to minimise water consumption within their proposed new/refurbished 
buildings in accordance with the building Research establishments Environmental Assessment method ( BREAM) . 
 
It would be useful to have timescaled targets for reduced per capita consumption over the plan period. 
 

Hill Mr E 
Your Consultation document is also festooned with contradictory objectives. 

You cannot build more housing, attract more workers and residents, with the accompanying additional congestion, yet maintain the current 
(worsening) ambience of Surrey Heath. 

 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

One objective not listed is the identification of sites, including sites in the Green Belt, targeted for significant, up to 100%, affordable housing 
provision. We believe such a measure is required if a reduction in housing need is to be achieved (HNSU, 2006).  
 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 3.3 (viii) How do you protect someone from "fear"?  What does "reflection of cultural diversity" mean? (such terminology requires 
examples).  To what extent do the continuing cuts in adult education support the concept of "life-long learning"? 
(xv) you should say how you propose to reduce reliance on the private car. 
(xvi) Amend to: "provide and support a whole range of leisure and cultural facilities that avoid the need to travel outside the Borough e.g. theatre 
visits to Woking, Basingstoke, Guildford, Kingston, Richmond, Wimbledon, London" 

Objectives 
Option 1 
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ATIS Real We broadly support the preferred approach as set out however, there is also the need for the 
identification of employment sites that are no longer suitable for employment use or that are more 
suited to other uses. These sites should also be considered for redevelopment or a change of use. 
There is a need for a greater emphasis to be placed upon the economic viability and priority should 
be given to the reuse and redevelopment of brownfield locations. 

Bedwell Mr M No, We wish to retain the core objectives in objective 1 

Peebles Mr D Option 1. Retain existing objectives. 
 
"Estimates of the housing capacity of the settlement areas suggest that the full structure plan housing requirement of 2,780 new homes (2001-
2016) could well be achievable from brownfield sites in urban areas" 

Objectives 
Option 2 

 

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 2. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 2.  Strongly in favour of (xii) protection of green spaces and (xvi) provision in support of cultural facilities. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

General support, with the following observations: 
- (ii) housing requirement must adhere to the SE Plan not the Surrey Structure Plan, which it will replace. 
- (vii) new employment sites should also be identified 
- (xi) the danger of using the phrase 'essential character' is that it will be used by the public and politicians alike to stifle good new design and 
innovation.           

Berwin Leighton 
Paisner LLP on 
behalf of Wilky 
Fund 
Management 

Wilky broadly supports the revised Objective to maintain the economic role of the Borough within the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley 
sub-region. The Core Strategy must ensure that strategies/policies/allocations are coherent and consistent within and between development 
plan documents, including those of neighbouring authorities. Policy WCBV7 in the Draft South East Plan requires the Blackwater Valley to be 
planned in an integrated way focusing on improvements to 
the quality of the built and natural environments and the transport network. 
 
The Draft South East Plan cautions that, since the Blackwater Valley straddles a large number of local authority boundaries, as a consequence 
the planning of the Blackwater Valley area has not always been fully integrated. Yorktown is a critical part of the Blackwater Valley, and Wilky 
consider that the Council should place strong emphasis in its Objectives on the strategic sub regional importance of the Blackwater Valley and 
the potential to regenerate the Yorktown area in order to 
enhance the quality of the built and natural environments. Wilky also considers that the Council’s Objectives fail to recognise the opportunity and 
need to improve the transport infrastructure in partnership with other providers. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 2. 
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CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Channell Mr A Not entirely.  Expanding existing villages should be limited compared with the availability of Deepcut barracks for housing development. 
 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree with option 2. The Green Belt development rules must not be diluted under any circumstances and the SPA must be protected at all costs. 

Circuit Planning 
Representative 

Paragraph 3.3 (viii) talks about supporting the community and improving facilities for health, well being and life-long learning. 
 
Diversity and Equality in Planning, Page 11, Paragraph 1 states: "Planning should aim to improve the lives of the widest cross-section of society. 
Society today is made up of diverse individuals of varying...faiths". 
 
This objective goes someway to address this but should be more specific. Health, education and safety are needs of a community, however so 
are community facilities including places of worship (as referred to in question 1 above). The objective should therefore mention these but also 
be more proactive in the improvement of them. 
 
For instance the Slough LDF makes such references as "To encourage increased engagement in cultural activities and to build and sustain 
strong vibrant communities". 

Consterdine 
Mrs M 

Agree 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 2 

English 
Heritage (South 
East Region) 

We note that Objective (ix) refers to protection and enhancement of biodiversity within the Borough, including sites of local importance, whereas 
Objective (xi) refers to respect for the ‘character’ of the local area, including historic structures and environment. This appears to offer a far less 
favourable framework for the historic environment that includes nationally as well as locally important features. The Interim Sustainability 
Appraisal Report (August 2008), presents a somewhat optimistic scenario where it states at para. 12.6.1 that ‘no environmental and 
sustainability problems have been identified’ with no mitigation proposed (para. 12.9.1). 
 
How is the impact upon character to be measured against a background of urban intensification? The list of background documents identified on 
the Council’s website offers no guidance on what has been done to provide a baseline. The South East Plan referred to above, refers at para. 
12.21 to the need for understanding of significance and vulnerability to change and the use of local character assessment as a tool. 

GVA Grimley We support the modified objectives set out in the Core Strategy subject to the inclusion of an additional point under the Housing and 
Employment section to read:  Support the residential led mixed use redevelopment of Princess Royal Barracks at Deepcut as part of creating a 
sustainable community. 
 
Section 3.3 (ii) should be updated to reflect the recent publication of the Secretary of State's Proposed Changes to the draft South East Plan 
(SEP) i.e. 3,740 dwellings over the SEP plan period 2006 - 2026.  We understand that recent advice from GOSE advocates the use of the 
Secretary of State's housing figures in the Proposed Changes in the preparation of Local Development Documents for local authorities in the 
south-east.   

Hart Mr S Agree 
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Highways 
Agency 

As you state, Surrey Heath has the second highest car ownership rate in the South East. The HA is, therefore, fully in support of the transport 
objective (xv) to improve travel choice and reduce the reliance on the private car.    

 

Hook Miss A Agree with preferred approach. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

The preferred approach does not explain why it is to be preferred. No options are provided and thus a fair choice is not provided between the 

options.   

We disagree with the Council’s strategy in setting out its objectives. The number of objectives in the plan results in an unnecessarily complicated 
policy. The consequence of this is a number of conflicting or unnecessary policies that will hinder the original objectives. 

Jones Mr Mark Agree option 2. 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of The 
Shorstan 
Company Ltd 

Support, particularly criterion (v), which the comments above tie into. 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of V 
Segalini 

Support, particularly criterion (v), which the comments above tie into. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 2 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Agree Option 2 not to dilute Green Belt policy re: development particularly with regard to Chobham, one of few villages in the UK entirely washed 
over with Green Belt. Also protect SPA. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England agree with option 2 and have the following detailed comments to make: 
 

- Under environment the following could be added: -Deliver Surrey’s biodiversity action plan targets. 

Deliver a multi-functional green infrastructure network. Ensure that ANGSt standards (see above) are met in all areas of the borough 
 
- Support number (x) that new development should contribute to environmental infrastructure.  

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Objective ii contradicts environmental objectives. How can these co-exist? 

Planning 
Committee of 
Showmen's 
Guild LHC 

Support Option 2 and value 3.3(v) as a commitment 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the broad preferred approach to the objectives. We suggest that Objective (xv) might be strengthened to, for example: 

“Improve travel choice so as to promote and encourage sustainable forms of transport, and, in particular, to reduce reliance on the private car.” 
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Redrow Homes Redrow agree with the proposal to slightly modify the objectives to support the Secretary of State's increase in housing provision within the 
Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley sub-region 
 

Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

Paragraph 4 of the Housing and Employment Objectives identifies the role of Camberley Town Centre as a strategic town centre of sub-regional 
importance that should be maintained. The terminology used for the definition of the centre’s role is contrary to that adopted in the emerging 
South East plan which will subsequently form part of the development plan. The recently published Panel Report identifies Camberley as a 
secondary centre within the wider shopping hierarchy. It is considered to avoid confusion and that a similar nomenclature should be adopted in 
the policy. 
Paragraph 15 (transport) seeks to improve travel choice and in particular reduce the use of the private car. This policy objective is supported. 
 
Proposed amendment 
Paragraph 4 should be amended to read as follows: 
 
Maintain the role of Camberley Town Centre as a secondary centre within the South East region as a safe, attractive retail, cultural and 
entertainment centre with a high quality of environment. 

SEEDA In addition, we support the Preferred Objectives, specifically those that seek to: 

• Promote and Deliver Sustainable Development in the Borough 

• Maintaining the economic role of the Borough within the Western Corridor and Black Water Valley Sub Region.  

• Identify sites on which employment use should be maintained and growth encouraged.  

• Develop a waste strategy that improves levels of recycling and minimises waste production 

• To minimise the impact on climate change and to minimise the effect of climate change upon the borough through a reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions and adoption of more environmentally friendly technologies and practices in both new and existing 
developments.  

 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes - but housing objective is too high for a small town.  High density (tall blocks) of flats should be avoided. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We also generally Support the Borough’s approach to objectives, which is to slightly modify the original Core Strategy to encompass the 
priorities under the Borough’s Community Plan. We also Support the general approach to sustainability implied by the approach to the Housing 
strategy (under Policy CP7 Spatial Strategy and Housing Distribution), which indicates that the Borough’s strategy seeks to deliver development 
in a sustainable manner in accordance with both the Surrey Structure Plan, 2004 and the South-East Plan. We agree that the major element of 
development for the Borough in the time scale envisaged is likely to be in the form of housing, including significant amounts of affordable 
housing, to meet target figures. 
 
In addition, in relation to Objectives 3.3 (viii) and (xv) we Support the objective of servicing the community through improved facilities for life-long 
learning, as well as improve travel choice and, in particular, reduce reliance on the private car. We Support a commitment to collection of S.106 
contributions to facilitate realisation of this objective. Moreover, County Schools are aiming to increase sustainability through reducing car 
journeys to school. We should like to see a commitment to supporting the County Council where an increase of schools provision on an existing 
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site is necessary, rather than a resistance to an intensification of use, as the alternative would be to require children and young people to travel 
further for their education, which would increase travel, contrary to Objective 3.3 (xv).  
 
The Structure Plan will be replaced by the South-East Plan in due course. The Secretary of State’s (SoS) Proposed Modifications confirms that 
the Borough lies partly within the London Fringe sub-region and partly with the Western Corridor and Blackwater Valley sub-region. It is noted 
that the SoS has accepted the Examination Panel’s recommendation and has not proposed a higher housing provision target for the Borough, in 
recognition of the fact that the Borough is entirely within the 5 kms. zone of the TBHSPA.  
 
The County’s response to the SoS’s consultation on the Proposed Modifications (County Executive 21 October 2008) expresses concern over 
the designation of the London Fringe as an area of growth without sufficient justification, the imposition of minimum targets for housing across 
the region, selective partial Green Belt reviews leading to a loss of Green Belt land, further increases in housing targets for particular Surrey 
Districts, and the deletion of windfall sites from housing delivery. Concern has also been expressed in relation to the housing allocation proposed 
on the DERA site, Chertsey, which partially affects Surrey Heath Borough.  
 
Nevertheless, and based on the Panel Examination Assessor’s qualified conclusions with respect of the need to protect the TBHSPA, we note 
that the SoS has accepted that any development within the prescribed distances of the TBHSPA would need to provide the necessary mitigation 
to deal with increased recreational pressure. As a consequence of the Proposed Modifications we would anticipate that the Borough will need to 
make appropriate provision for the impact of redevelopment of the DERA site, which lies mostly in Runnymede Borough. 
 
In relation to Question 2, we welcome inclusion of objective (xiii) regarding a waste strategy that improves levels of recycling and minimises 
waste production. However, there is little evidence within the Core Strategy of how this is to be taken forward and what the spatial and land use 
consequences will be.  
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We largely agree with the preferred approach for the Objectives, including the increased emphasis on the importance of Camberley. We would 
like to stress, though, that ensuring that Camberley is a "strategic" town centre should not be interpreted as turning it into a 'me too' town. 
Camberley is a small town, and also its growth is likely to be restricted by the European sites. Hence its future should be one of quality rather 
than quantity. 
 
We note that there is no longer any explicit intention to maintain and protect the Green Belt. In the absence of any justification for this, the 
omission cannot be supported. The current financial climate illustrates the importance of good financial discipline in achieving the aims of the 
Core Strategy. Is there any reason why this should not be included as a specific Objective? 

The Theatres 
Trust 

We support Objective 3.3.(iv) to maintain the role of Camberley town centre as the sub regional centre for retail, leisure, cultural and 
entertainment facilities. Planning policies should aim to recognise the key role played by leisure and cultural facilities in contributing towards 
creating vital and vibrant town centres. Councils’ aims should be to ensure that there is a dynamic and healthy retail economy and that its town 
centres are the focus for a range of services. 

We also support Objective 3.3.(xvi) to provide and support leisure and cultural facilities that are accessible to all. The provision of a wide range 
of more culturally based activities can offer something for everyone through arts and sport, cultural and recreational activities, which can 
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contribute to neighbourhood renewal and make a real difference to health, crime, employment and education. It is all too easy to become 
bogged down in debates about access to public transport services, walking distances to schools etc. but sustainable neighbourhoods must 
include social facilities to ensure the population have the capacity to reap the health and social benefits which accrue from participation in 
regular cultural activities. 

 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agree option 2. 

CP1  

Environment 
Agency 

Water Resources 
 
Surrey Heath is identified within  the designated area of serious water stress by Defra which covers most of the Thames Region. The 
Loddon Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy also demonstrates there is no water available( by abstraction.) 
 
Therefore all residential and commercial developments should be designed to reduce dependence on importing water and maximise the 
efficiency of water used. For this to be achieved the following targets /indicators are suggested to be incorporated in Objective 24 Water 
Consumption ‘to reduce water consumption’; 
 
all new residential developments built to achieve high levels of water efficiency  - 105 litres per person per day (CSH 3/4). 
 
Commercial building developers to provide evidence to demonstrate how they intend to adopt water efficiency measures ( including where 
appropriate grey water recycling and/or rainwater harvesting options) to minimise water consumption within their proposed new/refurbished 
buildings in accordance with the building Research establishments Environmental Assessment method ( BREAM) . 
 
It would be useful to have timescaled targets for reduced per capita consumption over the plan period. 
 
Groundwater/Contaminated Land 
 
Surrey Heath includes areas with shallow groundwater, and areas where controlled waters are at a high risk from polluting activities. 
Furthermore, much of the area overlies relatively sensitive Minor Aquifers. 
 
Therefore, in any areas where development is planned where potentially contaminated land is identified, the Environment Agency recommends 
that developers should be required to :  
  
  
1)      Follow the risk management framework provided in CLR11, Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, when dealing 
with land affected by contamination. 
  
2)      Refer to the Environment Agency Guidance on Requirements for Land Contamination Reports for the type of information that we require in 
order to assess risks to controlled waters from the site. The Local Authority can advise on risk to other receptors, e.g. human health. 
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3)      Refer to our website at www.environment-agency.gov.uk for more information. 
  
  
In addition, with regards to surface water drainage design, the Environment Agency strongly encourages the use of Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems (SUDS) for new discharges of surface water run-off from roads, vehicle parking and public amenity areas, providing there are adequate 
measures to protect groundwater and the site in not in an inner Source Protection Zone (SPZ 1). In all cases, arrangements for effective 
management and maintenance of the systems should be put into place. Any such drainage system will also need to comply with PPS 25 in order 
to manage risks from flooding. 
  
SUDS protect groundwater quality from contaminants in surface water run-off as they encourage diffuse entry of discharge into the subsurface. 
SUDS should conform to the Groundwater Regulations 1998 to prevent the introduction of substances in List 1 of the regulations, such as 
hydrocarbons, and pollution from contaminants in List 2. 
  
Developers should refer to the Interim Code of Practice for Sustainable Drainage Systems, which can be downloaded from www.ciria.org.uk. 
They should also refer to CIRIA Report C609 'Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - Hydraulic, Structural and Water Quality Advice'. 
 

Hill Mr E 
As with all such documents, yours witters on about tackling climate change, reducing energy consumption and carbon emissions, and the more 
frequent flooding from heavy rain (which you don’t mention is exacerbated by covering land in concrete). At the same time, you are proposing 
huge additional housing and commercial developments with the attendant increases in population and traffic, all of which exacerbate the 
problems we are supposed to be tackling. 

This is not only disingenuous, it borders on the insane and is an insult to the intelligence. These ambitions are mutually exclusive. They cannot 
all be achieved at the same time. This is true not just of Surrey Heath, but of the UK as a whole and indeed, globally. 

What is required is significant population reduction, however that may be achieved in Surrey Heath, in the UK as a whole and globally. 
Population growth needs economic growth; economic growth causes pollution and carbon emissions. I don’t understand why an understanding 
of these simple facts remains elusive to those in authority over us. 

 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

With changing economic circumstances many of the brownfield sites in Surrey Heath may be too expensive or too small to develop in order to 
meet the high demands for affordable housing. The Green Belt in Surrey Heath is comprised of 4,226 ha or 44% of land. We would welcome an 
approach which would release some Green Belt land on the edge of settlements for significant amounts of affordable housing. This would enable 
affordable housing to be developed where need has been demonstrated.  
 
We would welcome an approach which treated market housing and affordable housing as the same. The standards (grant funding criteria) for 
affordable housing have previously been required to deliver a higher level of sustainability. New policies should require the same sustainability 
targets for all developments.  To be in line with the Government’s aspirational targets of Sustainable Homes code level 6 by 2016, we suggest 
the adoption of a stepped target, increasing one level at a time, until 2016.  
 
We consider that all development should be designed to a high standard regardless of tenure, be in keeping with the surroundings and 
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contribute to the development of the area. 
 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 4.19 Experience in 2006 demonstrated that the water company was unable to meet the needs of this locality.  Until it is able to guarantee 
adequate supply to present customers there should be no question of taking on new customers.  That (not "reducing water consumption") should 
be the priority. 

Prowse Miss 
Hazel 

Climate Change 
 
I am a scientist.  There is not just "broad agreement" about climate change - it is a fact, and it is all due to human activity.  The paragraph on 
page 11 does not mention the changing patterns of wind flows and their magnitude, so I would like to know what building regulations will appear 
that mean roofs will no longer be designed merely to withstand downward pressure. 
 
Sustainability 
 
Apart from reducing our population, there are many measures that can be taken in this area.  For instance, a friend in the north east is not 
allowed to have a solar panel because she is in a conservation area, and I believe similar daft rules outlaw double glazing.  ( secondary glazing 
is not good enough.)  Too many good moves on micro-energy around the country are banned purely on visual grounds, and then not necessarily 
as viewed by neighbours.  Public buildings are over-heated, and their lights are seldom linked to the actual occupancy of their offices. 
 
Finally, I would welcome a nuclear waste dump nearby rather than any form of additional housing. 

CP1 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with option 1. To have no policy will lead to haphazard development, subject to the whim of future politicians (central & local) and threaten 
to leave the Borough in a mess that will be costly to put right. 

ATIS Real We support this preferred approach however we consider that there should be a greater emphasis 
on developing brownfield sites in line with PPS 3. Clear targets need to be set so that the success 
of these policies can be measured. The best use of land is an important sustainability message that 
should include the reuse of core employment land, if there is sufficient reasoning for the site to be 
put to better use. The location of new developments should not be limited by existing infrastructure, 
as plans and potential for future infrastructure provisions should be taken into consideration. In 
addition we also feel the approach could be made clearer through setting targets for things such as 
the reduction in CO2 emissions. 

Bain Mr E The notion that we can reduce reliance on cars is unrealistic. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree strongly. Support policy to protect, promote and enhance biodiversity. 

Bedwell Mr M Yes we agree 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater Agree option 1. 
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Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Channell Mr A Yes there should be a policy otherwise there are no guidelines.  

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

There should be a policy with firm, clear targets in all areas where the borough council has an influence. 

Circuit Planning 
Representative 

Paragraph 4.19 should be expanded to include the provision of community facilities, specifically making reference to places of worship. 
 
This would then better meet the need of a sustainable community and thus be consistent with national policy. PPS1 at page 8 states that: "Plan 
policies should: ...take into account the needs of all the community, including particular requirements relating to...religion...". 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1. 
 
 
It is vital to reduce the risk of flooding with new ideas and methods such as flood ponds. New developments must be provided with adequate 
infrastructure. Flooding is a traditional problem for some rural villages and is a subject in itself and needs creative new ideas to reduce the risk of 
flooding. 
 

Energy Saving 
Trust 

I have no specific comments to make on this policy, except that I think you could encourage developers to meet Code level three of the Code for 
Sustainable Homes. More detail on why I think you can encourage the Code is provided under DM9.  

 

English 
Heritage (South 
East Region) 

The preferred approach in respect of Policy CP1 refers to protection, promotion and where possible enhancement of biodiversity, whereas the 
preceding bullet point refers to protection of the historic environment, without reference to appropriate enhancement or increased access. 
English Heritage sets out its strategy on the historic environment in ‘Making the Past Part of our Future’. The importance of understanding 
cannot be stressed enough. We accept that the potential for impact upon biodiversity has particular implications for the Council warranting a 
specific ‘CP’ policy on biodiversity, but we would be concerned if Policy CP1 did not make robust provision for the historic environment (taking on 
board the need for understanding, protection, enhancement and increased 
access where appropriate) having regard to local circumstances. 

GOSE The key issues to be addressed by this policy would all appear to stem from national and/or regional policy.  If you are to include a policy on this 
topic in the Core Strategy, it will be important to avoid repeating or reformulating national or regional policy (see PPS12, para. 4.30). 

GVA Grimley We support inclusion of a focus for development to take place on previously developed land - the Core Strategy appropriately recognises and 
supports the redevelopment of previously developed land at Princess Royal Barracks. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree. 
 
I accept that better forms of public transport need to be implemented but I am very fed up with the persecution of the motorist. For years now the 
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motorist has been speed humped, flashed, fined and given penalty points just for trying to go about their daily business of getting from a to b. A 
new approach needs to be taken, motorists will not give their cars unless there is another form of good transport, carrots are better than sticks! 
Technology will make the car an acceptable form of transport that is environmentally friendly to rule it out of future planning is at the Council's 
peril. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

We do not agree with this approach.  This policy simply summarises what other policies seek to control and restrict.  It adds nothing to these 
more detailed policies and duplicates them causing unnecessary complexity and confusion.  Having no policy is a better option. 
 
If there is to be a policy on sustainable development and design it should not be drafted simply as a minimum tariff.  Where applicants attempt to 
provide genuinely sustainable development then the policy should make clear that other policy requirements will be relaxed and treated flexibly 
to recognise the additional costs associated with providing the sustainable development. 
 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Need clear policy for sustainable development borough wide. Should include public transport network i.e. villages to Camberley to reduce car 
use, peak hours and Saturdays. 

Morley Ms C Agree. 
 
There is no mention of improving sustainability of existing developments e.g. schemes where groups get together to install solar/wind power 
projects for 10-20 houses to benefit from economies of scale. 

Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 
Stores Limited 

Our client largely agrees with the preferred approach set out in Policy CP1, however we wish to highlight that policies for future development 
should also ensure that local needs and services are located in appropriate locations in order to increase sustainability. 

Natural England Natural England support option 1 and have the following comments to make: 
 

Sustainable development and green infrastructure provision could be linked to this policy. In addition the policy should set minimum standards 

for building design making reference to BREEAM. 

 

Additionally to those listed the following could be added 

− Delivery of Surrey’s biodiversity action plan targets. 

− Delivery of ANGSt standards 

− Delivery of Thames Basin Heath SPA avoidance strategy, 
 

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

See response to Spatial Strategy 



Responder Comments Raised 

Peebles Mr D Option 1. There should be a policy in keeping with local requirements and not set out by central government 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the preferred approach set out for Policy CP1. 

 

Redrow Homes Redrow appreciate the Council's reasons for the policy. Clear guidance and consultation with the private sector should be sought in producing 
any relevant SPD/DPD's in relation to this policy to ensure the proposals and targets are realistic and achievable. 
 

SEEDA SEEDA support the preferred approach which we consider broadly complements the aspirations of the RES Objective that seeks to deliver 
Sustainable Prosperity. However, you may wish to consider including an additional bullet point highlighting the importance of ICT 
communications infrastructure (broadband) in encouraging home-working and reducing the need to travel.   
 
In addition, we consider it would be useful to insert an additional paragraph of supporting text that refers to the Sustainability Checklist 
developed by SEEDA and BRE (www.sustainability-checklist.co.uk). The checklist is intended for use at the design and planning application 
stages of a new development and focuses on the sustainability issues pertinent to spatial planning. 
 

Short Mr R Any policy should be linked to the sustainability of the local environment and keeping the existing green belt areas. New housing should be built 
on existing brown field sites as far as possible, and should concentrate on smaller dwellings the majority of people can afford rather than the 
proliferation of executive homes which appears to be the current norm. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes, but THOSE MUST BE STRICTLY ADHERED TO (not as in the past when infrastructure has been insufficient). 

Stewart Ms L Agree with preferred approach. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We would not demur from the Preferred Approach indicated under Policy CP1 dealing with Sustainable Development and Design. 
 
The text introducing Policy CP1 indicates that the preferred approach to sustainable development and design encompasses a reduction in the 
consumption of natural resources. This is welcomed as being consistent with the intentions of Policy CW1 of the Surrey Waste Plan and Policy 
MC1 of the emerging Surrey Minerals Plan (Preferred Option consultation 2006) that covers the issue of reducing demand for minerals.  
 
The Borough’s Preferred Approach set out in para. 4.19 refers to making provision for waste reduction and recycling measures but this appears 
only an aspiration and such provision is not mentioned in relation to either of the strategic locations for development in Policy CP3. Similarly, the 
issues to be addressed by the policy do not explicitly cover greater efficiency in the consumption of natural resources, including minerals, 
although this is implicit in a number of the measures quoted.  

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Thames Water 
Property 
Services 

Thames Water support the preferred approach set out for Policy CP1 to ensure new development is served by adequate infrastructure and 

particularly the need to reduce water consumption and protect water quality. 
 

The Camberley 
Society 

PPS1 establishes that there are three elements to sustainability: environmental, economic and social. But the preferred approach set out for 
Policy CP1, though directionally acceptable, says relatively little about the last two of these. At the least it should state that new development 
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should include features that are attractive to employment and industry. It should also say that facilities will be encouraged to meet the needs of 
all sectors of the population; young, and - increasingly, old - alike. 
 
We are pleased to see the recognition that developments should be sympathetic to the local architecture and history. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agree Option 1. 

CP1 Option 2  

CP2  

Bain Mr E Paragraph 4.21  Support the recognition of design issues. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

We do not understand what settlement hierarchy means, and nothing in the literature provided explains it. Individual communities matters, not 
so-called hierarchies. 

Environment 
Agency 

Comments on settlement areas: 
Camberley: Constrained in the west by the Blackwater Floodplain. 
Deepcut: Potential Surface Water flooding issues are often associated with extensive barrack parade grounds.  
Frimley: Flood risk along Blackwater tributaries and along the Blackwater itself. Flooding issues from culverted watercourses. 
Frimley Green: Constrained in the west by flooding from the Blackwater 
Mytchett: Constrained in the west by Blackwater Flood plain 
 

Environment 
Agency 

Policy CP2, Table 2 Settlement Areas, In the constraints box for Chobham land liable to flood or Flood Zone 3 from Mill Bourne extends to west 
and east of village (further than village centre as stated)  
 

GVA Grimley No comment to make at this stage. 

Pavey Mr C J F Table 2:   
 
Camberley: Constraints: amend "traffic congestion" to "severe traffic congestion"  
Deepcut: Constraints: make it clear Deepcut did have a school, recently closed 
Frimley: Constraints: amend "traffic congestion" to "severe traffic congestion" 
Frimley Green: Opportunities: Why no reference to Cross Farm School? 
Constraints: 1.5km or 2km from nearest station? 
My preferred approach is para 4.28  

Peebles Mr D No response to this question. 
 
You have not explained what a "Settlement Hierarchy" is.  

CP2 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1 and to protect the countryside by NOT building on Green Belt and to protect the natural, historic environment and quality and 
nature of countryside e.g. Chobham Village. 



Responder Comments Raised 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option and protect villages such as Chobham to keep the quality of life and nature of the countryside for which the village is 
known. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Support the identification of Chobham as a Main Village/Local Centre. This will allow some development to take place and help to maintain local 
services. Removal of settlement itself from the Green Belt should also be considered, as this has stifled development in the past.  

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Channell Mr A Yes the policy seems logical. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

GOSE We agree with the preferred approach to include a hierarchy based on the sustainability of settlements. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A The use of hierarchy is useful as a modelling tool but as settlements have already been established it is fairly useless. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

These centres are ranked according to retail hierarchy criteria which are then turned into a sustainability hierarchy with no explanation as to how 
this conversion takes place or how the results are derived. At this stage it is not possible to comment on the policy in the absence of a discussion 
of any options and any explanation of them. 
 
While we have no objection to identifying or defining a settlement hierarchy, the policy should make clear that all settlements are appropriate for 
development with the level of development being pegged to the appropriate size of settlement.  Because of the severe planning constraints 
within the District, all settlements must make their contribution to providing the appropriate level of development.   
 
It is premature to identify strategic locations for development ahead of a core strategy.  The point of the core strategy is to set out the criteria by 
which site allocations can be compared on an equal basis.  Nominating a single site within the district to provide the largest amount of housing is 
premature and will inevitably distract future site selection processes.  All site allocations should be reserved until the site allocations DPD.   
 

We agree with the principle of a hierarchy of areas within the District. Development should be delivered to where it is needed and also where it is 

appropriate. However those areas which are lower in the hierarchy should not be excluded when there is a demand and the capability for growth. 

Development can provide the opportunity to address the constraints outlined within the settlement profiles in Table 2 in a sustainable manner. 

We do not agree with the designation of Deepcut as the major source of housing provision for following reasons: 

• It is not deliverable as defined in paragraph 54 of PPS3; 
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• It is too risky as if it fails to come forward the Council’s strategy for reaching its housing targets will no longer be deliverable; 

• The infrastructure implications of the proposed development are not yet identified therefore it is premature and not possible to judge whether 

it is sustainable location for new housing development; 

• The scheme effectively provides a land use allocation and it is both unfair and premature to make the major allocation without having 

considered all other options side by side; 

The policy is too detailed and onerous.  Constructing residential units to code 6 for instance will adversely affect the viability of the scheme at the 
same time as making it less likely to deliver the anticipated housing. 
 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Need option 1, but priority to be given to village community needs i.e. retain small dwellings policy and affordable housing for village needs only. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 
Stores Limited 

Agree with Option 1. 

Natural England Natural England support option 1: 
 

Little or no mention is made in the constraints to the presence of national and local designated sites (SPA, SSSI, LNR, SNCIs) and existing 

Biodiversity Action Plan habitats such as ancient woodland, native broadleaved woodland and heathland. Surrey Biodiversity Record Centre will 

provide details of what environmental information is available already for the Borough. Surrey Heath Council should ensure that it has an up-to-

date map of all designations and of the position and condition of all Biodiversity Action Plan habitats in order to inform the sustainability appraisal 

of these sites.  

 
Additionally, ANGSt standards can be seen as both a constraint and an opportunity. Areas with poor provision of accessible natural greenspace 
should be identified and developments in these areas should deliver natural greenspace benefits. Conversely efforts should be made to preserve 
areas where standards are met. See the general comments above for details about where mapping data can be located of ANGst standards.  

Owen Ms S Agree with preferred approach. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

The accessibility and reality of the opportunities needs to be assessed. It is all very well stating that local opportunities exist for primary and 
secondary schools when many are already full. In particular Gordons school and Holy Trinity school in West End. Gordons is one of the most 
oversubscribed schools in the country. Hardly an opportunity.  

Rail Estate 
We agree with the Council’s preferred approach that Camberley is Surrey Heath’s Principal Service Centre/Town Centre, which is in line with the 
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emerging South East Plan’s recognition of the town’s importance as a sub-regional centre for employment and retail provision. 

 

Redrow Homes Redrow have no objections to the hierarchy provision, but would encourage West End to be considered as a main village/local centre. The 
settlement provides more sustainable options for growth than many other settlements.  
 
The revision of the Green Belt around West End is encouraged. 

SEERA (South 
East England 
Regional 
Assembly) 

We support the Preferred Approaches that set out where development will be directed.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES 

Stewart Ms L Agree with preferred approach. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

The Borough’s Preferred Approach to a settlement hierarchy, which places Camberley as the principal centre, with other smaller centres 
providing for local services, would accord, in our view, with the Proposed Modifications to the South-East Plan (Policy TC1 as proposed to be 
modified) which indicates that Camberley is to be rated as a Secondary Regional Centre, and Policy BE4 (as proposed to be modified) which 
seeks to support the smaller rural towns in terms of strengthening their local service and community role. We therefore agree with the Preferred 
Approach  
 
However, we have a degree of concern over school sites being identified as opportunities for development, as this implies that there would be no 
constraints. We would like to see, included in Table 2, a constraint for each school site based on the need for continued educational provision on 
such sites. However, there may be occasions when there would be a need to raise capital through development of part of some school sites and 
so, in our view, the policy would need to be regarded as an enabling policy. 
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Thames Water 
Property 
Services 

We are pleased to see the water treatment infrastructure included as a constraint within Table 2. The impacts of this constraint should be 
acknowledged through the inclusion of an infrastructure policy that sets out the need for vital water and sewerage infrastructure to be provided 
ahead of development as set out in the comments in relation to Policy CP5. 
 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach for Policy CP2 (our comments are limited to aspects that relate to Camberley). We regard a constraint on 
the night economy of Camberley as being the large number of drinking establishments and - more importantly - the associated bad behaviour. 
Other opportunities and constraints are not limited to those stated, but these will not be detailed here. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agree that there should be a settlement hierarchy. 

CP2 Option 2  

CP3  

Bell Cornwell Frimley should also be included as a strategic location for employment-generating uses. 



Responder Comments Raised 

Partnership 

Berwin Leighton 
Paisner LLP on 
behalf of Wilky 
Fund 
Management 

Despite its economic importance, the Yorktown area suffers from a poor image and poor environmental quality. Wilky also notes that the Surrey 
Heath Interim Sustainability Appraisal Report has highlighted pockets of high levels of deprivation towards the outer edges of Yorktown. Wilky 
considers that the Yorktown area provides the opportunity for comprehensive revitalisation and urges the Council to prioritise development of 
business use, office, and other uses, within the Yorktown area as part of a programme which would lift underperformance significantly in an 
already established and accessible commercial area. 
 
Policy CP3 provides the opportunity to recognise Yorktown as a Strategic Location for Development. There is significant potential to protect a 
core employment area and produce regeneration for the wider Yorktown area in accordance with the aspirations within the Draft South East Plan 
to improve quality of the built and natural environments within the Blackwater Valley. The identification of Deepcut as a broad location for 
development should not distract from the available and sustainable redevelopment opportunities in the Yorktown area which would help to attract 
high quality employers and employees to the area. 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 4.37 (vi): amend to include a reference to the school that was recently closed 
Para 4.38: I am appalled to learn that a considerable amount of redevelopment will continue in the TC for at least 10 years. 

Surrey and 
Borders 
Partnership 
NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

It is considered that whilst work to mitigate adverse effects in European sites continues it is not yet appropriate to designate strategic locations 
for development. 

CP3 Option 1  

CP3 Option 2  

Bedwell Mr M Disagree. We prefer option 2 

Peebles Mr D Option 2. 
 
Camberley and Frimley as strategic. 
 
No development at Deepcut thank you. 

Short Mr R Whilst Deepcut might well provide the answer to a lot of the housing needs, experience shows that these sites tend to be developed with the 
promise of increases in the local infrastructure which never materialise thus putting additional pressure on the existing framework. If this was to 
be the case with Deepcut I would favour option 2. 

CP3 Option 3  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with option 3. Concentration only on Camberley would place unnecessary strain upon the town, although it does seem to have the best 
infrastructure to cope with a large proportion of the development. 

ATIS Real We support the preferred approach and agree that Camberley Town Centre should be a Strategic 
Location for Development. 
 
We feel that a consideration should be given to other areas of Camberley which are also capable of 
being a Strategic Location for Development such as the Admiralty Way and York Town Estates 
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which are well located to form Strategic Locations. Along with the identification of these Strategic 
Locations it is important to recognise the role of medium sized sites as having a key function in 
helping to meet the housing targets set out in the South East Plan. There should be an element of 
flexibility in this policy, to allow for the most appropriate sites to come forward which will meet the 
requirements of the area. 
 
Within the Core Strategy there is a need to have a greater regard to the wider Blackwater subregion 
as identified within the draft South East Plan. It is important that the growth within the Blackwater and Surrey Heath areas, forecasted by the 
South East Plan, is recognised and a number of Strategic Locations are identified to provide for this. The identification of additional Strategic 
Locations will help to accommodate the increasing pressures on land in this area for housing provision as well as employment, and so a greater 
mix of uses must be considered. 
 
Further we object to the aspiration that all new homes should achieve Code 6 of the Code of 
Sustainable Homes. This is an unrealistic target and shows little regard for viability and market 
conditions. A Code 6 rating would add approximately an extra 46-60% on to construction costs per 
plot. A phased approach may be more desirable with Code 4 achieved in 3 years and Code 5 in 5 
years with Code 6 in 10 years, to enable technology to catch up. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 3. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 3.  Deepcut development would be an ideal opportunity to improve biodiversity if carefully planned at the design stage. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 3. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 
Also agree that Deepcut land be identified for development. 

Channell Mr A Given the opportunity to develop Deepcut with minimal impact on Green Belt then option 3 seems logical.  The intensity of development will 
need this strategy to cover schools and hospitals as well as commercial issues. 
 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree with option 3, but with emphasis on public transport and local facilities - shops, GP's etc. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

Yes, I support option 3 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 
At Deepcut great emphasis must be placed on items (vi) community infrastructure and (xi) public transport provision. 
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CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 3 

Dear Ms R Yes, it would make a lot of sense to develop the land at Deepcut as a priority.  Large developments that will affect the community and services in 
all the local villages should be avoided as they will create too much pressure on existing utilities and services.  

English 
Heritage (South 
East Region) 

The Council’s preferred approach to Policy CP3 refers to avoiding impact upon European sites, but makes no reference to the historic 
environment, or character areas. 

GVA Grimley We support recognition in the Core Strategy that the Princess Royal Barracks site represents a substantial redevelopment opportunity for a 
residential-led mixed use scheme, and agree its designation as a Strategic Location for Development is entirely consistent with national, regional 
and emerging Local Planning guidance. 
 
Work is progressing to develop a masterplan for the site, and it is hoped a preliminary masterplan will be available in advance of the next stage 
of the Core Strategy consultation in February 2009. 
 
The masterplan, together with appropriate supporting technical work (including environmental and transport), will seek to establish an 
appropriate land use/mix and density, access arrangements and open space/SANG provision to demonstrate how development can maximise 
this brownfield opportunity and contribute to the creation of a more sustainable community in Deepcut. 
 
As such, we recognise the Council's desire to set out (as it does in para 4.37) a range of criteria that any redevelopment scheme should 
address, and would welcome the opportunity to discuss these in more detail with you.  You will appreciate that any redevelopment scheme must 
be commercially viable - the impact of achieving Code 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes in particular, will need to be explored further. 
 
We also note reference in para 4.37 to the future preparation of an SPD relating to the Barracks site.  We note there is no timetable to 
product/adopt the SPD (as it does not currently appear in the adopted LDS) - early agreement of a suitable timescale is essential to ensure that 
this does not delay the submission of a redevelopment planning application at the earliest possible opportunity.  To assist in the earliest possible 
delivery of housing, it would be advantageous to prepare the SPD in parallel to the Core Strategy. 
 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Highways 
Agency 

We note that the Princess Royal Barracks at Deepcut has been identified as a Strategic location for development.  It is proposed that housing of 
approximately 1,700 units will be provided here as part of the SE Plan figure of 3,740 dwellings which is currently out to consultation.  We have 
concerns that although employment is mentioned in the Preferred Approach (para 4.37), the majority of the development will be housing.  
Generally mixed development offers the best opportunities for sustainable development.   

 

The Stage 1 Transport Statement does not include Deepcut as a specific location.  We consider it essential that the impact of the proposed 
1700 homes is understood and that the transport evidence base, Stage 2 of the Transport Statement, determines the impact on the M3 and 
includes proposals for mitigating any adverse impacts on the SRN. 

 

We do, however, welcome and strongly support the emphasis on public transport and other measures to reduce traffic impact, outlined in the 
Preferred Approach.  
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We would ask that the Deepcut Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) is made available to the HA for comment and that the transport 
implications of the development are made clear in the document. 

 

Hook Miss A Deepcut is the way forward, a whole new town can be created from scratch with new infrastructure and transport links without annoying local 
residents. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 3. 
Reject West End/Bisley/Chobham areas. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 3 as preferred approach and the identification of land at Deepcut as a broad location for development. 

Melrose Ms M Option 3, but provide and increase public transport to shops, GP's, Hospitals etc. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England support option 3 but would reiterate the comments made under question three and ii above.  

Owen Ms S Agree with preferred approach. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

The regeneration of Deepcut as a broad location poses and exciting opportunity for an area which has been the focus of so much bad publicity. 
A chance for a new beginning. 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

Deepcut Barracks is a large previously developed site that is ideal for large scale redevelopment to cater for the social housing needs deficit. We 
consider that high density development of this previously developed site should be encouraged in the short term as well as post 2016. Within the 
plans for development of this site should be substantial amounts of affordable housing to meet demonstrated local housing needs.  
 

Rail Estate 
We acknowledge the Council’s evidence referred to in paragraph 4.31 regarding Camberley Town Centre. We agree that the Town Centre has 
significant opportunities for commercial, residential and cultural and leisure development. We agree with the broad preferred approach that 
identifies the Town Centre as a Strategic Location for Development. 

We have previously commented on the Camberley Town Centre AAP Preferred Options, and agreed with the basic vision, objectives and 
strategy proposed for the Town Centre, including its overarching preferred policy TC2: Development Proposals which lays down that 
development must be appropriate, sustainable and supportive of Town Centre regeneration. 

We therefore note and broadly agree with the suggested approach to new development in CP3 being that it should contribute to one or more of 
the delivery objectives of the Town Centre strategy listed in paragraph 4.36. 

With regard to several of these objectives, but notably that development should contribute to the enhancement of public transport—in particular a 
regenerated station and transport interchange—we would reinforce our previous comments on the Town Centre AAP Preferred Options as 
related to the station allocation site and the Pembroke Broadway opportunity area. 

Please see also our further comments on CP15: Camberley Town Centre. 

Please also see the responses to Camberley Town Centre AAP Preferred Options and take into account the comments concerning the Station 
Allocation site and the Pembroke Broadway Opportunity Area as summarised in a note accompanying this representation 

Savills Paragraph 4.35 refers to Camberley as a major sub-regional town centre. This terminology is 
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Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

inconsistent with that used in the South East plan and it would be more appropriate to refer to it as a 
secondary centre. 
 
Paragraph 4.36 refers to the policy approach being adopted in the Area Action Plan for the 
enhancement of Camberley Town Centre. Subsequent paragraph bullets points are identified. 
Paragraph 1 refers to centre’s role as a major sub-regional centre. This should be amended to refer 
to a secondary centre. 
 
Paragraph 2 refers to the regeneration of the London Road frontage. It is considered inappropriate to refer to regeneration which suggests that a 
substantial number of the existing properties might be 
retained in the context of the growth option set out at Policy CP14 / CP15. In order to accommodate 
the scale of development proposed a large format development will be required resulting in the 
demolition of virtually the entire London Road frontage. If the Local Authority is consistent in its 
approach to adopt the high growth option it must recognise the implications this has for the retention 
of buildings on London Road. Accordingly the sentence should be amended to refer to 
redevelopment of the London Road frontage. 
 
Paragraph 4 refers to maintaining the role of the town centre as a location for employment. There are already a number of vacant office blocks in 
and around the town centre and Camberley is likely to experience difficulties in competing with adjacent centres such as Farnborough which 
have better rail and motorway access which are key considerations for office occupiers. Accordingly a more 
balanced approach is suggested which will permit the redevelopment of many of the existing office 
blocks for residential uses subject to a suitable resolution of the Special Protection Area prohibition as well as the redevelopment of other blocks 
to provide new office floor space that will be attractive to the existing and incoming users. 
 
Paragraph 6 refers to contributing to the enhancement of the public transport services for the town 
centre. It is considered that a balanced approach is required that caters both for public and private 
transport and that improvements are made to interchange facilities to encourage the use of public 
transport as well as make better use of private transport provision such as shopper car parking. 
 
Paragraph 10 refers to new commercial and retail development seeking a zero carbon rating and 
efficient use and recycling of other resources. The phrase zero carbon lacks a measurable standard 
and is clearly unachievable in its broadest sense. It is more relevant to set standards for construction and operation in the context of the 
BREEAM standards and a standard might be set at very good for building performance. Separate measures should be introduced to encourage 
recycling of waste in the operation of new commercial and retail development. 
 
Paragraph 4.37 refers to the development of Deepcut as a new sustainable community and 
paragraph 5 refers to the improvement of retail provision. It is considered that clarification should be 
provided to ensure that the scale of retail provision at Deepcut is only proposed to serve the newly 
created community and not undermine the established shopping hierarchy elsewhere within the 
district. Accordingly a reference should be given to the scale of retail uses proposed at Deepcut. 
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Proposed amendment 
Paragraph 4.3 second sentence should be amended to read as follows: 
 
The role of Camberley as a secondary centre means that it will continue to be the principal focus for new retail development within the 
district. 
 
Paragraph 4.36 – Paragraph 1 should be amended to read: 
 
The maintenance of the role of the town centre as a secondary centre within the South East. 
 
Paragraph 2 should be redrafted to read: 
 
The redevelopment of the London Road frontage. 
 
Paragraph 4 should be redrafted to read: 
 
Maintaining the role of the town centre as a location for employment with the provision of new retail service and office 
accommodation through the redevelopment and regeneration of existing facilities. 
 
Paragraph 6 should be redrafted as: 
 
Contributing to the enhancement of existing private and public transport services including shopper car park provision and 
interchange facilities to public transport facilities as well as capacity enhancements on the local transport network. 
 
Paragraph 10 should be redrafted as: 
 
New commercial and retail development should seek to achieve a BREEAM very good standard and programmes for the introduction 
of waste recycling will be encouraged. 
 
Paragraph 4.3 subparagraph 4 should be redrafted as: 
 
Improved retail provision to provide a district centre to serve local convenience and small scale comparison and service shopping 
needs. 
 
Paragraph 9 should be redrafted as: 
 
New commercial or industrial development should seek to achieve a BREEAM very good standard and programmes for waste 
recycling will be encouraged. 

SEEDA SEEDA welcomes the Policy, specifically the requirement for new housing developments to achieve Code Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable 
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Homes and New Commercial; Retail and Industrial units should aspire to achieve zero carbon. This will assist delivering Target 11 of the RES 
which seeks to reduce CO2 emissions attributable to the South East by 20% from the 2003 baseline by 2016 as a step towards the national 
target of achieving a 60% reduction on 1990 levels by 2050, and increase the contribution of renewable energy to at least 10% of energy supply 
in the South East by 2010 as a step towards achieving 20% by 2020’.  
 

SEERA (South 
East England 
Regional 
Assembly) 

We support the Preferred Approaches that set out where development will be directed.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No. 
Camberley TC is already over-developed and further residential properties - except for replacement homes and some in Pembroke Broadway 
area should not be allowed.  Surplus offices should be removed. 

Stewart Ms L Agree with preferred approach. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

I refer to the consultation process on the Borough’s LDF Core Strategy Preferred Options document. The County’s response was conveyed by 
letter dated 7 November 2008. 
 
You will recall from our response that we expressed support in principle for the Borough’s objectives concerning the sustainability and the 
release of land for housing to meet Surrey Structure Plan and emerging South-East Plan targets. At the time, we also expressed support in 
principle for a flexible strategy for the longer term and we noted that the Preferred Options approach would retain the focus of development 
within settlements, plus the redevelopment of Deepcut Barracks. We therefore recognised that opportunities for regeneration and redevelopment 
to improve housing and services might include Deepcut. 
 
We nevertheless also noted the considerable constraints exercised by the proximity of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area, and 
therefore the requirements for appropriate assessment that would be necessary in relation to development schemes. We also expressed the 
view that general infrastructure improvements would be crucial and would be a requirement to ensure that development was viable and well as 
sustainable.  
 
In this latter respect, and as a result of further consideration of sustainable transportation issues following more detailed proposals from the 
MoD, it is considered that the Deepcut Barracks site would be wholly unsuitable for residential development due to it's isolation and lack of 
connectivity with the urban areas of western Surrey Heath. In our view, in this location, no amount of investment in sustainable measures could 
make the site acceptable in locational and movement policy terms.  Experience and lessons have been learnt from the previous development of 
Alma/Dettingen barracks to the north, and any development of Deepcut to the south, regardless of mitigation initiatives, is likely to be heavily car 
dependent and exhibit unsustainable travel behaviour. 
 
We understand that the Preferred Strategy approach is to be advanced towards the submission stage. It is also the case that the spatial strategy 
and policies for the release of land for housing will need to be subject to Examination to ensure soundness. In our view, it will be the case that 
evidence will need to be provided to indicate that the Borough’s Preferred Options approach has considered alternatives and has made 
adequate judgements as to the ability of policies to provide for sustainable development in the locations proposed. 
 
In relation to the further working up of the Core Strategy we would be obliged if you would consider our further comments in relation to the 
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Deepcut case. 
 
 
Comments from 7th November (for reference) 
 
We accept the Preferred Approach concerning the Strategic Locations of Development which highlights Camberley as the major focus of retail, 
employment and significant levels of housing development, taking advantage of the current opportunities for town centre redevelopment 
schemes. We also therefore recognise and accept that other opportunities for redevelopment and regeneration should be identified within the 
Core Strategy, in particular the Deepcut site (Princess Royal Barracks) which offers a regeneration opportunity to improve housing and services 
in the local area. We also accept that the Borough would anticipate seeking zero carbon development and more efficient use and recycling of 
resources and dealings with waste. This matter should be at the heart of all commercial and residential proposals, including, in particular, the 
more comprehensive schemes for regeneration. We therefore Support the Preferred Approach concept. 
 
In relation to Policy CP3 and the strategic location of development, whilst the pressure on schools near Camberley town centre is not currently 
pronounced, there is significant pressure just to the south in Frimley and surrounding areas, which will result in more pupils needing places in 
Camberley as the local schools will be full. Developer contributions will be needed to mitigate the cumulative effect of pupils yielded by 
developments. 
 
In relation to para 4.37 (v), we Support the section which notes the provision of a new primary school, but would like the provision of sufficient 
Early Years facilities to be added. 
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

As said earlier, the compact size of Camberley, and restrictions due to the European sites, mean that economic growth should be based on 
quality rather than quantity. We realise that in the short term market forces tend to favour major outlets and household brands. 
 
However, through a suitable planning policy it might be possible to ensure that new retail developments include small 'affordable units suitable 
for specialist shops. Our support for the preferred approach for Policy CP3 is partly dependent upon this being the case. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 3 definitely. 

CP4  

Dear Ms R Better and more regular train services from Camberley, Bagshot and Sunningdale, alongside regular and affordable bus links to the stations 
would relieve a lot of the local traffic problems and help commuters to leave their cars at home. 
 

GVA Grimley We note that modelling of impacts arising from redevelopment of the Barracks is being undertaken and look forward to the opportunity to 
comment on the findings when available.  We are also undertaking transport analysis to explore any impacts of redevelopment and look forward 
to sharing this work with you shortly. 

Hill Mr E 
Other traffic problems are the new priorities at the junctions of Southern Road, Southwell Park Road and Firwood Drive, which are completely 
wrong and will cause accidents, and the traffic light timings for the new lights at the gates of the Staff College and Park Street, which are also 
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completely wrong. Traffic on the A30 is halted at those lights every ten seconds and waits while nothing moves out of either the Staff College or 
Park Street. The westbound rat-race when the lights turn green and traffic rapidly funnels into one lane is a gift to panel-beaters and the 
dedicated eastbound right turn lane is decorated with a “No Right Turn” sign. 

 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

We would support recognition in policy that car parking provision for RSL schemes would be based on the experiences of the RSL. We would 
support a design led approach for new development in order to reduce reliance on the car and promote sustainable modes of transport. This 
approach will have a higher rate of success if public transport provision to transport hubs is improved through additional public investment. A 
transport policy aimed at tackling car usage is essential in a district with the third highest levels of carbon emissions in England (British Gas, 
2006). 
 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 4.46 (vi) The proposals would hasten the demise of the Camberley line.  You should focus on improving the Camberley line, not encourage 
people to travel elsewhere, adding to road congestion (they wouldn't all use the bus, however good the service). 
Para 4.46 (xi) should mention Camberley as well as. or instead of. Bagshot. 
Para 4.47 (i) At least as far as Camberley is concerned, improving the rail service should take priority over improving the station. 
Para 4.47 (ii) Does A321 still go through Frimley?  It is not only emergency vehicles that are impeded: patient & visitors also. 
Para 4.48 There should be a reference to the contribution made any new development/population increases to increased traffic congestion. 
Para 4.56: The solution is to refrain from further TC development 
Para 4.57: Lines 1&2: unbelievable (where is the evidence?) 
Para 4.60: Include a reference to the need to reduce the amount of traffic generated by driving children to school.  Children should normally be 
obliged to attend their nearest school.  

Redrow Homes Redrow would support any proposals that include providing improved public transport links between West End and the adjoining settlements. 
 
The Council have previously identified the lack of public transport links as a constraint on future development in West End. By improving these 
links it would allow for more development to come forward. 
 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

Policy CP4 Movement, para. 4.63 3rd bullet point – this appears to be confusing when read with para. 4.60 in the Preferred Approach. This 
should be clarified.  
 

Vail Williams 
LLP on behalf of 
Frimley Park 
Hospital NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

Frimley Park Hospital is located between the M3 and the Portsmouth Road. The current adopted Local Plan, 2000 recognises Portsmouth Road 
as a site of Major Highways Proposal. 

 
It is widely recognised that the road network near the site can be congested. We believe that the DPD should promote the enhancing of travel 
modes to and from the hospital. The Trust is pleased to see that the consultation document states that:- 
 
“…improvements to the Hospital’s access and the surrounding road network are a priority project” (DPD, 2008: p26, para 4.49). 
 

CP4 Option 1  
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Consterdine Mr 
G 

I prefer option 1. 
Options 2 and 3 are impractical, and option 4 doubly so. 

CP4 Option 2  

CP4 Option 3  

CP4 Option 4  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with Option 4, although it may be too optimistic to assume that it will meet with total success. Some work on improving traffic flows on the 
Borough's roads, without major projects, would be beneficial and may be essential.  

Baker Mr S Agree with option 4. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 4 

Bedwell Mr M Agree, Town & urban development reduces use of vehicles. Dumping large developments in villages such as West End where there is little 
public transport will only exacerbate the use of cars. 

Berwin Leighton 
Paisner LLP on 
behalf of Wilky 
Fund 
Management 

Wilky supports the Council’s aspirations to improve bus and rail links throughout the Borough, and emphasises the importance of building on the 
strategy in the Yorktown SPG (August 2003) to improve public transport routes between Yorktown, Watchmoor, and the railway stations at 
Blackwater, Farnborough Main and Camberley. Wilky also supports the Council’s aspiration to promote shared cycle and walking routes as part 
of enhancing the environmental quality of the 
wider Yorktown area. 
 
PPS 12 underlines that good infrastructure planning considers the infrastructure required to support development. In order to support the 
continued, sustainable growth of the sub-regional economy in this area, the Council must focus on improvements to the strategic transport 
network. In the Yorktown Transportation Strategy 2002 it was stated that ‘improving transportation, access and circulation in and around the 
Yorktown locality are factors which would help to achieve a vision 
of Yorktown becoming a centre of business excellence’. Indeed, the need to improve public transport connectivity in this area has been 
repeatedly recognised by the Council (Yorktown SPG 2003, Yorktown LSSAR, Surrey Heath Interim Sustainability Appraisal Report). The need 
to provide an integrated transport solution to improve the wider area is further emphasised in Policy WCBV7 of the Draft South East Plan. 
 
However, PPS 12 also underlines that good infrastructure planning considers costs, sources of funding, timescales for delivery and gaps in 
funding. Over the past fifty years, Yorktown Business Park and London Road have been ‘developed on a plot by plot basis as a series of 
unrelated buildings...without the benefit of an overall masterplan or design strategy’ (Yorktown Landscape SPD 2008). The Council must 
recognise that such piecemeal development alone is unlikely to attract the sources of funding required to meet the costs of a comprehensive and 
co-ordinated 
improvement of public transport connectivity between Yorktown, Watchmoor, and the railway stations at Blackwater, Farnborough Main and 
Camberley. In addition, larger, more comprehensive development proposals are also needed to capture the scale of investment necessary to 
realise the integrated transport solution anticipated by the Draft South East Plan. 
 
PPS12 states that ‘infrastructure planning for the core strategy should also include the specific infrastructure requirements of any strategic sites 
which are allocated in it’. By elevating the strategic importance of the wider Yorktown area within the Core Strategy, the Council can provide for a 
more cohesive long term delivery strategy. This would help to achieve the Council’s longstanding vision of Yorktown becoming ‘a centre of 
business excellence’. 
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Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 4. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Channell Mr A You're stuffed here.  I can't see how we can move away from cars.  There is simply not enough long term investment by the Government to 
support your only option which is 4.  Part of the problem is the continued focus of UK development in the South East, and the total lack of joined 
up thinking at a national level means we are doomed to fail.  The expansion of Heathrow, and then complaining about M25 congestion is an 
illustration of that.  Sorry I can't be more constructive, or positive.  I just don't think we stand a chance of having a cost competitive and 
convenient public system - which in itself will be strangled by traffic volumes.  

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree with option 4. Surrey Heath must introduce qualitybus partnerships for the rural villages. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 
4.61 vital to future success.  The nature, extent and function of "quality bus partnership" must be fully defined and understood before policy is 
finalised. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 4. 
 
To reduce the dependence on motor vehicles, SHBC should give priority to producing a long term plan for the provision of paths for both walkers 
and cyclists linking homes to shops, community buildings, open spaces and nearby towns in adjacent boroughs. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Highways 
Agency 

The HA is supportive of the preferred approach, and welcome the emphasis that is placed on encouraging modal shift and reducing the demand 
for travel.   Please also see our comments, above, on transport and the Deepcut location.  

 

We also note that you have identified scope for improvement to rail operations around Surrey Heath and the potential importance of this for 
reducing trips on the SRN, particularly to London.  As the Transport Statement Stage 1 assumes 70% of trips from the borough to London are 
by car, we welcome measures which encourage a shift from road to more sustainable travel modes. 

 

 

Transport Evidence Base – Transport Statement Stage 1  

 

We are pleased to see that the documents are accompanied by the first stage of the transport evaluation of the development proposals.  We 
have some comments on the detail in this and I will write separately on this next week. 

 

Hook Miss A Agree. 
 
The rail and bus systems need to be improved and made financially viable to those who use them. It was a mistake to privatise the rail network 
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as it is now very expensive to use (Royal Mail no longer uses the railway and has now put many articulated lorries on the road. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

The Council make reference through previous consultation for the demand for improved public transport particularly in rural areas; this is not 
addressed in the Council’s preferred approach for Policy CP4. We agree that where possible, development should take place where a choice of 
sustainable modes of transport exists that can reduce demand for travel. However, where this is not possible, and where there are limited 
sustainable modes of transport available in rural areas, new development is still possible if it is sustainable. The policy needs to recognise that 
where a scheme achieves a sustainable form of construction that this can be off set against its need to be served by cars. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 4. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 4 as preferred approach, but every effort will need to be made to encourage the improvement of bus services to outlying 
places such as Chobham. 

Melrose Ms M Option 4, particularly to rural villages and outlying areas and Woking/Camberley shops, hospitals etc. 
 
Must have joined up networks i.e. integrated transport system 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England support option 4 and have the following detailed comments to make 

 
Transport levels and the air quality issues linked to them could have an impact on national and European designated sites within the Borough 
and this will need to be considered during the Habitats Regulation Assessment of the core strategy. 

Owen Ms S Agree with preferred approach. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

YES .  
 
Another reason to reject further development in West End. 

Peebles Mr D Option 4 (if any) 
 
There appears to be no correlation between "movement" and any of the previous development options you have outlined. I do not understand 
how we can be discussing increased dwelling capacity when "movement" as a key part of the overall infrastructure has not been addressed 

Rail Estate 
We support the thrust of Policy CP4 Movement, i.e. to work towards sustainable modes of travel, and we look forward to the publication of the 
Camberley Movement Study referred to in para. 4.51. that will undoubtedly inform considerations regarding the proposed new transport 
interchange. 

 

Rushmoor 
Borough 
Council 

The preferred approach to reduce demand for travel and to encourage the remaining demand to shift to other modes is to be welcomed. The 
importance of rail travel is highlighted, however, this has an effect on Rushmoor as commuters travel by car from the Frimley / Mytchett area to 
use Farnborough main railway station. 

Surrey Heath's transport assessment identifies additional burden on the M3 and growing pressure on the local road network in the Blackwater 
Valley, especially the A331 and A325. We are concerned about the impact of proposed development on the transport network as there appears 
to be an underestimation of the effect of traffic growth in the future.  
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SEERA (South 
East England 
Regional 
Assembly) 

The proposed submission policies could helpfully include more detail on how the core strategy will implement the transport policies of the South 
East Plan in regard to rebalancing the transport system in favour of non-car modes and better mobility management and support the role of the 
regional hubs and spokes.  
 
This includes measures to manage travel demand, encourage the use of more sustainable forms of transport and infrastructure investment and 
partnership working with the Highway Authority, Surrey County Council. The core strategy should look to the LTP and identify policies/strategies 
for the area that will encourage the use of more sustainable forms of transport and how these might be supported and how it might help to 
deliver necessary infrastructure. To help reduce future transport demands, submission policies should actively encourage the development of 
communications technology infrastructure in accordance with Policies RE5 and T6 of the Proposed Changes.  

Short Mr R Whilst I agree with the preferred option I am not sure how it can be achieved based on the ever increasing demands of car users.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes, but virtually impossible with poor rail, no late-night services etc. 

Stewart Ms L You can try! but a lot more public transport and local facilities needed for this to be feasible 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach for Policy CP4. However, it must be recognised that some people are infirm and not able to use cycle 
paths or - unless it is very convenient - public transport. Their needs must be met as much as possible. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 4. 

CP5  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

No comment - except that the policy will clearly have to be reviewed in the event that the Community Infrastructure Levy comes into effect.   

Grey Mr M This would appear to be the major issue of meeting the South East Plan requirements. If these are not addressed then life in Surrey Heath would 
become intolerable. The major issues would appear to be: 
 
a) Road Capacity - Particularly the M3 and the major trunk roads in the Borough. Movement at rush hours is already very congested and an 
additional 3740 homes could create gridlock for hours in the morning and evening. Obviously the developments proposed at the DERA in 
Chobham and the Aldershot Extension will have an effect on the roads of Surrey Heath. 
 
b) Frimley Park Hospital - I believe that this is already operating at above design capacity levels. I am not aware of any potential for expanding 
the hospital on its current site. 
 
c) Additional Doctors surgeries would be required to meet the increased population. 
 
d) Schools would need to be extended or new schools built in those areas where the majority of the proposed housing is built. 
 
e) Flooding - A good deal of Surrey Heath is subject to serious flooding and the increased development will merely exacerbate this situation 
unless major work is undertaken to address this issue. 

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 
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Hill Mr E 
All of these developments vastly increase population and traffic whilst nothing is done about creating additional infrastructure to support it. It is 
highly disingenuous of SHBC to say that finding somewhere to build the additional infrastructure to support the new housing and commercial 
developments “remains a challenge” and that “ways of combating (increasing traffic congestion) will need to be sought.”  

What usually happens is that the development takes place anyway and the infrastructure improvement doesn’t, and the quality of life and 
services to existing residents is thereby diminished. This is unacceptable. 

 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

We would support an approach which removed all planning contributions from 100% affordable housing schemes. The considerable benefits 
from 100% AH schemes to local communities should override the need for financial contributions. It should be noted that all affordable housing 
schemes have a number of additional development costs, with impacts for financial viability, not found in market housing schemes. This is due to 
the Housing Corporation’s insistence that AH developments meet HC Design and Quality indicators and that they achieve a minimum 
Sustainable Homes Code 3 rating.  
 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 4.67: line 2: amend "seek" to "demand" 

Peebles Mr D None of the above. 
Frankly this needs revisiting. 
 
The existing infrastructure (traffic, power, water, drainage/flooding) with the region appears to be at capacity/saturation point. There has been no 
explanation of how any of these will be improved to cope with the proposed housing increase. Having S106 agreements where developers may 
or may not have to provide some small time amenities does not help with the overall picture.  
 
Plan the infrastructure to cope first please 

Prowse Miss 
Hazel 

I object to any of my council tax going towards more infrastructure, which on principle should be funded entirely from additional development.  
The only "traffic congestion" comes from Hampshire, as its residents commute up the M3, A30 and rail line to Waterloo.   
 
However, I am delighted to see a mention of water management, and a piece on ditches on page 15.  After six years on an Ofwat committee I 
know that we are desperately short of water, and are incapable of handling drainage of all sorts.   

Redrow Homes Clear guidance is required in association with this policy.  
 
The viability of site's for developers must be appreciated and any requirements must be flexible, with site specific circumstances being 
recognised. 
 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

In relation to Question 8, which deals with the provision of infrastructure to service new and existing development, we would Support the 
Preferred Approach which indicates that the Borough will continue to seek developer contributions under S.106 Agreements for necessary 
infrastructure plus a local tariff scheme to collect contributions from smaller schemes. We fully Support a policy of pursuing S.106 contributions 
from developers, and Support the implementation of a local levy or tariff scheme.  
 
The Surrey Collaboration Project has been accepted by the South-East Plan Examination Panel as an exemplar scheme allowing for a 
consistent approach across District boundaries. A number of Surrey Districts have incorporated the project system into Infrastructure SPD 
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documents. This approach would go a long way to ensuring that Districts can meet the regulatory requirements of the forthcoming CIL likely to 
be introduced in 2009. We would also advise the production of an Infrastructure SPD for inclusion within the Borough’s Local Development 
Scheme, to assist with the implementation of the Core Strategy, and Policy DM7. 
 
It is important that such a scheme collects contributions from all dwellings that yield children and young people, and that affordable housing is 
not discounted as otherwise the County’s Schools Service would effectively be subsidising the provision of affordable housing, with no 
contributions available to mitigate the effects of this housing.  
 
We would also state that, in our view, significant new developments such as the proposed 1700 units at Deepcut that could have significant 
implications for the County’s service provision. In particular, the development would impact on schools provision in that area. The County would 
wish to be closely consulted on phasing so that provision can be assisted through developer contributions. 
 
In our view, whilst developers may cite non-viability as a reason for not complying with provision of affordable housing and negotiations may take 
place we would be concerned if the outcome would be the non-provision of an Education S.106 contribution. Were this to occur, the County 
would effectively again be subsidising the provision of affordable housing. In our view, a development may continue with lower margins with 
sufficient mitigation of the effects children and young people yielded from the development, and if this is not possible, the development should 
not be permitted. 
 
The definition of infrastructure included in para. 4.68 makes no reference to facilities for waste treatment and recycling. 

Thames Water 
Property 
Services 

A key sustainability objective for the preparation of the new Local Development Framework should be for new development to be co-ordinated 

with the infrastructure it demands and to take into account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraphs 4.8 to 4.12 of the new PPS12 relate 

to the provision of infrastructure with Paragraph 4.8 stating: 

 

“The core strategy should be supported by evidence of what physical, social and green infrastructure is needed to enable the amount 

of development proposed for the area, taking account of its type and distribution. This evidence should cover who will provide the 

infrastructure and when it will be provided. The core strategy should draw on and in parallel influence any strategies and investment 

plans of the local authority or other organisations.” 

 

Paragraph 4.10 of PPS12 goes on to state that “..the Government recognises that the budgeting process of different agencies may mean 

that less information may be available when the core strategy is being prepared than would be ideal. It is important therefore that the 

core strategy makes proper provision for such uncertainty and does not place undue reliance on critical elements of infrastructure 

whose funding is unknown. 

 

 
Thames Water investment programmes 

 

Thames Water, along with the other UK water and sewerage companies, are funded in 5 year planning periods known as Asset Management 

Plans (AMP).  The money available to spend on water services infrastructure during an AMP period is determined by the Office of Water 
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Services (OFWAT) in consultation with Government, the Environment Agency and consumer organisations amongst others. The consultation 

process is known as the Periodic Review, and the next review, which will determine how much money Thames Water have to spend between 

2010 and 2015 (AMP 5), started in 2008. Thames Water has submitted the first submission of the Strategic Business Plan with detailed plans 

and costs for new infrastructure to OFWAT and the final submission will follow in early 2009. 

 

This Price Review AMP process does not coincide with the timeframe of the RSS/LDF process which can make planning for water services 

infrastructure complicated. 

 

Once funding has been obtained for new or upgraded infrastructure, there can be a significant lead in time for planning and construction before 

infrastructure becomes operational.  Therefore Thames Water requires detailed information on likely developments well in advance to plan and 

provide the infrastructure required to meet those levels of growth. 

 

Where the infrastructure is not available we may require an 18-month to three-year lead in time for provision of extra capacity to drain new 

development sites. If any large engineering works are needed to upgrade infrastructure the lead in time could be up to five years. Implementing 

new technologies and the construction of new treatment works could take up to ten years. 
 
It is essential to ensure that such vital infrastructure is in place ahead of development in order to avoid unacceptable impacts such as problems 
of sewage flooding of residential and commercial property and pollution of land.  Water and sewerage undertakers also have limited powers 
under the Water Industry Act to prevent connection ahead of infrastructure upgrades and therefore rely heavily on the planning system to ensure 
infrastructure is provided ahead of development either through the phasing of development or the use of Grampian style planning conditions. 
 

It is crucial that the Core Strategy makes reference to the provision of adequate sewerage infrastructure to service development to avoid 

unacceptable impacts on the environment and Thames Water therefore recommends the inclusion of a specific policy in respect of utilities 

infrastructure within the Core Strategy in accordance with PPS 12. Therefore, if the Core Strategy is to meet the “soundness” test, then it is 

suggested that it should include the following policies and sub-text: 

 

 

 
“PROPOSED POLICY - SEWERAGE INFRASTRUCTURE CAPACITY: 

 
Planning permission will only be granted for developments which increase the demand for off-site service infrastructure where: 

1. sufficient capacity already exists or  

2. extra capacity can be provided in time to serve the development which will ensure that  the environment and the amenities of 

local residents are not adversely affected. 

When there is a capacity problem and improvements in off-site infrastructure are not programmed, planning permission will only be 

granted where the developer funds appropriate improvements which will be completed prior to occupation of the development.” 
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It is considered that text along the following lines should be added to the Core Strategy to support the above proposed Policy: 

 
“PROPOSED NEW POLICY SUPPORTING TEXT:  

 

 

“The Council will seek to ensure that there is adequate surface water, foul drainage and sewage treatment capacity to serve all new 

developments. Developers will be required to demonstrate that there is adequate capacity both on and off the site to serve the 

development and that it would not lead to problems for existing users.  In some circumstances this may make it necessary for 

developers to carry out appropriate studies to ascertain whether the proposed development will lead to overloading of existing 

infrastructure. Where there is a capacity problem and no improvements are programmed by statutory undertaker, the Council will 

require the developer to fund appropriate improvements which must be completed prior to occupation of the development.” 

 
It is our understanding that developers cannot usually be requisitioned to secure such infrastructure upgrades through S106 agreements and 
that it will be unlikely that the Community Infrastructure Levy could be used to secure such improvements. 
 

Vail Williams 
LLP on behalf of 
Frimley Park 
Hospital NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

We have a particular concern with the preferred approach set out in CP5 which only seeks to protect existing infrastructure (including hospitals) 
and makes no reference to allow enhancement or expansion, a vital aspect when considering increases in population and subsequent burden on 
infrastructure. We strongly suggest Policy CP5 is amended to allow for this and the positive and continued improvement in this important 
community facility.  
 
Furthermore, draft Policy DM20 (DPD, 2008: p124), the only proposed Development Control policy in the DPD Options regarding Community 
Facilities, reiterates CP5 and only addresses the ‘Retention of Existing Community Facilities’ whilst making no specific mention in regard of 
Frimley Park Hospital or indeed any hospital or healthcare facilities. 
 
It is important to note the current adopted Local Plan policy on community facilities Policy CS5 which states that :- 
 
“The Borough Council, in co-ordination with the health District and other relevant bodies, will encourage and support the provision of additional 
health facilities. Proposals for the enhancement and extension of existing facilities will be sympathetically received and proposals for new 
facilities, in appropriate locations will be encouraged.” (Local Plan, 2000: p128) (My Emphasis) 
 
The absence of such a policy in the emerging Core Strategy and Development Policies DPD is a clear regression in planning policy terms and 
would have the potential to seriously hinder the provision of medical services to the community not to mention the importance of Frimley Park 
Hospital as a major employer in the Borough. This would clearly be unacceptable and we request that the wording of Policy CS5 is retained in 
the proposed Policy CP5 and DM20. 
 

CP5 Option 1  

Hart Mr S Option 1 preferred 
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Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. Option 1 should be preferred. 

CP5 Option 2  

CP5 Option 3  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

ATIS Real We seek to broadly support the preferred approach however at this stage there is not sufficient 
detail to make an accurate assessment of its full impact. It is necessary that the section 106 
contributions and local levy are explored further, with a degree of flexibility being inherent within 
them. It is key to this whole process that there is the need to identify infrastructure requirements 
and set an appropriate level of Community Infrastructure Levy for all new developments. 
 
Any application of the levy should not be so unduly restrictive so as to prohibit viable development 
opportunities coming forward. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 3. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option but concern of local services, flooding and countryside threat to Chobham. Again would not want Green Belt 
restrictions for Chobham to be revised (currently Green Belt washes over Chobham because of the wildlife and nature of village. So again would 
not wish for ANY development on Green Belt land in Chobham. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 3. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 3. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree with option 3, with an emphasis on developing and maintaining green infrastructure. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 3. 
 
All developments should contribute financially to the infrastructure and make at least a fixed financial contribution. The emphasis should be on 
local schemes for local solutions. 

Hook Miss A Agree 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 

We disagree with this approach. Such a levy would affect the deliverability of development and could result in less development than is required 

for the District. 

The infrastructure referred to is already paid for by occupiers through general taxation and monthly utility bills to consumers.  There is no 
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Group evidence that additional payments are required to provide facilities that will be paid for in the future. 
 
We object to Options 2 and 3.  The burden on development currently imposed by S106 Agreement is already onerous.  To add further levies will 
only increase this burden, making development less viable and ignoring the benefits to which it gives rise.   

Jones Mr Mark Option 3. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 3 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 3. Develop and maintain green corridors, GP's, routes to leisure facilities and walks etc. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 
Stores Limited 

Our client welcomes the preferred approach for Policy CP5.  The approach outlined in the document recognises the need to examine 
infrastructure needs and explicitly state what is required.  It is important that the purpose of any payment or contribution is clearly set out. 

Natural England Natural England would support an infrastructure levy which included provision for green infrastructure.  

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Agree 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the Council’s preferred approach to continue to protect existing infrastructure through Section 106 (S106) agreements. 

We previously recommended, in response to proposed Camberley Town Centre AAP Preferred Policy TC33, that the Council should consider 
establishing a S106 pool from all developments permitted in the Town Centre to be directed towards transportation improvements including a 
new station and transport interchange. 

We note the Council’s preference in Policy CP5 to seek to introduce a local levy or tariff scheme and in due course to begin collecting 
contributions toward a strategic levy. Other options considered in para. 4.69 are (a) to maintain the policy status quo of only seeking S106 
obligations from development (without any kind of new extra levy on developments); and (b) to maintain existing S106 policy and also seek to 
introduce a strategic levy. The latter two options are not preferred because it is stated that they do not address “the need for development to 
contribute to the cumulative impacts arising particularly from smaller sites through a local tariff scheme.” Also, in the case of (a) it is stated that it 
would not address emerging Planning ‘requirement’ for a strategic levy. 

The choice of preferred option is predicated on there being a distinction between a local levy (or tariff scheme) and a strategic levy—which we 
assume is a reference to the proposed Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). However, while much of the detail of the Government’s proposed 
new Community Infrastructure Levy will become clearer in due course, our understanding is that, firstly, CIL is not a ‘requirement’ to be 
introduced by local authorities but an option. It may also be that there need not be any distinction between a local levy and the strategic CIL, as 
the Government appears to envisage that most new development would be chargeable. The latest Government guidance The Community 
Infrastructure Levy (DCLG, 2008) notes that CIL is expected to widen the contributions base such that contributions from smaller sites and not 
just major developments will fund infrastructure. 

In looking at the other options presented, we suggest that the wording “address the need for development to contribute to the cumulative impacts 
arising particularly from smaller sites through a local tariff scheme” is confusing. Surely the wording would be clearer in saying, for example, 
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whether or not the options “recognise the need for developments to contribute towards the necessary infrastructure arising from their cumulative 
impact”. 

Given the status of Camberley as an important sub-regional centre, we agree that a new infrastructure levy would play an important role as a 
means of contributing towards a redeveloped station and transport interchange, such as to make them fit for the projected growth in the Town 
Centre. 

Our understanding is that if Surrey Heath introduces CIL as part of its LDF, this would be based on a detailed costing of the infrastructure 
required and a clear indication as to how much of this cost should be funded by CIL. The Charging Schedule that will set out the various classes 
of development which will attract CIL and the rate at which each type (per unit of development) will be charged will need to be robust, fair and 
transparent. As with S106 agreements, the Charging Schedule should be reasonable so as not to undermine the viability and deliverability of 
schemes that meet the Council’s objectives. 

 

Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

Paragraph 4.67 refers to the introduction of a local levy or tariff for financial contributions towards 
strategic infrastructures. This policy is supported. 

SEEDA SEEDA welcomes the preferred approach identifying the importance of telecommunication infrastructure. However, we consider that the Core 
Strategy should acknowledge the specific importance of next generation broadband to the Borough's future competitiveness in the global 
economy, and commit to seeking and taking advantage of opportunities to catalyse the deployment of next generation access networks. This will 
ensure that the Borough remains competitive in the global economy and will complement the Transformational Action of the RES that seeks to 
deliver next generation broadband in the region to ensure global competitiveness.   
 
The delivery of next generation broadband will assist in delivering the following RES actions:  

• provide ICT for flexible working (Action 10.3) 

• support home based and micro business  (Action 5.5) 
 

SEERA (South 
East England 
Regional 
Assembly) 

We support the Preferred Approach, however it will be helpful for the proposed submission core strategy to identify what infrastructure is 
required to support the overall strategy and how it will be delivered. This will help to ensure that development and infrastructure are provided in a 
coordinated manner as encouraged by Policy CC7 of the draft South East Plan. The document could usefully refer to the definition of 
infrastructure set out in the Proposed Changes to the draft South East Plan.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes, but doubtful if much could be achieved with constricted roads and approaches to the town. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the philosophy of the preferred approach for Policy CP5. However, we do not regard Section 106 agreements as always being 
'developer contributions'. Rather, in some cases they are the mechanism by which occupants of a new development pay a fair price for their 
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access to local infrastructure. 

The Theatres 
Trust 

We support item 4.68 in the Preferred Approach which gives a clear definition of the term ‘Infrastructure’ and are pleased to see the inclusion of 
leisure and cultural facilities. The Core Strategy should include a policy to show an overall approach to developer contributions with appropriate 
references to strategic sites and clear links to the details set out in an accompanying supplementary planning document. 

The Trust recognises the importance of planning obligations to assist existing theatre owners in becoming more self-reliant and to obtain better 
buildings by using the planning system and working with the private sector. We are concerned that theatre buildings do not benefit appropriately 
under the terms of S106 and other agreements, and that it will increasingly be necessary to unlock new sources of funding to help pay for 
significant improvements to them. 

 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 3. 

CP6  

Melrose Ms M Surely this question is no longer relevant. 
 
Reverse migration, also Barker review figures out of date & questionable. Encourage use of void dwellings. 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

PPS12 directs Councils towards a front loaded housing supply approach. By not having a front loaded housing supply, as stated in paragraph 
4.77, of the Core Strategy, the policy is unsound.  
 
When identifying sites for housing the issue of affordable housing delivery must also be considered in tandem, and greenfield development will 
be essential for delivering sufficient affordable housing. Circumstances can change over time and existing brownfield sites may be too small or 
too expensive to develop in order to meet the high demand for affordable housing. We note that the Council has its draft Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment out to consultation and these findings will need to be scrutinised before policies can be declared sound. PPS 3 is clear 
that the site allocations used in the LDF must be ‘available’, ‘suitable’ and ‘viable’. 
 

Prowse Miss 
Hazel 

I am responding to the questions in the latest issue of "Heathscene", but I must first object to a South East Plan that wants 3470 additional 
homes to be built in the Borough by 2026, 2575 of which are outstanding.  I do not recognise any "regional Government" over which we have no 
democratic control as legitimate, and am disgusted that a Conservative controlled council seems unaware that the opposition spokesman on 
local government, Eric Pickles MP, is telling Conservative councillors to say "no" to the demands of central government.  Furthermore, his green 
paper on the subject expected soon will state that a top priority will be the reduction of centrally-set targets. 
 
Who is defining "sufficient Housing"?  Only small developments are acceptable, and then only if all neighbours have been consulted and all 
agree.  

Short Mr R New housing should be in keeping with the areas it is to be built in and should consist of a variety of housing types to avoid the proliferation of 
"executive" estates. 

Stewart Ms L Infrastructure!! 

CP6 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Broadly agree, although the time frame for phasing should be reviewed in light of the state of the housing market and the fact that demand for 
housing is likely to fall very sharply during what looks likely to be a deep and prolonged recession 
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ATIS Real We broadly support the preferred approach, however there is a need for additional clarity with 
regard to the proposed housing numbers. The wording in the preferred approach is vague and 
there is a need for additional clarification. The figures should be in line with those proposed in the 
Draft South East Plan and the subsequent Inspectors report which allocates 3,740 units for the 
period up to 2026. In order for the Core Strategy to pass the tests of soundness there is a need to 
identify firm figures within this document and give a more specific indication of how they will be 
achieved, at present this is not obvious. We would suggest that a further degree of clarity is 
necessary with the possibility of mapping out broad areas of growth and development in the 
Borough. 
 
The plan needs to be clear and consistent on what is needed to protect the European sites and 
direct new housing to specific areas and sites. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1, but the ability of local infrastructure and services is a concern, plus increase in traffic and possible flooding issues. Again 
would not want development on Green Belt land nor a revision of the current Green Belt boundaries. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1 in that it is compatible with the protection of European sites. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Yes- The minimum target must be that set out in the SE Plan. 

CAMRA/Surrey Don't agree.  Quite apart from the "difficulties" imposed by protection of European sites it's evident that there is "general concern at the 
requirement to continue to provide more housing". 
Listen to the people!! 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree with option 1, but only if genuine SANGS can be provided where required. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 
The current period of reduced housing development pressure / take up will diminish the importance of front loaded supply provisions. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

GOSE We agree with the preferred approach to accommodate the housing allocation arising from the South East Plan. 

GVA Grimley The Preferred Option to meet South East Plan (SEP) requirements must be supported as when published, the SEP will be the statutory 
development plan. 

Hook Miss A Agree 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

The provisions of the South East Plan in respect of the district housing allocation should be the minimum level of housing provided in the District 
over the plan period.  The plan should be revised to make this clear. In addition the Council should provide the required number and correct size 
of SANGs using their CPO powers if required.  This will allow the maximum amount of housing to come forward to meet the acknowledged 
demand for it. 
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Policy CP6 should be redrafted to recognise that whatever housing target is set, this is a minimum and not a maximum ceiling.   
 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Morley Ms C Agree. 
 
The type of new dwellings should be balanced i.e. not all 1-2 bed flats. Credit crunch effect should be considered. 

Natural England Housing allocation within Surrey Heath will be subject to Habitat Regulation Assessment. Natural England would accept housing allocation within 
the area which has been assessed as having no significant impact on the European designated sites in or adjacent to the Borough.  

Rail Estate 
We accept that the Borough’s ability to deliver new housing is significantly affected by the uncertainty over land supply due to the Thames Basin 
Heaths Special Protection Area/European Sites issue, and also that the housing allocation for the Borough in the South East Plan is still under 
consideration. 

Notwithstanding this, we have previously commented that Camberley Town Centre has the potential for accommodating sustainable housing in 
excess of the target of 485 units previously stated in the AAP Preferred Options—either on a standalone basis or particularly where a Town 
Centre mixed use scheme can contribute to significant much-needed transport infrastructure, such as at the Camberley station and Pembroke 
Broadway sites. 

We agree that the preferred approach should be to accommodate the allocation and targets arising from the South East Plan. We recommend 
that the forthcoming Site Allocations DPD should include a robust allocation of housing in Camberley Town Centre, so as to assist with, and 
contribute to, its sustainable regeneration as a priority. 

 

Redrow Homes Redrow support the Council's approach to adopt the housing figures introduced within the South East RSS, and where applicable encourage 
additional growth where it can be justified. 
 

SEERA (South 
East England 
Regional 
Assembly) 

Housing Provision – We accept that windfalls have traditionally made a significant contribution to housing land supply in Surrey Heath and are 
likely to continue to do so, but we would recommend that you discuss this issue with GOSE. 
  
In accordance with Policy H6 of the Proposed Changes, we would welcome reference within policies on how to make better use of the existing 
housing stock to help meet housing needs and to promote urban renaissance and sustainable use of resources.  
 
To reflect Policy CC5 of the Proposed Changes, we would also welcome reference within the submission core strategy to the need for a 
proportion of units to be designed to meet Lifetime Homes Standards and for extra care housing.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No - unlikely to be achievable 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 

It is noted above that the Borough-level housing requirement has not been increased in the Secretary of State’s Proposed Modifications to the 
South-East Plan. The target remains at some 3,740 units for the period 2006-26. It is also noted that it is the Borough’s intention to produce a 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment and a Site Allocations DPD to identify actual sites and strategic locations. The Borough’s 
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Implementation 
Team 

Preferred Approach is to ensure the protection of the European Sites of ecological significance. Therefore it is likely that, given the timescales 
involved, that the release of further land for housing will come forward later in the Plan period. Given the circumstances, and the need to protect 
the sensitive ecological areas, we Support the Preferred Option which is to accommodate the Borough housing requirement within the South-
East Plan as far as it is compatible with the need to protect the European Sites  

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We have serious doubts about the whole South East Plan process of forecasting housing demand and of allocating housing targets to different 
areas. It is too broad brush and inflexible. 
 
Though there is probably no realistic alternative to the preferred approach, so we support it, we do not believe it is sufficient. The nature of new 
dwellings must reflect actual demand: for example affordable housing and - presumably - accommodation for an increasingly old population. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1. 

CP6 Option 2  

Hart Mr S Prefer option 2 

Pavey Mr C J F Prefer the 2nd option at Para 4.81 

CP6 Option 3  

Bedwell Mr M No we prefer option 3. Centralised Government should not dictate house building criteria  

Jones Mr Mark Option 3. 
Maybe option 2. 
Reject option 1 and government imposed targets. 

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. Option 3 should be preferred. 

Peebles Mr D Option 3. 
 
I would prefer that the BC took the time to review the infrastructure, wants of the local communities and the environment into consideration 
before worrying about how much of the Borough was to be concreted over for housing. 
 
Perhaps there just may be a point where we say "Sorry were full"  
 

CP8  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

No comment, other than to urge SHBC to redouble its efforts to resolve the TBH SPA issue, in conjunction with other LPAs. Inaction is not an 
option if housing delivery is to resume in the short-medium term.  

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 

Owen Ms S No housing. 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

Relying on windfall sites for the first five year housing target is contrary to guidance in PPS3 and makes the policy unsound. Relying on the 
delivery of housing supply at the end of the plan period is contrary to the guidance in PPS12, fails to address overwhelming housing needs and 
makes the scrutiny of housing supply targets ineffective. In order to provide a continuous housing supply and meet social housing needs, sites 
need to be considered on greenfield and Green Belt land. 
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Peebles Mr D None of the above. 
 
There should be a 10, 15 - 20 year plan that incorporates all requirements (not just housing) environment, infrastructure. 

Rail Estate 
The informative text to Policy CP7 has stated that the bulk of new development in the Borough will be in the form of new housing, and that an 
overriding constraint will be the need to avoid or mitigate for adverse effects upon the heathland areas protected under European and national 
legislation. 

The preferred approach of Policy CP8 states that it is to set five year targets for the plan period, to be phased around the release of strategic 
locations and identified sites together with windfalls. 

It goes on to state that “in the light of the constraints imposed by the European sites, it is considered that most of the housing supply will be end 
loaded within the plan period” and that in those first five years most supply is likely to come from windfall sites. It goes on to acknowledge that 
this is contrary to PPS3, but that this “reflects local circumstances as these are the sites most likely to benefit in the short term from the emerging 
avoidance/mitigation strategy for the European sites. The emerging avoidance/mitigation strategy addresses predominantly the needs of sites of 
1–9 units.” 

We acknowledge the difficulties of accommodating PPS3 guidance in identifying sufficient sites over the next fifteen years, but we are concerned 
about the wording of this policy, which we interpret may be derived from the July 2008 Interim Avoidance Strategy. 

Our understanding from the Interim Avoidance Strategy is that the avoidance/mitigation strategy applies to all new development, though mainly 
residential. Our concern is that, in attempting to address the SPA constraints, the Council would seek through proposed Policy CP8 to prioritise 
proposed minor developments of 1–9 units, because the Strategy proposes that such sites would require less associated SANGS and also that 
they need not be within a specified distance of SANGS provided that overall there is sufficient SANGS capacity within the Borough. 

We imagine that there is only a finite amount of land in the Borough that can come forward as SANGS. The outcome of this approach of 
favouring a number of small developments of 1–9 units, with associated SANGS at any part of the Borough, would inevitably be to the detriment 
of allowing larger housing sites in Camberley Town Centre to come forward and be used in the short term. To do so, would in our view, be 
misguided, because it would mean the loss of the associated wider regeneration benefits, particularly in Camberley. 

Our view is that this Policy would therefore be not only contrary to PPS3, but it would inevitably result in the holding up the regeneration and 
growth of Camberley as a sustainable Town Centre, contrary to PPS6 and expectations in the draft South East Plan. 

While we agree with the preferred approach being to set five year targets to be phased around the release of strategic locations, we nonetheless 
suggest that the totality of the approach in Policy CP8 is flawed. 

The implicit assumption within the policy background appears to be that building land for larger sites will come forward only very slowly, as 
compared with SANGS land; but, further, it is assumed that SANGS land as it comes forward should be associated with smaller sites. 

We seriously question this approach. As previously suggested, we believe that large Town Centre sites in Camberley should be reserved and 
prioritised for housing in order to assist with, and complement, the pressing broader Town Centre regeneration objectives and that these should 
be prioritised for associated SANGS. As we note later in our comments on Core Policy 15: Camberley Town Centre, for example, the Council’s 
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evidence points towards adopting a flexible approach to potential surplus office space, and we would recommend—as a priority over smaller 
sites—the identification of where conversions and changes of use might be encouraged for residential, with associated SANGS as they come 
forward. 

[N.B. We have noted that the Interim Avoidance Strategy is a “living” document, and we imagine that the measures to be applied such as to 
enable development will be refined and updated. We would appreciate any future opportunity to comment on further iterations of this or similar 
documents through public consultation.] 

 

Thames Water 
Property 
Services 

Development should be located in areas where sewerage capacity exists or can be provided ahead of development. In general it is easier for 
Thames Water to deliver infrastructure for a small number of larger clearly defined sites, than for a large number of smaller, less well defined 
sites. 
 
The provision of higher densities of housing within existing urban areas can put additional strain on the existing sewerage network and it is 
therefore essential that Thames Water are consulted at an early stage regarding site specific allocations particularly for new housing 
development. Failure to do so could, for example, result in development leading to sewer flooding due to the inadequate capacity of the existing 
sewerage network to cope with the increased demand. 
 

CP8 Option 1  

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

There should be no phasing of housing development.  Phasing the housing target simply acts as a further constraint on development and 
prevents new housing coming forward as the LPA seeks to build up a reserve, and marshall this throughout the life of the plan.  Because the 
housing targets should be considered to be minimum not maximum, there is no need for phasing given the severity of the housing crisis which 
the Council considers it faces. 
 

In addition PPS3 states that Local Planning Authorities should identify sufficient specific ‘deliverable’ sites to deliver housing in the first five 

years. The proposed approach for policy CP8 is that the majority of supply will come from Windfall sites within the first five years.  

Given that the LPA has only granted permission for an additional 247 dwellings since October 2005; has identified at best only a four year supply 
of land which includes soft commitments; the Council’s approval is contrary to advice set out in PPS3. This approach as drafted will hinder 
development and therefore not meet the vision of the core strategy. 

CP8 Option 2  

Melrose Ms M Option 2, set and continually monitor 5 year targets. 

Short Mr R 5 Year targets should be used, my view of option 4 is that this will actually increase the building of new houses in areas that are not suitable or 
out of character with the existing housing stock. In the long run it will lead to more houses being built than are strictly required as having been 
built the builder will need to attract buyers which will lead to more people moving into the area on an ad-hoc basis rather than people moving 
around the area on a planned basis. 

CP8 Option 3  

CAMRA/Surrey No.  Option 3 most practical. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 3 in preference to option 4.  Not 1 and not 2. 
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CP8 Option 4  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

ATIS Real We do not consider that the preferred approach goes far enough to provide clear targets nor outline 
how they will be achieved. We are concerned that the stated approach is contrary the guidance 
contained in PPS3 and we request that the Council have a complete review of the preferred approach and Policy CP8. This will enable the 
numbers to alter to allow for the potential 
developments to be able to slip back in the timeline or come forwards, because of unforeseen 
circumstances. Appropriate sites should be identified which allow for the long term objectives of 
the strategy to be achieved and clear housing targets and timescales should be set around these 
sites. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 4. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 4. 

Channell Mr A Option 4 seems logical, since it provides the best flexibility to respond to the overall target. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree 4, but again existing open space must not be used for SANGS. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 4. 
 
The special circumstances of SHBC of the issue of SPA's and SANGS qualifies all 'Windfall' sites to be a part of the housing annual 
requirement. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Fine as guidance but the current financial climate and external events will affect targets. 

Jones Mr Mark option 4 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 4 as preferred approach. 

Morley Ms C Agree. 
 
Again within phasing ensure balance between flats and family homes. 

Natural England Further to the comments above (CP6), housing allocation within the Borough can only be delivered if an avoidance strategy is in place to ensure 
no impact on European protected sites. Delivery of housing will be subject to the identification and securing of SANGS within the Borough. To 
date, this process has been slow therefore any phasing can only be based on the capacity developed within the avoidance strategy. 
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Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Agree 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No.  Impossible to set targets with little land / poor infrastructure. 

Stewart Ms L Agree with preferred approach. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach of Policy CP8, although we believe that targets inevitably will be based on very uncertain data. 

CP9  

Dear Ms R Access to affordable housing is an absolute necessity for the young people in the borough.  They are being driven away from the 
area/family/friends as it is impossible for them to get on the housing ladder.  This also means the area is losing a highly qualified and skilled 
section of the workforce and local business will suffer in the long term if it cannot recruit successfully 

Grey Mr M It would seem to me that there are a number of existing locations of affordable housing that could be redeveloped to increase the number of 
units available. For example the housing on the Old Dean estate is many years old with the use of old building techniques and technologies. 
Surely it would be possible to redevelop this in stages to build housing which is significantly more ecologically friendly, with a density to match 
current day standards and more closely match today's social requirements. There may be many other similar developments which may be of a 
similar profile to Old Dean.  

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 

Hill Mr E 
Ribbon development of “affordable” housing is under way along the A30 from the Old Dean and the number of other enormous apartment 
developments that have appeared around the town in the last 5 years is nothing short of astronomical. 

 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

When using variable thresholds, for different sites, they must be realistic and take account of viability evidence. PPS3 states a national indicative 
site size threshold of 15 units for AH provision. All thresholds must be tested through the LDF process as required by paragraph 11 of PPS3. No 
shared evidence base has yet emerged upon which a sound site target may be adduced. Without this an informed choice cannot be made. 
Whilst a lowering of thresholds will possibly assist in marginally increasing affordable housing delivery, alone it will not lead to the required step 
change in the delivery of affordable housing. Consideration should be given to basing thresholds on habitable rooms and/or floor area as this 
can assist in achieving housing which best meets a particular need as part of the testing exercise. Furthermore, the policy should make it clear 
that thresholds should relate to the developable site area and take account of the density characteristics of any given area. 
 

Pavey Mr C J F CP9: Amend title to "Affordable Housing" (and include a definition).  Assuming "affordable" means subsidised, who provides the subsidy?  What 
if the subsidy is unaffordable (in it's normal sense)? 
I prefer the 1st option at para 4.98. 

Short Mr R An overall guide should be used but affordable housing should be based on past and predicted trends as these will change over time and there 
is no point in providing housing that no one wants or needs just to fulfill a quota. Also if there is a need for more affordable housing then this 
should be provided and not stopped because it is above the quota. 

Stewart Ms L Credit crunch! What about using existing and vacant housing?? 
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CP9 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Setting targets for social housing is fine if the plans concentrate upon the large urban sites where there is good public transport (assuming these 
residents have less private car useage) and relatively close proximity to abundant employment opportunities. Developments in the villages will 
not fit these requirements 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Disagree - The Council's affordable housing policy should not be so proscriptive regarding tenure mix if developers and RSLs are to be able to 
respond to customer aspirations and market trends, as well as housing need.  

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Seems ok, but why is this not set out in the main document page 36 para 4.97? 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 
(Hopefully, "affordability" will now be eased by the overdue fall in house prices!) 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1, but 50% should be affordable, and the deadline brought forward. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Hook Miss A Agree 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 but check needs basis, what housing required. Formulae rarely work 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the approach outlined in CP9. However, please see our response to proposed Policy CP11, below. 

 

Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

Paragraph 4.97 refers to the mix of socially rented and other forms of affordable housing being varied in accordance with evidence of housing 
need. It is considered that the policy should refer to both the scale and mix of affordable housing being based upon a demonstration of need as 
in certain cases it would be inappropriate to provide affordable housing. 
 
Proposed amendment 
The second sentence of paragraph 4.97 should be redrafted as follows: 
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The scale and mix of social rented and other forms of affordable housing required may vary according to evidence of housing need at 
the time. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No.  There are too high with little knowledge of keyworker/affordable demand.  Demand seems mainly for social housing. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the first paragraph of the preferred approach to Policy CP9. However, we are unable to say whether the goal of 35% affordable 
housing set out in paragraph 4.97 is consistent with that first paragraph. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1 or option 5. 

CP9 Option 2  

Baverstock Mr 
B 

DO NOT agree with local or national targets.  Camberley cannot be developed to these figures without losing it's character and destroying it's 
Biodiversity. 

Hart Mr S Prefer option 2 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

No target for affordable housing should be set.  This will allow the matter to be reviewed on an annual basis in light of up to date housing needs 
surveys identifying a more accurate figure to be identified.  This is a matter for a detailed development control policy not a core strategy. 
 
In addition there is no up to date evidence to support the Council’s requirement that 35% of all housing is required to be affordable. 
 
The Housing Needs Update Survey 2006 indicates that a total of 695 affordable housing units will be needed annually. This figure is unrealistic 
when taking into account the draft South East Plan which includes a district allocation for Surrey Heath of 3740 units for the period 2006 – 2026 
and the Surrey Structure Plan 2004 which allocated 2870 units for the period 2006-2016.  
 
The annual figure of 695 units identified in paragraph 4.93 is inconsistent with the strategic figures from the regional plans. Delivering this many 
houses annually in a 15 year period would equate to 10425 affordable units being delivered, which far exceeds the Council’s targets without 
including any market housing. The target of CP9 for 35% of all housing in the borough to comprise affordable housing is therefore unrealistic on 
this evidence base.  
 
The figures for the targets need to be fundamentally reassessed.  The amount of affordable housing that the Council consider has to be provided 
each year is approximately three times the total annual housing figure which the Council will permit in any event.  This difference is irreconcilable 
and needs to be resolved before the plan policies are taken any further. 
 

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. Option 2 should be preferred. 

Peebles Mr D Option 2 
 
Until there is a better rational behind the other options. Option 1 appears to be random numbers generated, I do not know what "other 
affordable" means. We now appear to be paying for getting rid of council houses 
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CP9 Option 3  

CP9 Option 4  

Jones Mr Mark Unsure - option 4 probably 

CP9 Option 5  

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Surely an affordable housing target has to be set in line with needs and predicted future trends and demand (in line with employment needs) It 
needs to account for where the lower paid jobs are and the percentage should reflect this. i.e. Option 5. Otherwise the figure is artificial - a 
meaningless figure.     

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1 or option 5. 

CP10  

Bain Mr E Pages 37-39 
In respect of the issue of small dwellings, can the council consider describing a small dwelling by a multiple of the national house price index 
rather than a footprint?  So the dwelling is judged by affordability rather than floorspace.  The concern is that preventing people from enlarging 
houses means that they live in sub-standard units. 

Dear Ms R Affordable housing is not just needed for single people and young couples.  Both small and larger families want to get on the property ladder too! 
The council must consider what the demand is for larger size units 
 

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

4.106 states that the population structure is unbalanced. If 60% of the dwellings are 1-2 bedrooms then this will not be accessible to families in 
need of 3 bed houses. The population structure will remain unbalanced. Make the rooms smaller if it is a cost issue. Again the need should be 
assessed in light of the specific demand of the area. Predict that a number of the units will remain unoccupied.  

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

There is of course a huge need for accommodation of all sizes, but it is the 4 bed+ units where supply and turnover is low and need high. It is 
also clear from the Housing Needs Survey Update ,2006 that the Council should seek to achieve densities that make the most effective and 
efficient use of land and prioritise development opportunities which can deliver 4 bed dwellings (PPS 3)  
 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 4.106: amend "out of balance with" to "different from" 
Para 4.111 would presumably prevent a development of 6 3-bedroom houses or bungalows.  I oppose that.  I prefer para 4.113, 2nd option. 

Rail Estate 
We would defer to the Council’s evidence base of demand for dwelling sizes and types in the Borough. 

 

Short Mr R See responses to previous questions. 

The Camberley 
Society 

We understand that nationally there is a large number of small flats on the market, and that these often remain unsold for a considerable time 
even after substantial price reductions. This might be a temporary situation, but at the present time a Surrey Heath policy of providing more small 
dwellings - which would probably be flats - for the open market would be unwise unless it can be shown to be robust against the national 
downturn. Without such evidence, we cannot support the preferred approach for policy CP10, although we do endorse the provision of affordable 
housing. 

CP10 Option 1  

CAMRA/Surrey (existing policy) - not explained in document so how can we choose?! 

Peebles Mr D Option 1 (if any) 



Responder Comments Raised 

 
Policy needs to be better outlined and flexible depending on location. The requirement for "small dwelling" is very different in the village areas 
than it does in the urban centres of Camberley etc. 
 

CP10 Option 2  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 2. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

No.  Not enough provision for allowing single large houses, in areas of other large houses, without forcing provision of multiple dwellings which 
are harming biodiversity. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Disagree - This policy is unnecessary. Housebuilders will seek to satisfy the demands of the market without planning policy controls. [Para 4.109 
indicates the public concern over such a policy and the draft policy itself is diluted by the caveats in 4.112].     

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

CAMRA/Surrey No - much too restrictive, and likely to put off many developers. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 2. It is essential to provide homes that children of families can afford, to avoid them having to move away. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 
Policy should be formulated so as to prevent an over-provision of one bedroom units merely in order to attain the proportionate number of 
dwellings. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 2. 
 
There is a trend to enlarge 'small dwellings' to larger dwellings. They are then no longer small dwellings. We would like clear and unequivocal 
guidance produced so that applicants, planners and councillors have clarity where and how small dwellings can be so enlarged that they are 
retained as small wherever possible. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
Small dwellings must be built in the style of the houses in the area, some new styles of building are too new for older settlements and stick out 
and so detract from the style of the street. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

The housing mix is a matter for a detailed development control policy.  Without a definition of a ‘small dwelling’ it is in any event meaningless and 
a core strategy should not reduce its effectiveness by providing this level of detail. 
 
The preferred approach recognises that the figures will have to be monitored closely and this is not the function of a core strategy.  This policy 
should be redirected to the development management policies. 
 

Jones Mr Mark Option 2. 



Responder Comments Raised 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of The 
Shorstan 
Company Ltd 

Support is given for policies seeking small dwellings. There should also be an emphasis on the need for further small dwellings in rural areas, to 
ensure that a mix of dwelling sizes is achieved in all areas of the Borough. 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of V 
Segalini 

Support is given for policies seeking small dwellings. There should also be an emphasis on the need for further small dwellings in rural areas, to 
ensure that a mix of dwelling sizes is achieved in all areas of the Borough. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 2 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 2. 60% or more to accommodate young families, divorcees and downsizers. 

Morley Ms C Should be based on demand within Surrey Heath, not just mirror percentages from other areas. 

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. 

Redrow Homes Redrow Object to this policy. 
 
The Council cannot set a policy where it can dictate what the market requires in terms of housing mix. This policy should be reworded to 
encourage a mix of all house types. The Council will be left with a an unhealthy proportion of 1 & 2 bed houses, with an inadequate supply of 3 & 
4 bed properties being available to the market.  
 

Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

The policy refers to developments in excess of five units will need to provide at least 60% of their units as one or two bedroom accommodation 
and where affordable housing is provided 65% should be one or two bedroom units. Whilst this may be an appropriate aspiration there is no 
reference to the standards reflecting identified housing needs that exist now or might arise in the future. Accordingly the policy should be 
amended to ensure that provision is only made in the context of a demonstrable need. 
 
Proposed amendment 
Paragraph 4.111 should be redrafted as follows: 
 
The Council will expect development comprising five or more dwellings to provide at least 60% of their total as one or two bedroom 
units subject to a demonstration of housing need. Where affordable housing is provided as part of development 65% should be one or 
two bedroom units or any other combination that might be demonstrated by an updated assessment of housing needs. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes.  But should be mainly small houses, not flats, with proper amenity space. 

Stewart Ms L Preferred approach fine. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 2. 

CP10 Option 3  

CP11  



Responder Comments Raised 

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

We believe the provision of affordable housing should be the main priority objective of the Core Strategy and therefore we would support the 
provision of 100% AH when disposing of surplus land and buildings above other possible land uses. Surrey Heath has a large need for 
affordable/social housing and there has been insufficient affordable housing provision for the last 15 years. This shortfall in Borough provision of 
695 affordable dwellings per annum needs to be addressed (Housing Needs Survey Update, 2006).  We believe the identification of sites for 
100% affordable housing is required if a reduction in housing need is to be achieved.  
 
When using variable thresholds, for different sites, they must be realistic and take account of viability evidence. PPS3 states a national indicative 
site size threshold of 15 units for AH provision. All thresholds must be tested through the LDF process as required by paragraph 11 of PPS3. No 
shared evidence base has yet emerged upon which a sound site target may be adduced. Without this an informed choice cannot be made. 
Whilst a lowering of thresholds will possibly assist in marginally increasing affordable housing delivery, alone it will not lead to the required step 
change in the delivery of affordable housing. Consideration should be given to basing thresholds on habitable rooms and/or floor area as this 
can assist in achieving housing which best meets a particular need as part of the testing exercise. Furthermore, the policy should make it clear 
that thresholds should relate to the developable site area and take account of the density characteristics of any given area. 
 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 4.122: 2nd sentence is incomplete. 

Prowse Miss 
Hazel 

Those who cannot afford to live away from their parents should stay at home, or share with others.  Beggars cannot be choosers and should be 
satisfied with one-bedroom flats in converted buildings.  The Netherlands supports its teenage mothers only via a responsible adult or institution, 
so they have only a quarter of our numbers; really, have you not realised that early pregnancy has been used for years just to get subsidised 
accommodation? 
 
Genuine applicants for social housing, such as British ex-servicemen, could live in converted larger houses until they are established in new 
jobs.  I would also give them priority in the NHS, and to higher standards.   

Rail Estate 
With regard to CP11: Affordable Housing, we acknowledge that affordable housing should continue to be an important consideration of S106 
planning obligations. Notwithstanding that, we also consider that where significant sites for major schemes in Camberley Town Centre have the 
potential to contribute to, and help deliver, the important objective of enhancing transport infrastructure, that this should be considered in S106 
negotiations according to merits and on a case by case basis. 

A requirement to provide for affordable housing as with other community benefits, should also be taken into account in consideration of any 
proposed Community Infrastructure Levy charging schedule, as overall contributions by an individual development to wider community benefits 
should be reasonable, proportionate and appropriate to circumstances. We recommend that allowance for this should be taken into account 
when formulating Policy CP11. 

 

Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

Paragraph 4.124 outlines percentage thresholds for the provision of affordable housing units on 
development sites of varying sizes. This has been based upon the housing needs update survey 
dated 2006. This suggested an affordable housing target of 40% being applied to schemes of 15 
units in urban areas and at 5 units in rural areas. 
 
The policy in the amended South East Plan suggests that Surrey Heath should be providing a total of 187 residential units per annum. Policy H4 



Responder Comments Raised 

suggests that subject to an assessment of need a regional target of 25% of all housing should be affordable. It suggests that Local Authorities 
should set thresholds taking account of the other housing policies of the plan. 
 
In this context paragraph 4.118 of the CS suggests that there is an affordable annual housing 
requirement of 695 units. This contrasts with the South East plan target for only 187 (for all types of 
housing) to be provided. It is considered that the proportion of affordable housing proposed is 
excessive and will not provide a pattern of development consistent with the network of settlements 
within the district. It is suggested that the threshold for affordable housing provision is reduced. 
Paragraph 4.129 refers to the housing target being calculated in relation to gross rather than net 
development. It is considered this is incompatible with the objectives of the South East plan which 
refer to the housing requirement being applied to the additional residential numbers set out in Policy 
H1. it is considered that no justification has been provided to base the affordable housing provision on the gross rather than net figures. The 
imposition of affordable housing requirements on the 
redevelopment of existing sites on a like-for-like basis may have unintended consequences. A 
number of sites where the existing housing stock might otherwise sensibly be redeveloped that will 
instead remain unused due to the imposition of an affordable housing requirement. These sites might otherwise, assist in addressing the 
district’s overall housing need. It is considered that policies that would adversely effect the reuse of Brownfield sites runs counter to National 
Planning Guidance. Paragraph 4.129 should be deleted. 
 
Proposed amendment 
The housing target set out in 4.124 should be amended to be dependent on a housing needs test as 
follows: 
 
On developments of five to nine units (net) 10% housing equivalent financial contribution. 
On developments of 10 to 14 units (net) 30% 
On developments of 15 or greater (net) 40%. 
 
Paragraph 4.129 should be deleted. 

The Camberley 
Society 

No comment 

Vail Williams 
LLP on behalf of 
Frimley Park 
Hospital NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

It is well recognised that in today’s housing market there is a desperate need for affordable and key worker housing. As is recognised by the 
consultation document, Frimley Park Hospital is a major local employer, a large proportion of which are key worker jobs. In spite of this, those 
policies of the DPD which should address key worker housing, namely Policy CP11 (page 39) and Policy CP12 (page 43), make no provision for 
or reference to key worker affordable housing. The promotion of key worker housing for Frimley Park Hospital is of great importance to the 
hospital’s staff and in indeed the Borough. 
 
We would welcome a positively worded policy stating that proposals for the provision of key worker housing in appropriate locations will be 
positively received.  
 

CP11 Option 1  



Responder Comments Raised 

CAMRA/Surrey (existing policy) - not explained how can we choose?! 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 

Peebles Mr D Option 1. 
 
I think that Option 2&3 require better explanations on how "Financial contribution" are to be provided. 

CP11 Option 2  

Anthony Mr C G Agree, though developers may pursue a common practice of undertaking many smaller developments, as opposed to large-scale constructions 
in order to avoid the larger percentages. 
 
Also re my comments on Q11, having specific targets for the village infill sites will not necessarily achieve the optimum balance between 
transport, accommodation & job opportunities  

ATIS Real We broadly agree with these targets and that they fall within the guidelines of PPS3 and the draft 
South East Plan. We consider it is key that the imposition of a requirement in the Core Strategy for 
affordable housing at 40% of all additional housing in the borough may stifle development 
(particularly given the serious adjustment currently being witnessed in the residential development 
market) and should, therefore, be applied as a target rather than a mandatory figure. 
 
The critical test being the viability of such provision on a site by site basis, taking account of 
particular circumstances, density, grant funding and public subsidy and other S106 obligations. 
 
The Council should look to encourage more and better affordable housing delivery through 
flexibility being allowed in not only a percentage but also a variable tenure mix between social 
rented and intermediate housing across the borough. These targets should be aspirational not 
mandatory. 

Bain Mr E Pages 39 - 43 
Chobham needs more 3 and 4 bedroom houses.  The criteria in the preferred approach will discourage this and so is not attractive to 
developers.  Affordable houses will be built if developers are allowed to build on their land and then build affordable houses elsewhere on land 
identified by the developer. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 2, but do not support need for this type of housing in Chobham particularly as this area already has adequate properties of this 
nature for this village which is known for its rural countryside and character. Chobham is already at saturation point and we would not wish for 
urban sprawl to spoil it. Flooding is also an issue. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option but do not support this type of housing need in Chobham which is known for its countryside and character and would 
not want urban sprawl to ruin this lovely village. Chobham is already at saturation point for services plus we have the issue of flooding/wet land. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Disagree - imposing an affordable housing requirement on sites of less than 10 units is impractical, in site management/ownership terms. 
Imposing a financial contribution on developments of less than 5 units is iniquitous and will only stifle redevelopment in the urban areas. The 
affordable housing trigger should be set at 10+ units.     

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater Agree option 2. 



Responder Comments Raised 

Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

CAMRA/Surrey No - too demanding. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 2. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Disagree in part. 
4.132 should be deleted and the process described in 4.133/4 abandoned.  Land value is not a planning matter except in compulsory purchase.  
Inflated concepts of land value lead to overdevelopment and bad design as exemplified in the Atrium. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 2. 
 
All developments without any exceptions, and that includes housing schemes of 1-2 units in size should contribute financially, we suggest all 
dwellings should make a financial contribution towards affordable housing, as we believe is made in other nearby boroughs. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
Low income/affordable dwellings will increase in value; I wonder what will keep them in the low income bracket so that they remain affordable. 
Many years ago council estates were built opposite private housing which in certain areas did not work very well. The idea of combining low 
income, rented and family housing in one development may cause future social problems. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

The affordable housing thresholds are too onerous.  If affordable housing bites at the three unit level, then housing allocations will only come 
forward in 1 or 2 unit schemes.  This will make it more difficult for the Council to achieve its strategic housing target and address housing need.  
In addition the survey data relates to 2002 and therefore are out of date and cannot be relied upon to justify the creation of thresholds in 2008.  
 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 2 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 2, or more site specific percentages. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. 

Redrow Homes Redrow appreciate that Affordable Housing is a requirement. Whilst the target of 40% has been identified within the RSS, setting a threshold of 
40% on sites of 15 or more is completely unacceptable and could frustrate the delivery of a number of schemes. 
 
The current state of the market means that such a high percentage on such a low threshold means that many schemes will become unviable 
 

SEEDA SEEDA welcomes the preferred approach which we consider will assist in delivering Target 9 of the RES which seeks to ‘ensure sufficient and 
affordable housing and employment space of the right quality, type and size to meet the needs of the region and support its competitiveness, 
and create the climate for long-term investment’.  
 



Responder Comments Raised 

In addition, we welcome the document (para 4.133) identifying the need for a degree of flexibility to ensure that affordable housing requirements 
do not create viability issues for developers thus frustrating the delivery of housing in the Borough.  
 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No.  Demand is not always there for such properties. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We accept the Borough’s approach to phasing and dwelling mix, based on local housing needs surveys. We acknowledge the intention to 
achieve the overall regional target of providing 35% affordability, based on a mix identified from local surveys. Whilst this figure is below the 
aspirational target figure of the saved Structure Plan (40%), we would not demur from the approach (Question 13).  
 
In terms of the assessment of housing needs, we also highlight the need to deal particularly with Housing for the Elderly and a requirement for a 
proportion of homes to be built to the Lifetime Homes standard. We would also advise specific reference to the Borough’s approach to Extra 
Care Housing/Assisted Living, as well as sheltered housing requirements. In our view, this is a key area of future housing provision in Surrey 
Heath and the County generally. 
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 2. 

CP11 Option 3  

CP12  

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

We would welcome an approach which best meets identified borough-wide needs, within the constraints of funding availability and the wider 
constraints of development viability, and which can achieve mixed, balanced and sustainable communities. In most cases a 60:40 SR to 
intermediate mix will be appropriate for a borough like Surrey Heath, with insufficient provision of key worker housing, but flexibility should be 
introduced to vary this in favour of more intermediate housing if viability is an issue. A social rented quotient above 60% is unlikely to meet the 
objective of fostering a mixed and sustainable community; adopting specific targets for every site would not achieve this. We suggest that the 
type of intermediate tenure to be negotiated in individual cases should be flexible. 
 

Short Mr R There should always be a mix of housing offered in all developments whether this is in the form of affordable or not it should not just be 
developments of the biggest houses to realise the best profits. 

The Camberley 
Society 

No comment 

Vail Williams 
LLP on behalf of 
Frimley Park 
Hospital NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

It is well recognised that in today’s housing market there is a desperate need for affordable and key worker housing. As is recognised by the 
consultation document, Frimley Park Hospital is a major local employer, a large proportion of which are key worker jobs. In spite of this, those 
policies of the DPD which should address key worker housing, namely Policy CP11 (page 39) and Policy CP12 (page 43), make no provision for 
or reference to key worker affordable housing. The promotion of key worker housing for Frimley Park Hospital is of great importance to the 
hospital’s staff and in indeed the Borough. 
 



Responder Comments Raised 

We would welcome a positively worded policy stating that proposals for the provision of key worker housing in appropriate locations will be 
positively received.  
 

CP12 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1, although in this market currently there is a need for young people to get onto the property ladder so I would prefer bias 
towards shared ownership housing. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option however I would support the assistance for shared ownership schemes to help first time buyers get on the property 
ladder more than social housing and priority should be given to the former. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Agreed 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Channell Mr A Agree 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1, but decisions have to be made site by site with regard to the community. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

Policy CP12 should be deleted because it largely duplicates Policy CP10 and adds nothing to it.  Two polices dealing with this area are not 
required.  
 

Jones Mr Mark option 1 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1, but site specific requirements 

Owen Ms S Agree with preferred approach. 

Pavey Mr C J F Agree with preferred approach. 

Peebles Mr D Option 1 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the preferred approach, being to continue to negotiate the mix of affordable housing on a site-by-site basis, so as to allow 
flexibility in negotiations. We would look forward to further guidance within a forthcoming Supplementary Planning Document. 

 



Responder Comments Raised 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agreed. 

CP12 Option 2  

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Disagree with preferred approach and support option 2. The plan should have a clear policy to maximise opportunities for social rented housing 
as this form of housing is urgently needed. In rural areas those applicants who have an attachment to that area should be given a housing list 
priority. 

Morley Ms C Social rented housing should at least be encouraged if not maximised. 

CP13  

Bain Mr E Paragraph 4.145  I agree with the fourth bullet point. 
 
Paragraph 4.152 doesn't reflect my requirement that there should be no more than one site per ward. 
 
There should be no reference to transit sites as these are a problem. 
 
Sites should not be bigger than 6 pitches and this view is supported by government guidance on the design and layout of pitches.. 

Bedwell Mr M No provision should be made for travellers/ Gypsies unless they contribute to the community in the normal way...ie pay taxes/ local rates etc. 

Dear Ms R After all the local fiascos regarding illegal sites, the council needs to be far more proactive in managing the need and preventing illegal access to 
land. 
 

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 

Short Mr R Based on the experiences of travellers descending on West End/Chobham in recent years I believe this is an issue for central government. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We acknowledge references to Circulars 01/2006 and 04/2007 as the current Government guidance on provision for gypsy caravan sites, and 
for travelling showmen, respectively. We agree with the Preferred Approach which states that the Borough will make appropriate provision for 
identified needs in accordance with the numbers agreed and adopted in the Partial Review of the South-East Plan. This approach is consistent 
with the other Surrey Districts  

The Camberley 
Society 

No comment 

CP13 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G The Council needs to tighten up its policy with regard to travellers etc. While I agree with the principle of having delegated sites that are subject 
to strict criteria, eviction from illegal sites must be rigorously adhered to and applied. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr Agree with Option 1. 



Responder Comments Raised 

B 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Channell Mr A Option 1, but sadly experience indicates for some sectors that there is little positive contribution to the local community. So it is necessary to 
ensure guidelines for use of the sites are agreed and adhered to and policing at an appropriate level can be provided. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1, subject to inclusion that parishes who have already provided sites such as Bisley at Swift Lane and Chobham at Kalima on the 
Chertsey Road are excluded from that provision as they already have made a contribution. 

GOSE We agree with the preferred approach to make provision for additional pitches in accordance with the numbers set out in the South East Plan 
Gypsy and Traveller Review. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Travellers by their nature are transient so housing is not an issue. Showpeople are different and need to be separated from travellers. If sites 
have to be provided then they must not allow permanent residency, only transient. If permanent settlement is required then housing should be 
offered. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Agree option 1, but be sensitive to locations where there are already sites i.e. Chobham (Kalima, Swift Lane, Lyne & Ottershaw all within 1 mile 
of each other & Chobham) 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Owen Ms S Agree with preferred approach. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

We need a frank, open and honest debate on this issue free from political correctness. This must be difficult when there are government 
dictates. However, in name and nature, travellers have chosen to have a nomadic lifestyle. To be in one place for short periods of time. That is 
their free choice and we should respect that. Therefore to create permanent sites is at odds with this lifestyle. Surely the provision of affordable, 
social rented dwellings helps facilitate settlement if that is what is desired. We know from history that all sorts of issues occur in a community 
when travellers arrive - impact on schools, crime levels. Let us not be blind to these issues. Any reserved sites have to be conditional upon 
legally binding contracts such as length of stay, conditions of stay e.g. sanitation, crime, impact on community, school attendance etc. The 
human rights of all impacted needs to be accommodated.  



Responder Comments Raised 

Planning 
Committee of 
Showmen's 
Guild LHC 

We support Option 1 but remind Surrey Heath of their responsibilities under guidance 04/2007 to make transitional arrangements for the 10 plots 
for showpeople under the GTAA by use of temporary permissions. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No. 

Staines Mr S J Para 4.1555 indicates that sites will be allocated in a sites allocation document. FFT would like to point out that there is a need for 19 pitches to 
2011. The LDS indicates that the site allocation document will not be submitted until April 2012 and not adopted until Feb 2013. FFT thus fails to 
see how the identified needs can be met in a timely fashion if this policy approach is followed. 
 
The only other option is for Surrey Heath to start identifying sites now and bring forward a dedicated DPD to meet these needs or to grant 
planning permissions. Other councils around the country are doing this. 
 
The partial review of the RSS will be complete in 2009 and it is unreasonable to wait another 4 years before sites to meet identified needs are 
included in a local policy document. In FFT's view a dedicated site allocation DPD should be brought forward as a matter of urgency to meet 
needs to 2011 and beyond. 

Stewart Ms L Fine, but they should contribute some way to the area they use. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1 definitely. 

CP13 Option 2  

CP13 Option 3  

CP14  

GVA Grimley We note the previous Retail Study (2007) did not look at Deepcut - we look forward to exploring with SHBC how the assessment of retail issues 
and impacts will be most efficiently addressed. 

Maddox & 
Associates on 
behalf of Kier 
Property 
Developments 

The Core Strategy and Development Management Policies Options DPD should define the district centre boundary of Frimley in line with 
paragraph 2.1 of PPS6 (Planning for Town Centres), March 2005. Annex A of PPS6 states that District Centres usually contain a range of town 
centre uses and not just shops. The adopted Local Plan 2000 only identifies a primary shopping area and a secondary shopping frontage in 
Frimley and consequently a wider district centre boundary to include all surrounding main town centre uses should be identified.  In this respect, 
the office buildings in the Lyons Way Industrial Estate form part of Frimley district centre and should be included in it. 

Melrose Ms M Do everything to retain small businesses in outlying towns and villages. No parking charges (no net gain due to loss of business rates), 
encourages local shopping if can park easily. 

Rail Estate 
We acknowledge that in the hierarchy of retail centres Camberley is recognised as a major Town Centre and also that the Council’s evidence 
points towards the capacity for further growth. In addition to the work being done on the AAP, we agree that it will be helpful for the forthcoming 
Site Allocations DPD to review site boundaries and allocated frontages for these. 
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Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

Paragraph 4.162 sets out the shopping hierarchy within the district and introduces the addition of 
Deepcut which is proposed as a local centre. 
 
Paragraph 4.16 refers to further work being undertaken for site allocations in DPD’s to review 
potential site boundaries and the identification of primary and secondary shopping frontages. It is 
considered that the policy fails to provide the opportunity for the identification of the London Road 
block to accommodate a major new retail development within the town centre to maintain its position 
as a secondary shopping centre in the South East. This approach is considered inconsistent as 
paragraph 2.6 of the CS Vision has already identified the London Road frontage as being a key 
location to enhance the town centre’s offer. It is considered that an opportunity should be taken to 
identify the London Road block. 
 
Proposed amendment 
Paragraph 4.163 should be amended as follows: 
 
The London Road block in Camberley Town Centre as identified in previous versions of the Local Plan and the TCAAP is proposed to 
accommodate a major new retail facility within the town centre to provide new retail floor space as well as a multi-storey shopper car 
park. 

CP14 Option 1  

Jones Mr Mark option 1 

Peebles Mr D Option 1. 
 
There is no description or any kind of detail on proposed plans for Deepcut.  

CP14 Option 2  

Anthony Mr C G Agreed - the facilities available in Deepcut are currently wholly inadequate for a major development. Failure to deal with this would place 
unnecessary strain upon infrastructure in the area.  
 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 2. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Bedwell Mr M No, we wish to retain the retail hierarchy in option 1. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 2. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Channell Mr A Agree, option 2. 
 

Chobham Agree option 2, but the shops in the villages must be protected, if necessary through tax breaks and no charges for parking. 
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Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 2 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 2 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
The shops that exist in a settlement are there as a result of demand from those that live in the settlement., however shops are closing and the 
needs of the residents are not being met and so they have to travel to nearby shopping centres. One of the reasons some shop owners have 
cited is the massive increases in rent and rates which 'non-chain' shops cannot afford. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 
Stores Limited 

Tesco support option 2 in that the spatial strategy should be reviewed and up-dated to recognise changes within the area. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Agree 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with those aspects of the preferred approach of policy CP14 that relate directly to Camberley. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 2. 

CP15  

Dear Ms R If all these additional houses are to be built, surely it makes sense to ensure there will be adequate employment for all the people moving into 
the area.  How will this be achieved if employment floor space is allowed to be use for other purposes? There would appear to be a conflict 
between using land for housing and using it to ensure employment.  If there are not jobs and employment opportunities, people will not want or 
be able to move to the area.  Or if they do, will be commuting further afield adding to the traffic problems 
 

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 
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Hill Mr E 
The Atrium is an abomination that will surely only act as a magnet for the loathsome, yobbish and feral youths that currently infest Camberley 
and other town centres in the borough. It can only increase dramatically the already large volume of traffic that regularly clogs up the town centre 
when the level crossing gates are down, when the buses block Pembroke Broadway, when the High Street is blocked by parking cars, when 
trucks are delivering along Knoll Road outside Nuttall’s, on Portersbury Road outside Kimberley Carpets or on the A30 outside Martins. 

 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 4.169 If a need is claimed for more retail floorspace why did the council approve plans for the Atrium containing so little retail? 
I prefer para 4.174, 1st option. 

Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

Paragraph 4.173 identifies the high growth option for the provision of new retail floor space within the town centre. This is based upon the 
assumption that the town centre will be able to increase its 
market share by 10% within the primary catchment area. 
 
It is considered that this policy may not be necessary if suitable amendments were made to policy 
CP14 which identifies the retail hierarchy within the district. It may be perverse to include detailed 
floor space thresholds in the Core Strategy which might more properly be set out in the TCAAP or 
other background documents that comprise the evidence base for the LDF. Nevertheless if the 
opportunity is presented to make specific reference to the London Road block it is considered that a 
more appropriately drafted policy could achieve the same purpose without having to make specific 
reference to increases in market share and floorspace thresholds. Accordingly a suggested policy is 
set out below. 
 
Proposed amendment 
Paragraph 4.173 should be deleted and replaced with: 
 
In order to maintain the role of Camberley as a secondary town centre within the South East region a major retail development is 
proposed to extend the Main Square Shopping Centre on the London Road frontage. This development should provide a new retail 
attraction to replace the vacant Allders department store as well as a range of unit shops to cater for a 
diversity of retailer requirements. The development should provide for a new shopper car parking facility as well as contribute 
towards environmental enhancements within the town centre including the pedestrianisation of High Street. Elsewhere in the town 
additional residential units will be permitted, subject to a SPA solution through the redevelopment of redundant office accommodation 
with provision of up to or at least 400 units in the period 
2006 to 2021. The Council will seek to maintain a stock of employment floor space subject to there being a continued operator need 
for this accommodation in the light of competing locations elsewhere in the district and the wider region. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We have no concerns over the Preferred Approach dealing with the redevelopment of Camberley Town Centre, as currently proposed, retaining 
the role of the town and a major service provider in the Borough, along with its role as the major employment and retail centre.  

CP15 Option 1  

Jones Mr Mark option 1 
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CP15 Option 2  

CAMRA/Surrey No - prefer option 2. 
I deplore the neglect of the A30 frontage - perhaps deliberate "policy"?  Why do we need to "compete" with Guildford anyway?! 

Morley Ms C Prefer options 2 & 5. There are many empty shops at the moment and several retailers have said that since the offices have been empty the 
number of shoppers has declined so important to fill office space near town centre. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No.  Too High.  Options 2 & 5. 

CP15 Option 3  

CP15 Option 4  

CP15 Option 5  

Peebles Mr D Option 5 is ok 
 
There is no explanation as to the metrics placed on option 1,2 & 3. Is not the plan supposed to run to 2026 not 2021. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No.  Too High.  Options 2 & 5. 

CP15 Options 
3 and 5 

 

Baker Mr S Agree with options 3 & 5 - especially as this will free up some sites for housing which is a good area to develop affordable housing in. 

Baker Mrs R Agree Options 3 and 5 to free up land for Affordable Housing which would otherwise put pressure to build in other areas and green belt. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Disagree. 
The medium growth option is more realistic.  The Atrium retail floorspace take up will be slow and there are increasing vacancies in Main 
Square.  No increased pressure for retail space is likely to be unsatisfied until late in the plan period and a phased development study of the 
London Road frontage site can allow for as yet unidentified retail demand. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support options 3 & 5. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 

Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 
Stores Limited 

Our client agrees with the preferred approach and welcomes the identification of Camberley as an important retail centre.  In addition we support 
the recognition of retail as a form of employment. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Agree 
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Rail Estate 
We broadly support the vision and key objectives being adopted by the Borough’s Strategic Approach document. 

In commenting previously on the Camberley Town Centre AAP Preferred Options, we referred in particular to Camberley Station and Pembroke 
Broadway which have been identified as areas for redevelopment. This accords with PPS6 which advises that opportunities within existing 
centres should be identified for sites suitable for development or redevelopment. 

Paragraph 4.167 states that Camberley is identified in the draft South East Plan as a secondary regional centre with capacity for significant 
development growth. 

Paragraph 4.170 notes that while the Town Centre has an important role as a centre for employment, vacancy levels in the office market indicate 
that buildings may no longer meet modern needs. Planning authorities are also encouraged by PPS6 to consider where conversions and 
changes of use might be encouraged for specific buildings or areas, and that they “should also seek to ensure that the number and size of sites 
identified for development or redevelopment are sufficient to meet the scale and type of need identified.” (PPS6, para. 2.4). 

The Council’s evidence points towards adopting a flexible approach to land formerly used for office space; and also that the Town Centre 
contains some edge of centre employment locations which may be better suited to residential. We would support this flexibility, particularly 
where this will enable contributions to the regeneration of the station and an enhanced transport interchange. 

As previously indicated, we therefore agree with the preferred approach that it would be sustainable for certain sites to come forward for 
housing. We recommend that a flexible approach to redevelopment to certain sites may therefore be appropriate, so as to achieve a balance of 
Town Centre strategic objectives, including regenerating the station and providing a transport interchange at Pembroke Broadway. 

We have previously commented in regard to AAP Preferred Policy TC3: Improving Shopping Facilities, that this seemed to indicate a preference 
for additional comparison and convenience floorspace in the primary shopping area and secondary shopping frontage only sequentially after the 
London Road frontage. We also expressed concerns that TC5: The Evening Economy appeared to be overly prescriptive such as to only allow 
uses in designated Secondary Shopping Frontages. The implication was that these uses might be resisted in the shorter term (or resisted 
completely) within Pembroke Broadway. 

However, in consideration of the key allocation site of Camberley Station and the Pembroke Broadway opportunity area, we suggest that these 
uses might both complement and assist with the delivery of a new station and transport interchange (AAP Preferred Policy TC25). 

Also, while we acknowledge that proposed new secondary shopping frontages at the north side of Pembroke Broadway and at the junction of 
High Street with Portesbery Road will help integrate the Station and transport interchange with their surroundings, other uses complementary to 
the new Interchange would be a new hotel (AAP Preferred Policy TC9; option L13) and retail at the southern edge of Pembroke Broadway. 

We have therefore suggested that the Station Allocation Site might be widened to allow these complementary uses on the Sun House site, with 
new active frontages to Pembroke Broadway to make full use of the opportunity site (AAP Preferred Policy TC26). To consolidate a broader 
Station Allocation Site in this way would also encourage a comprehensive involvement of site owners such as to deliver a high quality ‘public 
square’ (AAP Preferred Policy TC22) which would most likely involve Network Rail operational land. 

A balance of Town Centre objectives could thereby be achieved in this way, to support and promote the role of the Town Centre as a major sub-
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regional centre; and contribute to the Town Centre strategic objectives on transport, employment, leisure and the environment. 

 

Rushmoor 
Borough 
Council 

The Strategy proposes to enhance Camberley’s role as a shopping destination by following a high growth option for new retail floorspace. 

We consider that the amount of new retail floorspace proposed will adversely impact on the vitality and viability of Farnborough and Aldershot 
town centres and other centres in the Blackwater Valley. 

 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No.  Too High.  Options 2 & 5. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

Note, question 17 relates to CP15, and not CP17 as stated in the question. 
 
We agree with the preferred approach, as long as it is recognised that the additional retail floorspace should include a significant proportion of 
accommodation that is suitable - and affordable - for specialist outlets. Camberley must differentiate itself from neighbouring town centres by 
emphasising quality rather than quantity. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agree 3 and 5. 

CP16  

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

All employment should be defended, especially in the rural areas, with new employers encouraged. 

GVA Grimley We support the principle of including employment development as part of the mixed-use redevelopment of Princess Royal Barracks - work is 
progressing to establish an appropriate range of uses/floorspace. 

Hill Mr E 
The new office space in the Atrium can only add to the current stock of vacant offices, which given the current recession, can only get worse. 

 

Maddox & 
Associates on 
behalf of Kier 
Property 
Developments 

Surrey Heath’s Employment Land Review suggests that the quality of available employment floorspace in the Borough is relatively poor 
compared to the wider Blackwater Valley and that there is a need to improve quality to attract employers. Kier Property has advised Officers at 
the Borough Council that to attract high quality employers to the Borough that it should encourage business park types of development, like IQ 
Farnborough in neighbouring Rushmoor Borough, where a grouping of purpose-built office accommodation and other business and commercial 
uses share complementary facilities. In this respect, the Core Employment Area of Lyons Way Industrial Estate is an excellent opportunity to 
promote a range of business park type uses (offices, hotel, gym, cafe) to attract high quality employers to the Borough and this should be 
reflected in policy. 

Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 

In accordance with draft PPS4 (para. 13), which identifies retail as economic development, this policy should seek to recognise the role of retail 
based employment. 
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Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 
Stores Limited 

Prowse Miss 
Hazel 

Do not confuse economic growth with population growth -  they are not connected.  I am unemployed, and many more will be joining me in the 
next year or so.  Retailing may be the second largest employer in the country, but it only recycles money generated from other sectors.  As 
elsewhere, local residents bear a heavy burden in council taxes ( I know nothing about business rates) so we should not have local government 
workers retiring before 65, if the office staff do not set an example and carry on to 70; the nation cannot afford this largesse in pensions.   

Savills 
Commercial Ltd 
on behalf of The 
Mall 
Corporation 

Paragraph 4.185 outlines the Council’s desire to undertake an employment land review and consider the need for the retention or redevelopment 
of existing employment land in the context of an updated evidence base. The paragraph refers to the limited expansion of floor space at Deepcut 
as part of its comprehensive redevelopment. It is considered that the policy fails to provide certainty to developers given that the proposed 
employment land review has not been undertaken and may be delayed. Accordingly a more specific criteria-based policy should be introduced 
as set out below. 
 
Proposed amendment 
Paragraph 4.185 should be deleted and replaced with: 
 
The Council will seek to maintain a sufficient stock of employment land within the district. The priority will be for its retention within 
Camberley Town Centre as an accessible location. Proposals for the redevelopment of the offices, industrial and warehousing uses 
(B1, B2 and B8) for alternative uses will be considered against the following criteria: 
1. The amount of vacant floor space within the district. 
2. Historic take up rates with specific market sub sectors. 
3. Evidence of marketing to secure the reoccupation of existing, 
enhanced or redeveloped employment floor space. 
4. The existence of a need for alternative uses. 

SEEDA SEEDA welcomes the opportunity to assist local planning authorities in developing their evidence base, specifically Employment Land Reviews 
and Strategic Housing Market Area Assessments. We note that the Borough are in the process of producing an updated Employment Land 
review to inform the LDF. We recommend that the ELR uses up to date economic forecasts as a method for determining the employment land 
requirements of the district. The spring 2008 Experian Forecasts estimate that by 2026 Total Employment in Surrey Heath will reach 54,176. The 
South East Plan EiP Panel Report (paragraph 6.77) states that the Experian forecasts submitted by SEEDA could be used as a guide to inform 
LDF work 
 
 
However, whilst we acknowledge that employment growth forecasts at the local authority level need to be used with caution, we would 
recommend that you take the forecast into account in finalising the Boroughs employment land requirements. In addition, we encourage local 
authorities to utilise data comparing past employment growth against employment land take up / floorspace provision in their Employment Land 
Reviews. We consider this will prove a useful indicator for determining the amount of employment land that needs to be retained to deliver the 
levels of economic growth forecast in the Borough.   
 

Surrey County 
Council - 

We support the Preferred Approach to employment needs, which seeks to ensure Core Employment and some loss of less suitably located 
employment sites 
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Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

 
Specific attention should be given to the need for sites suitable for waste facilities for both treatment and recycling as part of any employment 
land review and allocation to enable the objective to be delivered. 

Wells Mr M Interested in the "future development" proposals, I am aghast at the total absence of any mention of industrial development. 
 
Such provides the base upon which all other measures depend!! 
It may be difficult to attract "suitable" industrial development( ie manufacturing), but without some outline of where that could be sited - & the 
reservation of that space, it will be impossible. 
 
Let's see some real planning for the future!! 

CP16 Option 1  

CP16 Option 2  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

ATIS Real We reject the preferred approach as this assumes that current Core Employment Areas are the 
best locations for employment use. We consider it premature to make any judgements on the 
employment provision before the Employment Land Review has been carried out. There is a need 
to examine the commercial need and demand for employment space in the area. In addition to this, 
it is important to see how the current locations fit into this brief, and whether they continue to be the 
most appropriately located, economically viable and meet the demands of occupiers. It is important 
not to assume that a historic employment site is the most suitable location for future employment 
development due to changes in the demands of occupiers. Core employment areas should be 
assessed for their suitability in providing, space for occupiers with the consideration that a wider 
variety of uses in these areas may prove to have a more beneficial role. 
 
We propose the Core Employment boundary which includes the Site is reviewed, to remove the 
land west of the dual carriageway and to reallocate this as a mixed use area looking at it in 
conjunction with the wider York Town locale, to reflect current and anticipated future occupier 
demand, and development requirements. The greatest demand and investment is likely to be within 
the Camberley Town Centre and Deepcut areas. It is our view that future investment will weaken in 
the Core Employment Areas and therefore greater flexibility for future development, where there is 
no adverse impact on amenity should be encouraged. Increased flexibility could lead to a more 
advantageous mix of uses that help to meet the aspirations and goals of the Core Strategy, which 
may be more suitable for these locations. This would compliment the Yorktown Landscape Strategy which identified the study area as being an 
unattractive location with no discernible sense 
of identity. A reallocation of this area for a mix of uses would provide a focus to improve the quality 
its image. This would allow the area to have a competitive edge providing high quality floor space 
for a variety of commercial and residential occupiers. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 2. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option.  

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 
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Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Agreed, provided that a full review is carried out of all available/suitable sites. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 2. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 2 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 2 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
If at all possible local employment needs to be supported to reduce the need to commute. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 2 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of The 
Shorstan 
Company Ltd 

The need to review employment land is supported. This should include identification of employment sites in the eastern, rural part of the Borough 
to maintain and enhance rural employment sites where there is already a concentration of population. It would also allow the reallocation of 
existing, 
less-suitably located sites or those which are unneighbourly/unsightly to the surrounding area. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 2 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 2. Employment should be defended, more affordable housing in outlying towns and villages keeps employment prospects and stops 
'grey' (old age) villages/towns. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Peebles Mr D Option 2. 
 
(This appears to be a loaded question?) 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the preferred option to base an approach around a review of employment needs. 

 

RPS Planning & 
Development on 
behalf of Costco 
Wholesale UK 
Limited 

See comments for DM19 
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SEERA (South 
East England 
Regional 
Assembly) 

Policy RE5 of the Proposed Changes encourages the achievement of smart economic growth through enabling businesses to work as efficiently 
as possible, through considering their needs for land and premises, movement, housing and ICT. At submission stage, there should be a policy 
commitment to encouraging the principles of smart growth and an explanation of how this relates to areas of the Borough.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes - far too many empty offices and probably little demand with current down-turn. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We are comfortable with the wishes contained in paragraph 8.184. However, it is not clear to us that the preferred approach would satisfy those 
wishes, so we do not endorse it. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agree Option 2. 

CP17  

Environment 
Agency 

Ecology/Biodiversity  
 
 
-Biodiversity (Interim Sustainability Appraisal Report) or in Policy CP17 (in the Options), mention should be made of: 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act, 2006 as it does affect how Local Authorities should exercise their planning functions. 
The (NERC Act).  created Natural England and the Commission for Rural Communities 
 Amongst other measures, it extended the biodiversity duty set out in the Countryside and Rights of Way (CROW) Act to public bodies and 
statutory undertakers to ensure due regard to the conservation of biodiversity. 
  
As such, Local authorities have a Duty to have regard to the conservation of biodiversity in exercising their functions. The Duty affects all public 
authorities and aims to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity, to clarify existing commitments with regard to biodiversity, and to make it a 
natural and integral part of policy and decision making. 
 
The Government has produced guidance on implementing the Duty. The guidance for Local Authorities can be found here: 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-countryside/pdf/biodiversity/la-guid-english.pdf 
 
We agree with preferred options specified  in Core Policies 17 18 & 19. 
 

GVA Grimley The South East Plan and emerging SEERA led protocol recognise that it is necessary to manage the implications stemming from the SPA via 3 
inter-related prongs, namely: access management, habitat management and mitigation.  The Core Strategy should make reference to these 
documents/approach. 

Natural England Natural England strongly supports option 3. Further we would like to make the following detailed comments: 

 

Clearer links need to be made between the core strategy and the Thames Basin Heaths Delivery Framework (in the long-term) and Surrey 

Heaths Interim Thames Basin Heaths SPA Avoidance Strategy in the short-term. Reference could be made from this policy to the Thames Basin 
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Heaths avoidance strategy and, after adoption, the Thames Basin Heaths Delivery Framework. Surrey Heath Borough Council should commit to 

delivering the Framework in the Borough area. 

 

This policy could become a key strand within of CP19 green infrastructure policy (see comments on sustainable development). Natural England 

stress the need to identify where and how biodiversity protection and gain will take place, i.e. there should be a map to go with this policy and it 

should cross reference to the funding mechanisms that will delivery it. 

 

An additional paragraph should be added to state that 

Surrey Borough Heath Council will deliver Surrey Biodiversity Action Plan targets for habitats and species. These targets include: 

− Protecting existing BAP habitat from destruction 

− Ensuring that existing BAP is managed appropriately. 

− Providing opportunities for the creation of new BAP habitat 

 

It would be helpful to cross reference to any funding mechanisms to deliver biodiversity protection and gain, eg infrastructure levy.  

 

Please also take into account the general comments made in reference to local sites.  

 

The condition and extent of all biodiversity action plan habitats should be identified in order to provide a baseline for the LDF Core Strategy. This 

paragraph (4.199) suggests that, other than designated sites, up-to-date information about habitats and key species populations is unknown. 

Natural England would suggest the minimum environmental information required to inform a core strategy should be 

1) Phase 1 data 

2) Information on the extent and condition of BAP habitats 

3) Information on protected, BAP and rare species. 
 

Surrey Biodiversity Record Centre is presently in a position to supply some of this data but it may be necessary for the Borough to commission 

surveys to supply all the necessary data. 
 
To c) (4.204) should be added Biodiversity Action Plan habitats (Ancient woodland is a BAP habitat) 
 
4.205 - This paragraph should include SSSI. 
 
4.209 - LNR is a designation. All existing BAP habitat and, ideally, those areas identified as appropriate for the creation of BAP habitat should be 
designated as local sites, i.e. SNCIs. 

CP17 Option 1  

CP17 Option 2  
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CP17 Option 3  

Anthony Mr C G Agree. Having a plan that meets all the national & EU requirements is fine, but it must take into account important local issues, especially in light 
of the huge and in many ways unique biodiversity of the area 

Baker Mr S Agree with preferred approach BUT would want a 50m 'buffer' zone outside the 400m SPA zone to protect wildlife. Mitigation land is worthless to 
wildlife as will not use this next to development, noise, dogs etc and should not use mitigation land as a method of winning development near 
SPA's. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option but would rather see an extension to the 400m buffer SPA zone to say 600m. The issue of mitigation land is a good 
idea but NOT to the detriment of building developments near SPA's and on green belt. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with 3 but feel that 4.205 should include all designated sites eg. SSSI & LNR. 
The most important is the wording of 4.203 which I agree with. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Agreed, but if the TBH SPA issue is to be resolved it is vital that SHBCs approach is co-ordinated with other affected LPAs. 
 
4.207 - It should be assumed that non-residential uses are not likely to have a significant effect on the SPA, rather than the onus being on 
developers to prove that they will not.   
 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 3. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Channell Mr A Agree option 3 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 3. Policy must cover all open space not covered by SPA but under threat of being used as SANGS - Chobham Place Woods, Little 
Heath etc. These sites should have statutory protection. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 3 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 3 

Dear Ms R Yes, Green belt and other designated areas must be protected 

GOSE We agree with the preferred approach to have a locally distinct policy for European, national and local sites.  With regards to the possible 
wording of the policy, because we understand that the whole Borough is affected by the SPA, we would suggest that the second sentence of 
paragraph 4.206 be reworded to read something like: 

‘Within the rest of the Borough only residential development which avoids any significant adverse effect by contributing towards or providing 
mitigation to the required standard will be permitted.’ 
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Hart Mr S Agree. It  is crucial to preserve demands of natural heathland from the insatiable demands of further housing development. 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
However, owners of private property/land should not be refused development because they are near an SPA or SAC, they have to maintain the 
property/land and so allowances have to be made, it is better to work with a landowner, who on the whole has the utmost respect for the 
environment and wildlife, then to deny them unreasonably. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

As there are already European and National polices, and given the excessive scope of the policy regime applying to this area, there is no 
requirement to have a local policy at all as National and International policies will take effect anyway. 
 
The policy that has been produced is not locally distinctive and merely repeats national policy.   
 

Jones Mr Mark Option 3 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 3 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 3. 

Morley Ms C Agree. The ongoing management of sites should be considered to ensure sites maximise biodiversity and allow some public access/viewing 
where possible. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Agree 

Pavey Mr C J F Agree with the preferred approach. 

Peebles Mr D Option 3 

Rail Estate 
We accept that the Council’s preferred approach to Biodiversity and Nature Conservation issues must take due account to the European Birds 
and Habitats Directives, and the designation of the Thames Basin Special Protection Areas, and that this has effectively prevented new 
residential development up to 5km away from these sites. 

We understand that the Interim Avoidance Strategy is seeking to find a resolution to this by proposing avoidance/mitigation measures and use of 
SANGS, so as to enable a workable solution and enable new development in the Borough. 

We have already commented in relation to this document our recommendation that avoidance/mitigation measures and the implementation of 
policy in relation to SANGS should not hold up Town Centre regeneration. 

In the meantime, we trust that SANGS can be brought forward rapidly and that robust mechanisms are in place to ensure the strict enforcement 
of access and quality requirements. 

Assuming that this type of avoidance/mitigation is what is being referred to as a “locally distinct” policy, we agree with the preferred approach, 
i.e. to have a locally distinct policy for European, National and Local sites. 

As a caveat, in noting the wording in proposed paragraph 4.203, while we acknowledge that developers should contribute in mitigation of the 
SPA/SANGS issue, we recommend that developments should not be required to be over-burdened with general non-specific contributions 
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towards protection, management and enhancement of biodiversity within the Borough. 

 

Short Mr R Local sites should be kept intact, the green belt should not be used for building more new housing. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

Under Policy CP17, para 4.192, the last line should read Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 2006, (NERC) not Bill. This para 
should refer to the NERC Section 41 list - Habitats and Species of Principal Importance in England. 
 
 For the Borough’s information, Defra have announced today the publication of the list of "habitats and species of principal importance in 
England". Fifty-six habitats and 941 species of principal importance are included on the S.41 list. The England Biodiversity List will be used to 
guide decision-makers such as public bodies, including local and regional authorities, in implementing their duty under Section 40 of the NERC 
Act, 2006 "to have regard" to the conservation of biodiversity in England, when carrying out their normal functions.  
 
Question 19 - we suggest that the policy should include reference to Article 10 of Habitats Directive (Reg 37 of Habitats Regulation) to include 
identification of major features of importance for fauna and flora (see para. 88 of Government Circular on Biodiversity and Geological 
Conservation). The policy approach could also include a policy for protection of ancient woodland. 
 
Para. 4.198 identifies biodiversity and the requirements of the Habitat Regulations as a major issue in order to protect the internationally-
recognised heathlands from the pressure of extra recreational use arising from further housing development. The Proposed Modifications to the 
South-East Plan recognise that avoidance measures are required to ensure that no likely significant impact would occur.  
 
The entire Borough is affected by the TBHSPA. The issue, of course, has ramifications beyond the Borough boundary. The provision of SANGS 
will be vital to unlock a number of key housing developments and the County may be able to provide some assistance with this from its extensive 
land holdings.    
 
We also draw the Borough’s attention to the implications of this Preferred Option on the provision of or, expansion of, school and Early Years 
provision. Detailed guidance would need to be provided by the Borough. It may transpire, however, that when guidance follows, there may be an 
identified effect on the SPA or SAC and provision of additional educational infrastructure would be jeopardised.  
 
The policy concentrates on SPA/SAC matters. However, there are opportunities for schools to be encouraged to provide habitats of greater 
biodiversity than is found on a playing field. Moreover, there are opportunities in the curriculum to explore Biodiversity and Nature Conservation. 
It would be beneficial for the Borough to explore working with schools in this area.  
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We largely agree with the preferred approach. However, we suggest that it should contain an additional theme. Any conservation and protection 
of biodiversity in Surrey Heath would not be solely on behalf of residents of the borough, but for the nation and 'mankind' in general. We 
therefore believe that it is unreasonable that local residents and developers should, on their own, bear the full cost and consequence of such 
activities. Contributions should be sought from central bodies and government, to share the burden. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 3 as it is important to protect locally important ecological sites (SNCIs). 
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CP18  

Bain Mr E This policy refers to reserve sites and should include a map. 

CAMRA/Surrey Unable to choose without a map or diagram! 

Dear Ms R Green belt areas should be protected 

Environment 
Agency 

We agree with preferred options specified  in Core Policies 17 18 & 19. 
 

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 

Hampshire 
County Council 

The use of strategic gaps within the South East Region is currently being considered as part of the Proposed Changes to the South East Plan.  
The County Council has made representations to the Secretary of State as it considers that there is a continuing need for strategic gaps to 
maintain the principal breaks of open and undeveloped land between built-up areas. 
 
The council considers there is an ongoing need for a Blackwater Valley Gap.  It considers it is premature to delete the Blackwater Valley Gap 
whilst this matter is unresolved.  Therefore the preferred approach would be to maintain the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

Because of the severe development constraints affecting the district, the entire greenbelt boundary should be fundamentally reviewed.  We 
therefore do not agree with any of these options 
 
If the Council is to retain ‘washed over’ Green Belt settlements such as Chobham, policies should be more flexible in allowing development in 
order to achieve an avoidance/mitigation strategy for the European Sites. Provision should be made to release land in the Green Belt to meet 
housing requirements. Previously developed land within the Green Belt can provide a sustainable expansion, of existing settlements particularly 
on sites that lie on the edge of settlements.  

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of The 
Shorstan 
Company Ltd 

Paragraph 4.222 says that consideration will be paid to the reserve sites in West End and Windlesham, with a review to see if development 
should be allocated on those sites, ie ‘green field’ sites. If a review of such sites is being undertaken then it is only logical that the Council review 
other ‘green field’ sites – including those in the Green Belt – to see if there is a need for other sites to be allocated. Again, it appears that the 
Council have already made the assumption that any site that is currently designated as countryside or as Green Belt should not be considered 
on its merits for development allocation, ie if it is a sustainable location, or could provide for a specific type of development, or offers other 
benefits from development. 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of V 
Segalini 

Paragraph 4.222 says that consideration will be paid to the reserve sites in West End and Windlesham, with a review to see if development 
should be allocated on those sites, ie ‘green field’ sites. If a review of such sites is being undertaken then it is only logical that the Council review 
other ‘green field’ sites – including those in the Green Belt – to see if there is a need for other sites to be allocated. Again, it appears that the 
Council have already made the assumption that any site that is currently designated as countryside or as Green Belt should not be considered 
on its merits for development allocation, ie if it is a sustainable location, or could provide for a specific type of development, or offers other 
benefits from development. 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

We would support an approach that would include a review of the Green Belt. The South East Plan Panel Recommendations (Policy CC10a) 
states that areas with sustainable locations are expected to deliver high rates of housing in the South East and should review their Green Belts:  
 
“However, in order to meet regional development needs in the most sustainable locations, selective reviews of Green Belt boundaries are likely 
to be required. 
 
Smaller scale local reviews are likely to be required in other locations, including around Redhill-Reigate, and these should be pursued through 
the Local Development Framework process. 



Responder Comments Raised 

 
These reviews should satisfy national criteria for Green Belt releases, accord with the spatial strategy, and ensure that sufficient land is 
safeguarded to avoid the need for further review to meet development needs to at least 2031.” 
 
We suggest the adoption of a rural exceptions policy for the Green Belt areas Bisley, Chobham, West End and Windlesham. All of the Green 
Belt settlements in Surrey Heath contain the most expensive housing and are the most exclusive in terms of properties to buy or rent (Housing 
Needs Survey Update, 2006) they are also the most socially segregated and contain less than 1% of social housing provision. Land values are 
at their highest in this area, only through the release of Green Belt land will RSLs be able financially to develop here.  
 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

There is no specific reference to minerals or waste issues in the countryside; although mineral working would seem unlikely given the potential 
impact on biodiversity interests, the possible location of waste facilities in the countryside is not ruled out within the Surrey Waste Plan, 2008.  
 

CP18 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Do not agree. Prefer Option 1. The green belt and existing gaps should not be compromised. To do so is the thin end of the wedge and will lead 
to further damaging compromises in the future  

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Do not agree with 3.  Yes to option 1. 
Can not see that the strategic gap cannot be in this document as it is in addition, and complimentary, to the South East Plan.  It is an important 
local site and vital in protecting biodiversity in the local area. 

Bedwell Mr M Disagree, our preferred approach is option 1. We are very much for the protection of all green belt and SPA areas 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Why not option 1? Why delete the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap? 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Prefer option 1 

Channell Mr A I do not favour any option that doesn't maintain our countryside, so for me option 1 is the only choice. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Prefer option 1 - Blackwater is a valuable example of green infrastructure. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1. 
 
Greenbelt is created to stop developments linking up separate settlements. We believe the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap, performs a similar 
function and should be retained and enhanced. Therein are sites we believe suitable as SANGS. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1. Blackwater Valley good example of green infrastructure. 

Peebles Mr D Option 1 

Short Mr R I think option 1 should be maintained as far as possible using existing brown field sites as much as possible. 

Stewart Ms L No, option 1 is preferable. 
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The Camberley 
Society 

We give more weight to the views of local people who want the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap to be maintained than we do to any suggestion 
in the South East Plan that such gaps are unnecessary. We could only agree with the preferred approach for policy CP18 if the proposal to 
delete mention of the BV Strategic Gap were removed. 

CP18 Option 2  

MBH 
Partnership 

Consider that option 2 is more appropriate and consistent with my answer to question 3. 

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. Option 2 should be preferred. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Options 2 or 3. 

CP18 Option 3  

Baker Mr S Agree with option 3. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Agreed, in part.  
 
Support the deletion of the Strategic Gap, in line with SE Plan and PPS7.  
 
However, bearing in mind that they were established in the mid-1980's all Green Belt boundaries should be carefully reviewed to ensure that 
they remain appropriate in the light of current circumstances.   

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 3. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree 4.221.  Modify 4.222.  The site allocations plan document should state that consideration of reserve sites for redesignation will take place 
late in the plan period when housing demand and fulfilment numbers have been clearly established. 

GOSE We agree with the preferred approach to maintain the current Green Belt boundary but to delete the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
The Green Belt has to be protected but not to the detriment of those who own it. Chobham is a rural settlement however it is becoming a little 
derelict and some improvements are needed to ensure that it is not left in the dark ages. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 3, but review the green belt around West End/Bisley with a view to return some of the original reserved housing sites back to green belt. 

Morley Ms C Agree. I think one of the major attractions of Surrey heath is its rural feel, therefore open land should be maintained, but if previously developed 
land can be returned to natural state then other sites could be released. Again balance across the borough is important. 

Natural England It is not clear what the case is for deleting the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap from the green belt.  

Rushmoor 
Borough 
Council 

Surrey Heath proposes to delete the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap. This reflects the Secretary of State’s proposed changes to the South East 
Plan to delete the strategic gap policy. Rushmoor has objected to this proposed change to the government in our response to the South East 
Plan.  

We consider the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap should be retained as is extremely important in protecting settlements from coalescing, 
underpinning landscape improvements along the Valley and encouraging regeneration of the Valley’s key settlements. 
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Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Options 2 or 3. 

CP19  

Environment 
Agency 

We agree with preferred options specified  in Core Policies 17 18 & 19. 
 
However we would like mention of the need for buffer zones to river corridors of both main and non main rivers as a tool for preserving and/or 
creating habitat  for biodiversity.  This could be added with explanatory text to Core policy 19 on Green Infrastructure. 
 

GVA Grimley No comments at this stage. 

The Camberley 
Society 

We feel it is misleading to regard eg a skateboard park or a tennis court with an artificial surface as being 'green' in any way. This confuses the 
aim and scope of the preferred approach. We would like to see the background text clarified before we can comment on the preferred approach 
to CP19. 

CP19 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Disagree - I prefer Option 1 as per my comments to Q20 

Bedwell Mr M Disagree. We want option 1 

CP19 Option 2  

CP19 Option 3  

Baker Mr S Agree with option 3. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 3.  Strongly agree that all green areas should be included and have a positive policy to connect all green areas where ever 
possible. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 3, but SANGS must be new public open space. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 3 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey Support option 3. We very strongly support the creation of green corridors linking open spaces as wildlife corridors. 
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Heath Branch) 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
Open spaces and the links between them maintain the physical and mental well being of the people that use them. I would like to see cycle 
paths on the pavements and not on the roads as it would be safer for all. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

SANG provision is associated with development within the SPA.  This policy is in itself complicated enough to understand and implement and it 
should not be further complicated by linking it to existing open spaces.  There is no need for this policy as the provision SANGs is covered by 
alternative policies. 
 
The Council itself should physically provide the strategic requirement for SANGs across the District to free up identified housing provision and 
especially affordable housing provision the LPA says it is essential to provide. 

The Council has already begun to identify a number of sites without going through a formal process of producing site allocations DPD.  This will 

unfairly influence the results of consultation. 

The Thames Basin Heath SPA is within 5km of anywhere within the borough, therefore the avoidance/mitigating strategy for the SPA in effect 
has to be provided for all development. Development impacts on the SPA are proposed by the Council to be mitigated by the use of Suitable 
Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS) at a standard of 8ha per 1000 people. This ratio is an unrealistic target that will result in 
development becoming unviable. The Council proposes to identify SANGS in the site allocations DPD but this should go further, and physically 
provide the SANG requirement in sufficient quantity to guarantee the whole District Housing requirement can come forward. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 3. 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of The 
Shorstan 
Company Ltd 

Identification of SANGS is supported. This can be as stand alone areas, or in tandem with allocations of land for other uses, such as housing 
allocation sites. 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of V 
Segalini 

Identification of SANGS is supported. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 3 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 3, but SANGS must be newly created open spaces. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England offer provisional support to option 3 if the policy encompasses all the aspects of green infrastructure identified within the South 

East Green Infrastructure Framework. Links need to be made from this policy to CP17 and the Thames Basin Heaths Avoidance strategy. One 

option would be to redesign this policy to encompass both of the above. The detail of this policy could then be outlined in a DPD. 

 

The above evidence base of designated sites, local sites and BAP habitat will form the backbone of green infrastructure. Natural England would 
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suggest that, as green infrastructure forms a key element of the core strategy, that a green infrastructure planning document is put in place to 

support the policy. The PD could 

1) identify what green infrastructure will deliver, e.g. biodiversity action plan targets, flood alleviation, water course protection and 

accessible natural greenspace provision and climate change resilience. 

2) identify where green infrastructure should be developed through identifying existing environmental resources and identifying areas 

suitable for the expansion of natural habitats. Having a map of potential expansion areas for green infrastructure would help inform 

sustainable development. 

3) identify how green infrastructure will be created and managed in the long-term. In terms of funding this could be done through 

development levy. 

4) Identify and put in place a programme to measure and monitor green infrastructure. 
 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Agree 

Pavey Mr C J F Agree with the preferred approach. 

Peebles Mr D Option 3. 
 
Having now understood what a Green Network is, yes. Should also work with neighbouring Boroughs to ensure they interlink 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the preferred approach of identifying and protecting Green Spaces in settlement areas, together with preserving informal open 
space and identifying SANGS and an associated Green network. 

We agree that Green Spaces and SANGS should be brought forward in a Site Allocations DPD together with supporting SPD, particularly so as 
to inform and help bring forward certainty in new developments. 

 

Short Mr R I agree with any option that maintains as much of the green spaces as possible. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes. 

Sport England Sport England supports the approach to the protection and management of green infrastructure expressed in this policy.  Whilst the focus of the 
discussion on the evidence base (para 4.228) is understandably on the protected areas in the Borough, recognition of the importance of 
‘everyday greenspace’ in providing for sport and recreation opportunities is welcomed.  To this end, it would be helpful if the Open Space and 
Recreation Study is referenced (as per DM22) as a central part of the evidence base which supports this policy.  Equally cross-referencing to 
Policy DM22 would be useful in providing a more robust justification for the way in which this policy will be implemented.  

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

In relation to Policy CP19, para’s 4.227 and 4.230, we note that school playing fields have been identified as possible parts of the Green 
Infrastructure networks and that the Preferred Approach is to retain the current Local Plan Policy approach of identifying and protecting Green 
Spaces in settlement areas.  
 
In our view, there may be a conflict with Policy CP2 as the Table lists school sites as potential housing sites. It would be helpful if the concept of 
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value of open space were introduced. Thus, if it were necessary to develop part of a school playing field, there would be a loss of green space, 
but this could be offset by provision of an area of higher value space in terms of biodiversity. School playing fields are almost a monoculture and 
exhibit limited biodiversity. If a school were to give over an area to a wild-life habitat, it would provide a richer, environment of greater 
biodiversity. Such a habitat could offset the lost of a playing field of several times its area. Moreover, it would have value in educating young 
people as to the value of supporting biodiversity, which would pay dividends in the future.  In this way enabling policies could be adopted that 
allow realisation of assets in order to fund education facilities and an enhancement of the environment. 
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 3. 

Development 
Management 
Policies 

 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

We are concerned that the DM policies are too detailed and prescriptive. They look and sound like traditional local plan policies and do not follow 
the guidance in PPS12. As such, they may fail the tests of soundness. 

General 
Approach 

 

Baker Mrs R Agree not needed. 

Bedwell Mr M Yes. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

As a matter of principle there is no need for the Core Strategy to repeat national policy guidance  

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree should not be included. 

CAMRA/Surrey I agree that the above policy areas are adequately covered by national or regional policy advice. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

There should be a local policy and limits set for pollution avoidance, including light, noise, contaminated land and air quality. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

No. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

We suggest car parks provided by the Borough Council are there to avoid the parking of vehicles elsewhere on public roads. Therefore any fees 
charged in Council car parks should be as low as possible to avoid vehicles deciding not to park in the car parks and end up parking in nearby 
roads. 

Hart Mr S Telecommunications developments should be considered in a local development management policy 

Hook Miss A The system at present is complex and contradictory so any system that consolidates policies and makes proposals and decisions easier is better 
for all. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 

We object to this policy.  It is difficult to see what could be locally distinctive that at the same time will not change the terms of, or merely repeat, 
national policy.  Either outcome is unacceptable and the advice in paragraph 4.30 of PPS12 should be followed particularly as no evidence has 
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McKay 
Securities 
Group 

been supplied that such additional policies are required. 

Jones Mr Mark Policies should be included for most of the above to prevent a "free for all".  It will also allow people to know where they can develop certain 
installations. 

Melrose Ms M Agree with all but 5. Pollution-continual monitoring particularly where more/new developments to take place, light, noise, noxious pollution all 
obvious requirements. 

Mono 
Consultants Ltd 
on behalf of 3G 
UK Ltd; O2 (UK) 
Ltd; Orange 
PCS Ltd; T-
mobile UK Ltd; 
Vodaphone Ltd 

We write to your planning authority on behalf of the Mobile Operators Association (MOA), which consists of: - 

 

• Hutchison 3G UK Limited (“3”),  

• O2 (UK) Limited (“O2”),  

• Orange PCS Limited (“Orange”),  

• T-Mobile UK Limited (“T-Mobile”); and  

• Vodafone Limited (“Vodafone”). 

 

The MOA monitors all emerging development plan policies and supplementary planning guidance that relate to telecommunications 
development and those which would have an impact on their member’s agreements to supply a mobile telecommunications service in the UK.  
Mono Consultants undertake this project on behalf of the MOA. 

 

We do not have any specific comments on the options for inclusion in the Council’s Core Strategy, however we would take this opportunity to 
comment that we consider it important that there remains in place a telecommunications policy within the emerging Local Development 
Framework. It is recognised that telecommunications plays a vital role in both the economic and social fabric of communities. National guidance 
recognises this through PPG8, which provides clear guidance as to the main issues surrounding telecommunications development. These 
include the legislative framework, siting and design issues, levels of consultation and issues surrounding electromagnetic fields (EMFs). Clear 
guidance is also given regarding what should be included within local plan (now LDD) policy. 

 

This guidance states that local plans (LDDs) should set out criteria based policies to guide telecommunications development and that whilst 
regard should be had to siting and design considerations, operational efficiency should not be inhibited. PPG8 also makes clear that “Criteria 
should be flexible enough to allow for the efficient development of the network and the demands imposed by the technology”. 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Since the revision of PPG8 in 2001, the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) has produced, in conjunction with the industry, a Code of 
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Best Practice. This builds on the Ten Commitments to ensure that the industry is alive to the concerns of local communities and consultation is 
built into the development process.  

 

As indicated above the formulation of policy does not exist in isolation and there are numerous documents which will affect the formulation of 
any telecommunications policy, the most important of these being PPG8. On this basis we would suggest that within the Local Development 
Framework there should be a concise and flexible telecommunications policy contained within one of the Council’s statutory Local Development 
Document. We recognise that this is likely to be contained in a Development Control/Management DPD rather than the Core Strategy which is 
of a strategic nature. Such a policy should give all stakeholders a clear indication of the issues which development will be assessed against. 
We would suggest a policy which reads; 

 

Proposals for telecommunications development will be permitted provided that the following criteria are met: 
- 

 

(i) the siting and appearance of the proposed apparatus and associated structures should seek to minimise impact 
on the visual amenity, character or appearance of the surrounding area; 

 

(ii) if on a building, apparatus and associated structures should be sited and designed in order to seek to minimise 
impact to the external appearance of the host building; 

 

(iii) if proposing a new mast, it should be demonstrated that the applicant has explored the possibility of erecting 
apparatus on existing buildings, masts or other structures.  Such evidence should accompany any application 
made to the (local) planning authority. 

 

(iv) If proposing development in a sensitive area, the development should not have an unacceptable effect on areas 
of ecological interest, areas of landscape importance, archaeological sites, conservation areas or buildings o 

(v)  

(vi)  

(vii) r 

(viii) architectural or historic interest. 
 
When considering applications for telecommunications development, the (local) planning authority will have 
regard to the operational requirements of telecommunications networks and the technical limitations of the 
technology. 

 

It will of course depend on your Local Development Scheme as to which documents are produced, which documents have a statutory role in 
development control and which would be considered as material considerations. We would suggest that this policy be a stand alone policy within 
one of the main LDDs, with any back ground information, such as electromagnetic fields (EMFs) and public health, being contained within a 
separate LDD or what is currently termed Supplementary Planning Guidance (SPG). This could then be read with PPG8, the Code of Best 
Practice to give a comprehensive background to any proposed development. We would consider it appropriate to introduce the policy and we 
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would suggest the following; 

 

Modern telecommunications systems have grown rapidly in recent years with more than two thirds of the 
population now owning a mobile phone. Mobile communications are now considered an integral part of the 
success of most business operations and individual lifestyles. With new services such as the advanced third 
generation (3G) services, demand for new telecommunications infrastructure is continuing to grow. The 
Council are  keen to facilitate this expansion whilst at the same time minimising any environmental impacts. 
It is our policy to reduce the proliferation of new masts by encouraging mast sharing and location on 
existing tall structures and buildings. Further information on telecommunications can be found in Local 
Development Document………………… 

  

 

 

 

In summary, we recognise the early stage of LDFs and the early stage of the consultation process at which we are being asked for comment. 
We are suggesting that a clear and flexible telecommunications policy be introduced in one of the main LDDs. This should be introduced by a 
short paragraph outlining the development pressures and the Councils policy aims. We have suggested text for both above. In keeping with the 
aims and objectives of the new legislation any background information should be contained within a separate LDD which would not need to go 
through the same consultation process. 

 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the broad approach, though we note that it is proposed not to include a policy on Conservation Areas. While we would 
acknowledge that this is covered by PPG15, we suggest that conservation area designation and management (as distinct from listed buildings) 
is essentially a matter of local interest requiring local community engagement, and that a development control policy might therefore be justified. 

 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

In our view, the Introduction to policies (p. 65) should include a reference to the role of Surrey County Council as the minerals and waste 
planning authority. Para’s 5.2 and 5.3 should also therefore make reference to the Surrey Waste Plan, 2008 and the emerging Surrey Minerals 
Plan. The section should also indicate that the County is the ‘development management authority’. There should also be mention of the fact that 
proposals within the Waste and Minerals LDF’s will be shown on the Borough Proposals Map, along with mineral safeguarding areas. 
 
The emerging Surrey Minerals Plan does not contain any preferred areas for future mineral working within the Borough. Similarly, The Surrey 
Waste Plan 2008 does not identify any specific proposals for waste related development but does promote the development of waste 
management facilities at both York Town Industrial Estate and Admiralty Way Trading Estate as individual plots or buildings become available. 
The Surrey Waste Plan at Policies CW5 and CW6 give guidance on the location of waste facilities in urban areas and in the countryside, while 
Policy WD4 provides guidance on open windrow composting in the countryside. 
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Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

YES 

The Camberley 
Society 

The listed policy areas are clearly relevant to a development management policy. But it is 
not clear to us why other topics are not included. For example, the impact on infrastructure 
of all kinds seems at least as important as the topics mentioned. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Parking standards should be subject to a local policy that addresses local problems, taking into account high levels of congestion on certain local 
roads and roadside parking that may not be widespread across the county or region. 

DM1  

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

We disagree with all the options set out in respect of policy DM1.  Policy should be redrafted to make clear that there is a presumption in favour 
of sustainable development. 
 
To the extent that the policy repeats Greenbelt policy it is redundant and in treating all parts of the District outside the settlements as though they 
were Greenbelt, is excessive.  The LPA will not meet its development targets and obligations if development is solely restricted to non Greenbelt 
settlements. Policies should be drafted to allow sustainable development and this is a preferable policy approach to any outlined in DM1.  

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

The suggested policy approach lacks any flexibility when it comes to other uses which may require a location in the countryside, for example 
mineral working, or others, such as waste treatment facilities where, for reasons of conflict with existing uses, a countryside location may be 
justified. 
 
In relation to Development Management, under Policy DM1, we would prefer an enabling policy. Whilst it is currently unlikely (although matters 
may change under the Building Schools for the Future banner), it may transpire that there would be a need to extend and/or develop educational 
facilities outside of settlement areas where necessary. This would be in line with reducing travel for users of the educational facilities if there 
were a demonstrated need in a rural area. It would be helpful if this were included in the list of restricted developments.  
 

DM1 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with option 1 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1, but would very strongly object to reviews/amendments to Green Belt boundaries. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option but would very strongly object to reviews and amendments to green belt boundaries. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Disagree.  
 
The use of ''a location's standing'' in para 6.15 is too imprecise.  
 
Concerned that Para 6.16 effectively seeks to impose Green Belt restrictions on parts of the Borough that are not Green Belt. The policy should 
clearly distinguish between these two designations, as per  PPG2/PPS7. 

Berwin Leighton 
Paisner LLP on 
behalf of Wilky 

Wilky supports the Council’s approach of directing development towards the most sustainable locations, and invites the Council to support 
generally development and revitalisation within the Yorktown area, which does not feature in the settlement hierarchy set out in CP2. 
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Fund 
Management 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree, but what if development might be needed to a limited extent? 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree but modify 6.15.  Add "and is of a density which respects the nature of its surroundings". 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Strongly support option 1 

Dear Ms R Agree 

GOSE Most of the nine suggested criteria set out in paragraph 6.16 would appear to restate national policy and, as such, would appear to be 
unnecessary. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Highways 
Agency 

The HA supports the proposed preferred approach. It is especially important to ensure that the scale of development is commensurate to the 
size of the location particularly in terms of retail development.  

 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
This is very similar to current policy. I hate the phrase 'very special circumstances' it means nothing, no one has stated what this means, no one 
has a list of circumstances and it is up to the planning department as to what it means; an applicant may think they have 'very special 
circumstances' only to be refused without logical reason; it needs to be scrapped. Every category seems to be catered for except the equine 
sector, the horse makes Surrey what it is and yet it is not given any exceptions. The Animal Welfare Act 2006 implemented in January this year 
has put even more legal responsibility on the horse owner. As a result in situations where there are more then two horses some form of 
accommodation is required, why is it allowed for forestry and farming but not for the care, welfare and security of equines? The current treatment 
of the equestrian community is not acceptable. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 

Melrose Ms M Agree option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

6.15 states that Development will be supported if it is on scale commensurate to a locations standing within the Settlement Hierarchy. Given 
where West End sits on the hierarchy the addition of 400 houses is not commensurate.   
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Rail Estate 
We agree broadly that development should be directed to the most sustainable locations. For example, PPS1 advises that planning should 
“actively manage patterns of urban growth to make the fullest use of public transport and focus development in existing centres and near to 
major public transport interchanges.” (PPS1, para. 27). 

 

Short Mr R I agree with the broad principles of option 1. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes. 

Sport England Direct reference to the acceptability of small-scale sport and recreation facilities in the open countryside is welcome, reflecting advice in PPG17, 
PPG2 and PPS7. 
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach and, broadly, with the suggested policy wording. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1. 

DM1 Option 2  

MBH 
Partnership 

Consider that option 2 would be more appropriate and flexible. 

Peebles Mr D Option 2. 
 
I would prefer each of the rural areas to have their own Village Design Statements allowing them a little more control 

DM1 Option 3  

DM1 Option 4  

DM2  

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

New dwellings in the open countryside and the green belt are already exhaustively covered by policies contained in PPG2 and PPS7.  Local 
policies cannot add anything to this restrictive regime and will only serve to complicate and add further unnecessary restrictions that will prevent 
development coming forward.  
 
Policy DM2 simply repeats national policy and so conflicts with the advice contained in paragraph 4.30 of PPS12.  It should therefore be deleted 
in the interests of clarity. 

DM2 Option 1  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Disagree - This policy is superfluous as it clearly duplicates DM1 

DM2 Option 2  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 2. Change of use/agricultural tie should not be accepted. 
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Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option and that change of use from Agricultural to residential or commercial building land say for example should not be 
allowed.  This should preserve our green spaces. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 2. Isolated buildings should be allowed if they are linked to a legitimate rural business. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 2 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 2 

Dear Ms R Agree 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
It is required that all applications must be assessed on its own merits, there is a presumption in this policy to refuse if certain criteria are not met, 
there are merits outside those stated that should be considered. I think it is unfair to insist that a proposal must have financial or occupational 
reason to be allowed there are other reasons to allow an application e.g. welfare, security, personal which must be given due consideration. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 2. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 2 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Agree option 2 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Short Mr R New dwellings in the countryside and green belt should be actively discouraged. 
 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes. 

Stewart Ms L Agree with preferred approach. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach and, broadly, with the suggested policy wording. 

DM2 Option 3  
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Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 3 is preferred.  Option 2 is too restrictive. 

DM3  

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

The conversion of agricultural land to equestrian use should be resisted. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

There is no indication that a possible acceptable diversification may include waste related activity. In our view, this matter should be included. 
 

DM3 Option 1  

DM3 Option 2  

Anthony Mr C G Agree but rules on conversion of existing farms to yet more equestrian centres should be very tight to avoid abuse and excessive damage 
(erosion etc) to countryside areas from unduly heavy "horse traffic" 

Bain Mr E I am concerned that this approach gives developers the opportunity to exploit the rules on such development.   
 
Paragraph 6.50 supports diversification and could create problems.   
 
Paragraph 6.51 again generally supports equestrian development and this will create problems leading to development in the Green Belt. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 2 and that equestrian use of land should be encouraged on redundant agricultural land to help diversify the rural economy and 
maintain environmental quality. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. Equestrian use should be encouraged as supports the need for countryside and allows green space to be utilised 
and protected. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree in part to Option 2.  But 6.51 should not be led by the number of horses to be kept.  The number of horses should be low enough not to 
damage biodiversity.  Intensive equestrian use is very damaging to wildlife. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

No comment (other than it could be amalgamated with DM1) 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 2. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 2 

Couzens Mr Agree. 



Responder Comments Raised 

RW 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 2.  
 
There is very little agricultural or farm land used for food production in the Borough as most fields are now used for horse related activities. As 
there is a very significant difference in value between fields and developable land by a multiple of about 200 times, there is a great temptation to 
build and harden surfaces to obtain a long term development. Such fields are despoiled, visually ugly and kept that way often deliberately so. We 
recommend that all land not used for agriculture is subject to a  special provision 'of land in a semi-urbanised location' and it is subject to 
development control for storage of soils and hardcore, conversion to hardstandings such as roads, yards and all buildings both temporary and 
permanent. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
I want a policy specifically for the equestrian sector and not part of farm diversification. There are commercial livery yards but there are just as 
many if not more small private yards that require a policy that is for them. The private horse owner with land has a special set of requirements 
which the current policies fail to address and leaves the owner, horses and land vulnerable to an amalgamation of other unsuitable policies. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 2. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 2 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Restrict conversion of agricultural land to equestrian land where possible (creeping development normally occurs). Impose small SANG's 
opportunity? 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England support farm diversification but stress that impact on protected sites and BAP habitats should be considered when 
diversification is considered. One of the challenges facing habitats in the Borough area such as heathland is lack of sufficient grazing. 
Diversification which encourages habitat management infrastructure such as grazing should be supported.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

Yes. 

Sport England Inclusion of this policy is welcomed given the important role that equestrian-related development can play in providing opportunities for 
participation in sport.  Equally, the importance of properly controlling this form of development is appreciated.  

Stewart Ms L Agree with preferred approach. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

The preferred approach is not sufficiently discriminating. The use of former farm land as 
bridle paths and pony trekking need involve little change in its character. However, 
converting a field to an arena or menage turns the surface into a sterile area surrounded by 
fences. This completely alters the appearance of the field, and such conversion needs to be 
considered on a case by case basis. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 2. 
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DM3 Option 3  

DM4  

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

The use and adaptation of non residential buildings in the countryside and green belt are already covered by policies set out in PPG2 and PPS7.  
Additional local polices will only serve to confuse and add further unreasonable restrictions. 
 
If the re-use of buildings in the Greenbelt is not appropriate development as set out in paragraph 6.61 then there is no need for a policy to restrict 
it in the first place.  No evidence has been supplied to justify why community uses should have first refusal and this sequential approach is not 
supported by national policy.  The LPA should consider a presumption in favour of allowing sustainable development in the Greenbelt, and not 
impose their own sequential test for which there is no local evidence or national policy support. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

There is no reference to the possible use of existing buildings for waste related activity. 
 

DM4 Option 1  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Again, this policy duplicates PPS7/PPG2 and Policy DM1 

DM4 Option 2  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 2. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 2 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 2. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Prefer option 2 - Disused business premises should not be used for other purposes, particularly residential. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 2 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey Support option 2 
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Heath Branch) 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
Except individuals make up a community and individuals need a place to live, so it is not better to redevelop an existing structure to be 
accommodation rather then build another structure, particularly if that individual wants to live in the countryside rather than the town. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 2 
Brown field sites should be first choice for new developments 
 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 2 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Consider use for youth activities, sports, etc, before residential - problem of creeping development i.e. Park Farm, Pennypot, Larkenshall etc. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England would suggest the following addition – the conversion of the building will not result in a negative impact on wildlife. Traditional 
agricultural buildings such as barns are frequently found to be important roosting sites for bats and owls. Any conversion of buildings should be 
done to allow the continued use of the buildings as a roosting place. 

Short Mr R I am broadly in agreement with option 2. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES, but large expansion should be rejected. 

Stewart Ms L Yes, more conversions/reuse should be employed maintaining old buildings and character. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

YES 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach, setting out criteria for the re-use of redundant farm 
buildings. It is important that such criteria are firmly policed, and any non-compliance 
refused. We agree with the suggested wording, other than clause iv whose wording is 
unclear. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 2. 

DM4 Option 3  

Owen Ms S Do not agree with preferred approach. Option 3 should be preferred. 

DM5  

Bain Mr E Paragraph 6.79 raises the issue of trade off and this is a concern and should not be allowed.  The base date for the "original dwelling" should be 
a sensible one.  Could stick with 1947 but be more flexible in what you allow. 

Dear Ms R In some situations, size restrictions could be crucial to protect the local area 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 

The policy also duplicates other policies for instance DM1.  There is no reason for there to be separate policies governing residential and non 
residential buildings when the objective of Greenbelt policy is to prevent any inappropriate buildings from being constructed there. 
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Group 

DM5 Option 1  

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option but have serious worries over proposed development of the DERA site due to wildlife and our protected species 
such as the Dartford Warbler being right next door on Chobham Common! Also the extra traffic would cause even more congestion through 
Chobham and accident frequency would increase.  

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Owen Ms S Agree with preferred approach. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

As with our answer to question 26, we believe that firm enforcement of the 'rules' is essential 
to the preferred approach. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agreed. 

DM5 Option 2  

Anthony Mr C G Disagree - prefer option 2 which is likely to be less open to abuse by unscrupulous developers & householders 

Bedwell Mr M No, feedback from members show they are concerned about the current trend of demolishing existing small dwellings to be replaced by larger 
building. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Why not option 2? 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Prefer option 2. There must be restrictions and size limits. There should not be cumulative growth. 

Hart Mr S Option 2 is preferred. 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
There does need to be some restrictions with regard to extensions. If small houses are allowed to be extended it takes them out of the low 
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income bracket. Some extensions are too big and block light as well as close down the openness of the street. It would be acceptable to set a 
certain percentage of the original floorspace to be the maximum by which a property could be extended by e.g. 30%. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 2 - size limits should be applied otherwise you could get a situation where developments are extended year on year. 

Melrose Ms M Option 2, set size limits. 

Pavey Mr C J F I prefer para 6.88 

Peebles Mr D Option 2 
 
Option 1 would be ok depending on what the criteria are. e.g. in keeping with neighbouring properties. 
 
There is no harm in placing a size restriction (e.g. no greater than 100%) with exceptions based on specific criteria 

Short Mr R In my opinion any policy that does not have defined limits will lead to some replacement, extension, alteration which is totally out of character. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No.  There should be size restrictions. 

DM5 Option 3  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Again, this policy duplicates PPS7/PPG2/Policy DM1 

DM5 Option 4  

DM6  

Gerald Eve on 
behalf of 
Albermarle 
Fairoaks Ltd & 
Royal Bank of 
Scotland 

These representations have been prepared in order to assist the Local Authority considering the long-term future of Fairoaks Airport.  We are 
mindful that the Core Strategy is in principle to cover the period from 2006 to 2026. 
 
The Importance of Fairoaks Airport 
 
The importance of Fairoaks Airport to the infrastructure of the South East is well established.  The Future of Air Transport, published as a White 
Paper in 2003 confirms in Chapter 11 the specific role of the smaller South East airports as follows:- 
 

“11.93  Small airports have an important part to play in the future provision of airport capacity in the South East.  Their ability 
to provide services to meet local demand, and thereby help relieve pressures on the main airports, will be particularly 
important in the period before a new runway in the South East is built. 
 
11.94  There is support from a range of stakeholders that the small airports in the South East should be allowed to cater for as 
much demand as they can attract.  And from the studies undertaken for the White Paper and the responses to the consultation, 
it appears that some further development could be possible at any of the smaller airports that have been assessed without 
insurmountable environmental constraints. 
 
11.95  To help the small airports in the South East achieve their development aims, regional and local planning frameworks 
should take account of the benefits that development at the smaller airports could provide, and consider policies which 
facilitate the delivery of growth at these airports.  The specific details of development at any airport should remain a matter of 
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local determination through the planning system. 
 
11.96  London City provides services within the UK as well as to a wide range of key European destinations such as Paris, 
Amsterdam and Zurich.  Our forecasts show that the airport is likely to grow steadily and that this growth would not be 
significantly affected by the addition of runway capacity at the major London airports.  It is particularly well placed to serve a 
niche business market.  Several of the local authorities supported growth to 5mppa.  The airport operator believes that with 
some further development a higher throughput could be achieved. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11.97  There was recognition in the consultation of the valuable role of Southampton as a regional airport and support for 
some growth to allow it to cater for local demand.  Currently, Southampton services continental hubs and a range of other 
destinations.  The airport operator doubts that the airport could reach the capacity of 7mppa suggested in the consultation 
document and believes that, within its current boundary, the airport would more likely grow to a capacity of 2 to 2.5mppa.  
Norwich provides domestic and European short-haul services and offers the potential to interline to long haul destinations 
through a continental hub.  Again, we believe that there is scope for the airport to grow to satisfy local demand. 
 
11.98  The operators of Southend, Lydd and Manston argue that their airports could grow substantially and each has plans for 
development.  The potential of other airports, including Shoreham, and Biggin Hill, should also not be overlooked. 
 
11.99  We consider that all these airports could play a valuable role in meeting local demand and could contribute to regional 
economic development.  In principle, we would support their development, subject to relevant environmental considerations. 
 
11.100  The future role of Cambridge Airport was considered.  However, the local planning authority has adopted a policy for 
housing development on this site and this has serious implications for the future of the aircraft maintenance operation based 
at the airport.  This issue is addressed below in the section on Alconbury. 
 
11.101  The ability of business aviation to gain access to the main airports in the South East will continue to be problematic as 
capacity constraints cause airports to focus on more valuable commercial traffic.  The Government recognises the important 
contribution made by small airports in the South East in providing capacity for business aviation.  We support the adoption of 
policies which encourage the continued provision of these services.  We sought views in the consultation on six existing 
business aviation aerodromes which we felt had potential to provide additional capacity to cater for business aviation demand.   
Farnborough, Biggin Hill, Blackbushe, Fairoaks, Farnborough, Northolt and Southend.  There was a relatively limited, but 
generally, positive, response, although a number of local residents and others expressed concern about development of 
Biggin Hill.” 
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It is evident, therefore, that the continuing successful operation of these airports should be sustained, together with the realisation of their 
“potential to provide additional capacity to cater for business aviation demand”. 
 
The starting point, therefore, is to seek to define and implement a strategy for the positive expansion of the airport facilities. 
 
Regional Spatial Strategy 
 
The Secretary of State has recently concluded consultation on the Proposed Changes to the draft Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) for the South 
East. 
 
It is significant that the Secretary of State’s Proposed Changes state that:- 
 

“Smaller regional airports…could play a valuable role in meeting local demand and contributing to regional economic 
development.  Subject to environmental considerations, there development should be supported, and regional and local 
planning frameworks should consider policies which facilitate growth at these airports”. (Paragraph 8.32) 

 
Policy T9, as proposed to be changed by the Secretary of State, makes specific provision for airport operators and masterplans to be taken into 
account in formulating the strategy for airports:- 
 
“Relevant regional strategies, Local Development Documents and Local Transport Plans will include policies and proposals that:- 
 

i. Support the development of Gatwick and Heathrow Airports within currently agreed levels of growth and safeguard 
land at Gatwick for a possible new runway after 2019 

ii. Encourage Southampton Airport to sustain and enhance its role as an airport of regional significance 
iii. Support an enhanced role for Kent International Airport as an airport of regional significance 
iv. Take account of airport operator masterplans produced in accordance with the Aviation White Paper 

 
Priority should be given in the Airport Surface Access Strategies for each airport to achieve: 

 
i. To achieve a reduction in  To reduce the environment impact of surface access 
ii. To achieve a higher  To increase modal share in favour of public transport 
iii. To set and monitor targets that are consistent with the aims of Local Development Documents and Local Transport 

Plans.” 
 
Subject to the final wording of the published RSS, there is a clear principle for the development of the airports by way of general conformity with 
the Regional Spatial Strategy. 
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Implications for the Surrey Heath Draft Core Strategy and Development Management Policies DPD Options 
 
This analysis suggests that the policy making process leading to the preferred approach for the Core Strategy and Development Management 
Policies DPD Options should be as follows:- 
 

a. explicit recognition of the benefit of expanding Fairoaks Airport as a matter of principle; 

b. the preparation of a strategy for the Airport as a whole; 

c. the testing of the strategy to ensure that a continuing successful Airport related business can be sustained in the long-term, 
including an analysis of other appropriate and necessary development that is not restricted to business aviation; 

d. in the light of these analyses, drawing conclusions on, firstly, the nature of appropriate land uses, including those which may not 
necessarily be specific and only related to business aviation and, secondly and consequently, determining the appropriate boundary 
for the Major Developed Site to serve the long-term needs of the Airport during the life of the Core Strategy. At present the boundary 
of the MDS is too tightly drawn around buildings only; 

e. this analysis would also inform the extent to which the specific provisions of Annex C of PPG 2 might need to be modified in the very 
special circumstances of this case. 

 
Recommendation 
 
We recommend, therefore, that there should be a policy which is specific to the promotion of Fairoaks Airport in its own right in accordance with 
the White Paper and emerging RSS.  We suggest there should be specific policy for Fairoaks Airport because the issues concerning the Airport 
go well beyond the narrow matter of the definition of a major developed site within the Green Belt.   Accordingly, we would recommend a policy 
which reflects and promotes the analysis which we have set out. 
 
We suggest a policy along the following general lines:- 
 

a. Promotion of the airport as a matter of principle; 

b. Having regard to a strategy for a successful Airport; 

c. Support of other uses which sustain the Airport business; 

d. Reflect an up-to-date, reconsidered and appropriate MDS boundary. 
 
These suggestions are put forward for discussion and we would welcome the opportunity to refine the policy approach in discussion with the 
Council.  
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Savills on behalf 
of Fairoaks 
Airport Limited 

We are writing on behalf of our client Fairoaks Airport Limited in response to the Surrey Heath Borough Council Core Strategy Options and in 
particular proposed policy DM6 and question 28 of the Options Questionnaire.  These both relate to Fairoaks Airport, which is where our interest 
lies. 
 
Part of Fairoaks Airport falls under the category of a ‘Major Existing Site within the Green Belt’ (MDS) as referred to in  Policy DM6.  
 
The Extent of the MDS 
 
Currently the MDS allocation at Fairoaks airport only includes a very limited section of the airport site and tightly bounds the properties to the 
north of the taxiway and parking area.  This is unduly restrictive and it would be appropriate to increase the area of the MDS to encompass the 
taxiway and storage areas to the south of the hangar buildings as well as the roads and parking areas to the north.  Appendix 1 of this letter 
shows how we consider the MDS to be reasonably extended within the site boundaries. 
 
By increasing the developed area within the MDS we consider that this would not be of detriment to the Green Belt in this location or prejudice 
the reasons for including land within it.  Extending the area of MDS, however, would allow for some development within the already developed 
part of the site to be undertaken without undue restriction. 
 
Comparisons can be drawn to Biggin Hill Airfield as this also falls within the Green Belt in the London Borough of Bromley.  In this instance the 
MDS covered a much more extensive part of the airfield, including the passenger terminal, the control tower, parts of the concrete areas 
surrounding the runway, and also former RAF housing areas with paving areas and residential roads. 
 
Aviation Development 
The proposed policy DM6 explains that saved Policy M21 of the Surrey Heath Local Plan adds additional criteria so that development shall be 
restricted to business aviation development at Fairoaks Airport.  The Core Strategy Options document at Policy DM6 Para 6.99 refers to the 
continuation of this restriction for the site so that only aviation-related activities can be carried out, with planning conditions attached to any 
permissions in order to control this.  Relating this back to the Policy M21, from which it is claimed this new policy derives,  it is difficult to 
ascertain how this link has been made.  Policy M21 does not include any specifics to suggest that development should be related to aviation use 
only.  The policy does put certain restrictions about what should be permitted; with reduced impact on the Green Belt, restrictions on height, 
controlled impact upon the existing infrastructure without giving rise to new problems, limits on the footprint, and to be part of a comprehensive 
redevelopment scheme, all of which is contained in PPG2 Appendix C but reference to aviation use is not mentioned. 
 
The inclusion of a further criteria in this regard should be clearly supported through background information to demonstrate that development, 
other than for aviation use, would be clearly detrimental to the Green Belt.  Any additional criteria should be demonstrated to be necessary over 
and above the existing stringent Green Belt criteria which already exist for the site.  
 
There are already extensive limits for the land uses that are permitted within the Green Belt and MDSs, and these are explained in PPG2 and 
Appendix C.  Considering that there are already these restrictions in place to protect the Green Belt, it is unnecessary to  limit this land use 
further at a commercial airfield.   
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Summary 
Considering the points discussed above, we believe that the Core Strategy Options document should be altered as follows: 
 
The MDS boundary at Fairoaks Airport should be extended to include the taxiway and aircraft parking area to the south and circulation roads 
and parking to the north. We also suggest the removal of the reference within Policy DM6, which states that the “restriction should remain”  
 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

If areas of Major Existing Developed Sites in Green Belt were to come forward for development or redevelopment, in our view, the inclusion of 
waste related facilities should be considered.  

Thames Water 
Property 
Services 

The Chobham and Lightwater STW’s are developed sites of a considerable size that perform a vital function. Over time it is necessary to 
upgrade sewage treatment works in order to ensure there is capacity for the level of development within the relevant catchment and that the 
works comply with the discharge consents set by the Environment Agency. As such Thames Water would like to put forward both of these sites 
for inclusion as Major Developed sites within the Green Belt. Site plans of these two Sewage Treatment Works have been attached. 
 

The Camberley 
Society 

This is outside the scope of The Camberley Society's interests. 

DM6 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1 but would NOT want the DERA site to be developed due to being in SPA and next to Chobham Common. Traffic would also 
be a major concern. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option.  

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree option 1, but is it intended to say 'At Fairoaks and the BOC site, Windlesham'? 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Option 1, I don't know much about Fairoaks airport restricted to business aviation. Fairoaks is keeping open green spaces. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree (with "preferred approach").  Suggest Fairoaks could be used for non-business flights if locally acceptable. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. Add Wishmoor Cross School site as major developed site. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1. 
 



Responder Comments Raised 

Fairoaks remains an airport largely out of the control of both planning and environmental constraints for its flying activities. The licence is 
believed solely for the provision of flying training and as such is a regulation required by the Civil Aviation Authority. The description on page 144 
is therefore misleading. It should be noted that the number of flights at Fairoaks is at least twice that of Farnborough and is made up mostly by 
flying training of both helicopter and fixed wing aircraft. The constraints of the aviation activities are contained in a Dept of Environment 
document of conditions of airport use subject to the construction of the 'hard runway' on the 18th Sept 1978. 
 
The use of the MDS should be restricted to business aviation. 
 
We would like to add to the preferred option that a review is carried out of all possible MDS setting out clear criteria before the inclusion of any 
more sites are added to the existing list. This would give the plan more certainty 

Environment 
Agency 

DM6-Major and Existing Developed Sites in the Green Belt 
 
In the preferred approach 6.105 it talks about the guidance set out in PPG2 but  we consider it would be a good opportunity to get good surface 
water management plans in place for these sites to reduce flood risk and improve existing situation .   
 
  
Q34: No objections to the preferred approach.  
 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A These sites have already been developed and still have space for further development. Fairoaks has the potential for further development as it 
has good road links to the M25 and would probably benefit from some new buildings as well as provide employment. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 - add Wishmoor Cross for affordable housing and SANG? or return site to specific use secondary school i.e. Art college, Sports, 
Science Centre.  

Morley Ms C Agree.  
 
Fairoaks should be restricted to business aviation only. Site boundary should be reviewed or reduced in size to free up more land to be returned 
to Green Belt to allow more development elsewhere. 

Natural England Any sites considered should contribute to green infrastructure and avoid impact on European, national and local sites, BAP habitats and 
protected species. 

Owen Ms S Agree with preferred approach. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Why is Gordons School on the list. The implication is that any development at Gordons School will be resisted. This is hugely restrictive for a 
school which is so successful and necessarily ambitious (and which Surrey Heath must be justifiably proud of). I do not know the plans for 
Gordons but could imagine for example the development of a new sports centre of artificial playing surface which would through shared use 
would be of huge benefit to the community. (indeed 6.401 notes the shortage of community sports halls etc). Why this restriction. Is Gordons 
School aware of this? 

Peebles Mr D Option 1. 
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Comment would be that there should always be continuous review of such sites. Any major development on such sites should be subject to 
public scrutiny.  
 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We also note that the Borough is intending to add to the list of Major Existing Development Sites in Green Belt suitable for infilling or 
redevelopment under guidance given in PPG2 (Green Belts). Policy DM6 seeks to add the BOC site at Windlesham to the list for the reasons 
stated. The policy will therefore ensure that some 4 sites are identified on the Proposals Map. We would not demur from this approach. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agreed. 

DM6 Option 2  

Bedwell Mr M No, option 2 

DM7  

Dear Ms R Surely the provision of an appropriate infrastructure is crucial with any development - it has to be addressed before the development and be 
improved/changed alongside development, not as an afterthought when problems have already manifested 
 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 6.116 The last sentence is absurd, given the severe road congestion, poor rail services, inadequate waster supply, excessive demand on 
FPH and the lack of "culture" in Camberley compared with Woking, Guildford, Basingstoke etc. 

Rail Estate 
We note that DM7 is designed to provide support Core Strategy objective (x) and management of Policy CP5. The definition of infrastructure in 
Policy CP5 at para. 4.68, rightly in our view, includes rail and bus within its scope. However, in the preferred policy approach for DM7 listed in 
para. 6.124, no reference is made to rail or bus infrastructure, which, by implication, would also exclude a new transport interchange for the 
Town Centre. 

We recommend that in order to assist with the Camberley key Town Centre objective of regenerating the station area to provide an improved 
transport interchange (Camberley Town Centre—A Strategic Approach, key objective g.) DM7 should include reference to physical transport 
infrastructure. 

 

The Camberley 
Society 

No comments 

DM7 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 
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Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option.  

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 
6.125 should contain a reference to cultural facilities. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Agreed, but this policy will have to be reviewed in the event that the current draft legislation introducing Community Infrastructure Levy comes 
into effect. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree (with preferred option). 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 as the best way forward. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Highways 
Agency 

It is expected that local authorities will be able to take advantage of the Government’s Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) powers from early 
2009. It is recommended that the preferred approach makes reference to the CIL powers and outlines how they may be used.  

 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
But contribution must be relative to size of development. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

We object to this policy because it does not justify how such a contribution arises from a given development and therefore the link between the 
development and its impacts is broken.  Therefore the tests set out in circular 05/05 will not be met and such agreements are likely to be 
unlawful.  The infrastructure referred to is in any event already paid for by occupiers of the finished development through their utility bills, and 
should not be imposed by the planning system. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Nathaniel Our client welcomes the preferred approach for Policy DM7.  The approach outlined in the document recognises the need to examine 
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Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 
Stores Limited 

infrastructure needs and explicitly state what is required.  it is important that the purpose of any payment or contribution is clearly set out. 

Natural England Natural England supports option 1 and has the following additional comments to make: 
 
6.125 - A separate paragraph should be included under the heading of green infrastructure and should list benefits such as ANGSt standards, 
SANGs, BAP.  

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Agree 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES. 

Stewart Ms L No developments will function without a radical overhaul of the infrastructure, what happened to the A322 bypass? 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We would agree that a clear definition of service and community infrastructure is required. This is available elsewhere amongst Surrey Districts. 
We note the generality of developer contributions towards the physical and social infrastructure list included under Development Management 
Policy DM7. We advise, as we stated in previous response on the Initial Core Strategy, a clear definition should incorporate the need to provide 
support for Children’s Centres (a County service) within local areas of deficiency. A clear definition should be included within Policy DM7.  
 
We support the inclusion of waste disposal facilities and recycling facilities in para 6.124 but if contributions are being sought for such facilities 
there needs to be commensurate programmes to provide them. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Thames Water 
Property 
Services 

See comments for CP5 and: - 
 
As stated above, it is our understanding that developers cannot usually be requisitioned to secure water and sewerage infrastructure through the 
use of Section 106 Agreements or the Community Infrastructure Levy. 
 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agreed. 

DM7 Option 2  

DM7 Option 3  

DM8  

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Cycling or motorcycling takes up less space on the roads and less congestion. Also if the weather is bad, might be a decision to not go out and 
will cut out unnecessary journeys. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 

Policy DM8 should recognise that in rural areas where there is no viable alternative, and developments can be car served if they are themselves 
a sustainable form of development.  The Policy should be revised so that it applies only to developments which have demonstrably adverse 
rather than likely adverse impacts. 
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Securities 
Group 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 6.124: "reduce the need to travel": include a reference to reducing the motor transport of children to school. 
 
Para 6.134: include a reference to the effect of driver behaviour on pedestrian quality (e.g. speeding, failing to signal at corners) 
 
Para 6.135 The best answer to worsening congestion is curtailing development 
 
Para 6.138 Development that generates extra traffic should be disallowed ("compatible with transport infrastructure" is not plain English). 
 
Para 6.143 M3 is already at times severely congested.  "Absorbed between two junctions" is not plain English.  Why are developments that 
increase pressure on the A325 and A331 allowed? 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

In previous consultation comments we made reference to the need to ensure development policies can assist with a comprehensive 
transportation service. We re-iterate this point. Policy DM8 Travel Demand and Traffic Management and para.’s 6.150 and 6.152 go some way 
but should perhaps be revisited. For instance, Policy DM8 should include reference to transport impacts and their mitigation. The County’s 
Transportation DC Group can advise on this matter.  
 
Also specifically in relation to para. 6.150, the County are committed to supporting sustainability, which includes reducing car journeys to 
schools. All schools are required to produce travel plans. We are concerned that the approach is unnecessarily restrictive with regard to 
expansion of schools and would prefer an enabling policy. Where there is a requirement for expansion of provision, it is possible that there may 
be an increase in car journeys, even if there is a high proportion of sustainable journeys. This is because whilst the fraction of car journeys may 
be low, the total number would increase were the number of pupils to increase. In our view, the detriment to the community from refusal of 
permission to enhance education provision would far outweigh the potential detriment from an increase in car journeys.  
 
In relation to para.14.2, it would be better for there to be a commitment to enhancing community provision in line with the Vision with other 
policies being enabling rather than restrictive, particularly in light of para. 5.6: "The new style planning system, however, places emphasis on 
how development can be managed in order that the overall strategic vision and objectives set out in the Core Strategy as well as measures set 
out in the Borough’s community plan or sustainable community strategy can be realised." 
 

DM8 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option.  

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Agreed, but the policy should acknowledge that development or redevelopment can bring forward much-needed improvements to the highway 
network as part of a planning gain package, thereby improving the local transport system as a whole.  

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree, but why not option 2? 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 
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But this doc. lacks any emphasis on the dire need for improved public transport - see plan 7 of Camberley AAP preferred options paper, April 
2008. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1, particularly with regard to the proposed developments at DERA, Longcross. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Highways 
Agency 

Any development that has the potential to impact negatively upon the operation of the SRN in Surrey Heath would be a cause for concern to the 
HA. We, therefore, welcome the theme of the proposed wording for the preferred approach (6.149) but recommend that the wording be 
strengthened to reflect the HA’s view that all development  will be expected to promote sustainable transport modes, should it have the potential 
to give rise to adverse impacts on the SRN. This better reflects current policy guidance. 

 

We welcome the intention to use travel plans and we would suggest travel plans should specifically require the consideration of targets, 
monitoring, incentives for compliance and a funding stream to maximise their potential for success. 

 

Hook Miss A It is wrong to try and force motorists to give up their cars, the traffic system needs to be managed differently. Public transport is poor and until 
this is corrected the car driver will exist, no one wants to drag their children to a bus stop and wait in the rain for a bus or carry several bags of 
shopping to the bus stop and then carry them home they want to use their car which they pay tax and insurance for as well as running costs. 
You want to get rid of the cars then you have to offer incentives not punishments. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree. Consideration of alternatives to cars should take account of the hilly terrain in Camberley - more buses where hills & cycle 
tracks/footpaths where flat. 

Natural England Natural England support option 1 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Yes. Traffic will be increased significantly if a housing development of 400 houses occurs. i.e. the 2 policies are contradictory. 

Peebles Mr D Option 1. 
 
The SHBC should be setting capacity limits with current traffic infrastructure. 

Rail Estate 
We note that Policy DM8 cites relevant national planning policy in PPS1 and PPG13 which seek to promote developments in existing centres 
near to transport interchanges and that promote sustainable travel choices. 

We agree with the preferred approach in para. 6.146 to seek a modal shift away from the private car to other forms of transport. We also agree 
with the suggested wording along the lines of para. 6.149 “Where appropriate, development will be expected to promote and incorporate 
measures which encourage the use of transport modes other than the private car”, but this needs to be supported by a robust Policy CP5. 
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Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES, but has previously had little impact. 

The Camberley 
Society 

We do not disagree with the preferred approach. But it should be explicitly recognised that 
some residents - parents of young children, the elderly or the disabled - are not able to cycle, 
or to manage with public transport. Their needs must be catered for. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1. 

DM8 Option 2  

Hart Mr S Prefer option 2 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 2 as preferred approach. 

DM8 Option 3  

DM8 Option 4  

DM9  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Our concern is that targets set out in planning policy documents very quickly become out of date and are unable to keep pace with changing 
national guidance. Also, there is inevitably duplication of Building Regulations.  

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

If there is to be a policy on carbon reduction it should be linked to viability of the scheme.  If the scheme proves unviable then it should not be 
subject to further financial contributions.  There is a disparity between the commercial and residential thresholds identified in the policy.  The 
residential thresholds should be increased to at least 10 units to make it consistent with the definition of major development and the commercial 
threshold.  

DM9 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree - setting some sort of target for carbon emissions reduction should be an essential part of any plans (an not just this "project") going 
forward 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option.  

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. Decentralisation can only be good for local communities. 
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Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree.   
Targets should be expressed in terms of energy demand. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Dear Ms R Agree 

Energy Saving 
Trust 

I understand that you have decided to follow Building Regulations and not stipulate standards that go above current regulations. However, 
Building Regulations will be updated in 2010, so I would recommend that you explain what the expected improvements will be as a result of the 
revision to the Building Regulations, this will add clarity to the options document. Another key point to raise is that the policy, as it stands, is not 
clear on how it will be applied. Will the 15 per cent between 2010 – 2012 be part of the expected carbon dioxide emission reduction to meet the 
new minimum Building Regulations (2010 will call for a 25 per cent reduction in carbon dioxide emissions based on Building regulations 2006), 
or will it be in addition to meeting the Building Regulations?  

The Energy Saving Trust recommends that targets for renewable energy are set in terms of a reduction in carbon dioxide emissions, not as a 
percentage of energy demand. Since the Surrey Structure Plan was agreed, national guidance has moved toward setting targets in terms of 
carbon dioxide reduction. This discourages the installation of carbon intensive technologies, such as electric heating. Furthermore, policy CP1 
states that you will look to “reduce carbon emissions through the use of low carbon or renewable technologies”. To reinforce this policy, I would 
recommend that policy DM9 is written in terms of carbon dioxide reduction, not energy demand. It is also worth noting that Tandridge District 
Council has just had its Core Strategy approved as sound; this strategy includes a policy to reduce carbon emissions by 10 per cent for new 
dwellings. It also looks to encourage developers to build to Code level three or four. The policy uses the word ‘encourage’ because the council 
did not have sufficient evidence to warrant a prescriptive policy. The planning inspector felt the most the council could do was encourage 
development to higher standards. In light of this, I would recommend that you adopt a similar position to encourage developers to build to a 
Code level (the Energy Saving Trust currently recommends Code level three but will likely move to Code level four in 2010) and set your 
renewables policy as a percentage reduction in carbon dioxide.  

I agree that Site Allocation DPDs should be prepared for areas where significant development may warrant the need for standards that go 
beyond current Building Regulations. As you know, this will require robust evidence to support the need for higher standards. It may be that 
specific areas of the borough have been singled out for a higher proportion of the borough’s new housing development. These new 
developments may provide an ideal opportunity for a demonstration project to look at how higher levels of the Code for Sustainable Homes can 
be achieved. We have a new build outreach programme which offers technical support to developers building to higher levels of the Code. More 
information on this and our guidance on meeting the energy requirements for the Code can be found here: 
www.energysavingtrust.org.uk/business/Business/Building-Professionals.  

It is also worth looking at the policy Uttlesford have taken to improving the energy efficiency of existing homes. We have produced a case study 
which can be found here: www.energysavingtrust.org.uk/business/Global-Data/Publications/Case-study-Uttlesford-District-Council-s-
Supplementary-Planning-Document-on-home-extensions.  

 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Alternative energy sources should be used alongside conventional energy as by themselves they cannot supply enough energy. Some 
renewable energy systems are not financially or environmentally viable i.e. woodchip burner: will require constant deliveries of woodchips and 
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the ash produced will have to be disposed of! The use of energy saving products needs to be obtained by cooperation and incentives not by 
punishment. The targets should be represented by energy not carbon dioxide and the Building Regulations should be more than adequate to 
achieve the required targets. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 
Express in CO2 reduction 
Building regs should be the minimum achievable, with incentives for more 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1, decentralising helps local communities 

Morley Ms C Agree. Reducing energy demand should be on top of reduction required under Building Regulations. 

Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 
Stores Limited 

Whilst our clients support the Council's aim to reduce carbon dioxide emissions Tesco objects to the preferred approach for Policy DM9 on the 
basis that the Council are requiring 5% over what is stipulated by emerging Regional policy (South East Plan, Policy EN1) for decentralised, 
renewable or low carbon technologies, without strong justification.  
 
In addition to this, the preferred approach does not include an appreciation of economic viability, as per National and emerging Regional 
Guidance.  This approach should be amended accordingly. 
 
Furthermore our clients require targets to be expresses in terms of carbon dioxide rather than reducing energy demand.  This better accords with 
national policy aims and increasingly adopted LPA  tools such as the Energy Hierarchy. 

Natural England Natural England support option 1 

Peebles Mr D option 1 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the preferred approach of introducing targets, with thresholds, for development to meet a proportion of its energy requirement 
from decentralised, renewable or low carbon technologies subject to viability. 

 

SEEDA SEEDA supports the preferred approach for Policy DM9 to introduce a phased target for decentralised, renewable or low carbon technologies 
set at 15% between 2010 -2012 and 20% from 2013.  
 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES - targets on top of building regs and should be enforced. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We note the Preferred Option under Policy DM9 that would allow for the provision of renewable energy technology or low carbon energy 
development under a system of targets set at 15% of a development’s energy requirement for the period between 2010-12, and at 20% from 
2013.  
 
We would suggest that, whilst this approach would seek to satisfy Government requirements under PPS1 (Planning and Climate Change), it is 
difficult to assess if such an approach would conform with the SoS’s Proposed Modifications to the South-East Plan which seek to reduce carbon 
emissions on a regional basis below 1990 levels by targets up to 2015 and beyond. We accept that it is a more practical approach for local 
authorities to treat development proposals individually and seek emission reductions and the use of renewables on an individual scheme basis. 
By this means the Borough’s contribution towards the regional targets can be monitored. Nevertheless, we would comment that some 
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inconsistency in approach is arising from District Core Strategy policy on this matter.  
 
We also note the question concerning whether targets should be expressed in terms of reducing energy demand from centralised sources, or in 
reductions in carbon emissions. In our experience, planning proposals are submitted with Energy Reports that use either system as a 
reasonable basis for an assessment of energy use and savings. Our view is also that such savings should be incorporated with those required 
under Building Regulations so as to simplify matters. We therefore support the Preferred Approach to Policy DM9  

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We disagree with the approach adopted for setting targets for renewable and low-carbon energies. Setting a target figure without any 
appreciation of how this can be met, and the costs involved is not sensible. It is much better to start by looking at feasibility and economics, and 
only then setting a target. This is not dodging the issue - the result might be a target that is higher than one chosen without looking at the 
practicalities. 

DM9 Option 2  

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Prefer Option 2. 

DM9 Option 3  

DM9 Option 4  

CAMRA/Surrey Don't agree, as consider impractical.  Prefer Option 4.  
Targets to reduce energy demand.   
Targets should not be on top of other requirements. 

DM9 Option 5  

DM10  

DM10 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option.  

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree, but why not option 2? Thresholds of criteria would be useful. 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1, hopefully policy should include use of ESCO's. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree (option 1) 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Prefer option 1. SHBC to urgently investigate providing CHP units for its own offices and other properties it controls, plus solar panels to be 
extensively used. 

Couzens Mr Agree. 
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RW 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Energy Saving 
Trust 

Have no specific comments to make on this policy. The preferred approach appears broad enough to support decentralised energy schemes, 
but highlights that consideration should be given to any potential impacts. However, could you suggest that is mandatory for all new 
developments consider de-centralised energy as an option?  

 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A The idea of stand alone energy supplies is in theory a good one but in practice it will probably fail. Renewable energy is still in its infancy and the 
technology at present is not good enough for the financial investment to be viable. There is also the problem of who will pay for the maintenance 
and if a communal wood chip burner is used who will pay for the maintenance and cost of the woodchip, no doubt it will be the future residents 
who may well be put off buying a house with such technology and ongoing cost. If renewable energy has to be incorporated then it must be in 
conjunction with conventional energy supplies. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M New development to have centralised combined heating unit to cut down carbon footprint i.e. ground source heat pumps, biomass etc, at outset 
of development or as Sec 106. 

Morley Ms C Agree. Once more experience of such schemes, detailed criteria could be introduced. Stand alone schemes should be expected to provide for 
new and existing developments and use of ESCO's should be explored. 

Natural England Natural England support option 1 

SEEDA We consider both policies will assist in delivering the Regional Economic Strategy, specifically the Objective that seeks to deliver Sustainable 
Prosperity and the Headline Target which seeks to ‘reduce the rate of increase in the regions ecological footprint, stabilise it and seek to reduce 
it by 2016’.  
 

Short Mr R Individuals should be encouraged to seek alternative means of generating energy and regulations should be amended to encourage this. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We support the Preferred Approach to Policy DM10  

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach to generating alternative energies. In the suggested policy wording, we see no reason for the proposal 
"Where feasible any such scheme should explore providing both new and existing property with decentralised, renewable or low carbon energy" 
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Any scheme for generating energy MUST supply new or existing property, unless its output is simply - and pointlessly! - dispersed in the 
environment. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agreed. 

DM10 Option 2  

DM10 Option 3  

DM11  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Comment: Our concern is that detailed, multi-criteria policies such as the one proposed are very difficult to satisfy in their entirety. Consequently, 
they are used by the public and politicians alike to prevent development. We therefore suggest that the criteria are reduced and simplified.    

Environment 
Agency 

DM11: PPS25  should be quoted here as it includes many flood water related impacts of climate change. Flood resilient construction in areas at 
risk of flooding either now or in the future could fall into “sustainable design”, this could include building at a level above the flood level with 
raised floor levels or flood proofing an existing building. 
 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

Paragraph 6.189 makes clear that there is no evidence base for this policy.  If they are viable, proposals for stand alone low energy schemes will 
come forward on their own behalf without any encouragement from planning policy.  This policy is not required and should therefore be deleted.  

In addition the policy as drafted has 10 separate criteria all of which must be passed.  It is clearly not designed to facilitate development but 
instead to prevent it.  The Policy should be deleted and replaced with one that clearly sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development. 

Pavey Mr C J F Paras 6.205 & 6.220 Hard to see the connection between design and public transport 
 
Para 6.218 Does last sentence mean failing to provide enough car parks will persuade people to use public transport?  If so, why not say so?  
And is it true? 
 
Para 6.219 Where exactly are the boundaries of York Town? 
 
Para 6.226 (viii) How realistic/sensible is the notion of being "accessible to all members of the community"? 

DM11 Option 1  

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option.  

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree (option 1) 

Chobham Agree option 1. 
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Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Energy Saving 
Trust 

This policy support CP1 and in your overview of policy you rightly highlight PPS1: Delivering Sustainable Development. Part 6.226 list aspects 
which collectively will see a development being supported. Point (ii) para 6.226 looks at reducing carbon dioxide emissions. To reinforce this 
preferred option, I recommend that you highlight that the use of low/zero carbon technologies can also help maximise opportunities for carbon 
dioxide reduction.  

 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
Development must deal with the water they displace and create, this I believe is absolutely paramount if the issues regarding flooding are to be 
addressed. Provision must be made for cars, we are not at a stage whereby cars can be eliminated, if provision isn't made future residents will 
find a way of accommodating their cars (paving over gardens, parking on green spaces etc), people will use public transport when it is safe, 
clean, convenient and financially viable. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. I agree that sustainable design issues are just as important as general design issues. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree. For large developments consideration of local shops, schools and doctors etc should be given to prevent increased traffic. 

Natural England Natural England support option 1 

Peebles Mr D Option 1. 
 
Sustainable design issues are just as important as general design issues. I would go as far as to say that in today's age sustainability should be 
considered a crucial part of design. 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the preferred approach of including a policy that sets out sustainable design measures and general design measures that will be 
applicable to all developments in the Borough. 

 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES - amenity space requirement should be rigidly enforced as should scale and quality. 

Sport England Inclusion of this policy is supported.  Reference to specific guidance might help to flesh out the commitments being made in the policy.  For 
example, Sport England has a particular interest in the creation of healthy, active and livable neighbourhoods and to this end, we have produced 
a guide to assist the development of environmental design which encourages sport and physical activity.  Taking widely accepted principles of 
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good design (character, continuity, quality, legibility etc) as a starting point, the guidance called active Design, uses three objectives to frame 
advice on positive design: improving accessibility; enhancing amenity; and increasing awareness.  Using the three design objectives, the 
guidance explores in detail their application to three activity settings: 
  

• Everyday activity destinations (shops, homes, schools workplaces) 

• Informal activity and recreation (play areas, parks & gardens) 

• Formal sports and leisure activities (sports pitches, swimming pools etc) 
 
Active Design poses a number of questions for consideration by planners.  The following provides a flavour of these. 
 
Accessibility  
 

• Are everyday activity destinations accessible to all travel modes? 

• Does the design enable the most direct and safe active travel route between everyday activity destinations? 

• Are everyday activity destinations co-located to offer the opportunity for linked trips? 

• Are active travel routes to everyday activity destinations prioritised? 

• Does the design and layout of everyday activity destinations help to prioritise pedestrian, cycle and public transport access? 
 
Amenity 
 

• Are flexible and durable high-quality public spaces proposed? 

• Does the quality, design and layout of open spaces enhance the setting of development? 

• Does the design of informal sport and recreation facilities create a high quality environment? 
 
Awareness 
 

• Are everyday activity destinations co-located with sports and leisure facilities in a manner that promotes awareness? 

• Are informal sport and recreation facilities located in prominent positions?  

• Is appropriate high quality provision made for all age groups within the community? 

• Are formal sports and leisure facilities located in prominent positions playing a positive role as landmarks and attractions? 
 
The full guidance is available at:  
www.sportengland.org > get resources > downloads > design guidance > active design.pdf 
 
 
 

Surrey County We support inclusion of references to measures for the storage of waste, including recyclables, as part of design but the implication of this is that 
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Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

there will be a demand for waste treatment and recycling facilities when this is collected. The provision of bring sites should also be encouraged 
in appropriate locations to encourage the collection of glass, tins, paper, cardboard, plastic bottles, textiles and shoes. The suggested policy fails 
to promote greater efficiency in natural resource use through sustainable design and construction. 
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Thames Water 
Property 
Services 

Thames Water support the preferred approach for the policy. In particular we consider that water conservation measures, water recycling 
systems and sustainable urban drainage systems (SUDS) can bring positive benefits including reducing demand on water supply, reducing the 
risk of flooding and limiting the impact of new development of the existing sewerage infrastructure. 
 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach and possible wording. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agree Option 1. 

DM11 Option 2  

DM11 Option 3  

DM12  

Bain Mr E The issue of flooding is incorrectly assessed.  Rather than looking at the impact of development on the site, the Council should look at the impact 
of that site on the floodplain. 

Dear Ms R This should be a priority in many areas of the borough and should be addressed before any further large scale housing development is permitted 

Environment 
Agency 

6.239: The Core Strategy states that SUDS are not appropriate in areas where soil conditions are inappropriate.  
 
We consider this statement to be misleading .Even where conventional infiltration is not possible due to underlying soil conditions, SUDS can still 
provide attenuation storage and assist with reducing pollution and breaking down hydrocarbons. Where ground water levels are high, SUDS can 
be lined to prevent entry of ground water into the drainage network and will continue to provide all the other benefits of SUDS systems. 
 

6.245: 2nd bullet point, “Sequential Test and Exception Test have been applied where necessary”…we would like “and passed” to be added . 
 
The SFRA will be used to define areas at risk of fluvial flooding and at medium and high risk from other sources of flooding. This information will 
be used to inform site allocations at a later stage. 
 
 

May Ms S Another major concern is the bouts of flooding that West End village has suffered over the recent years, largely impart to the continued building 
programme that has impacted on the drainage and flood plains within the village.  To build further houses would only compound this problem. 

The Camberley 
Society 

No comment 

DM12 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

ATIS Real We object to the preferred approach, and feel that a greater emphasis should be placed upon the 
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site specific Flood Risk Assessments. There is a need for the recognition of the positive contribution that can be made by redevelopment in 
areas that are at risk from fluvial flooding. The Strategic Flood Risk Assessment published in June 2008 by Capita Symonds, recommends that 
flood risk is not increased along the Blackwater Valley. Where sites are already developed , any redevelopment proposals in these areas that 
are not seen to worsen the existing flooding situation, should be considered by the Local Planning Authority along side any appropriate 
mitigating measures being taken. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1 and also to prevent building on low lying, wet boggy land not necessarily near river but building on would have impact on 
surrounding areas. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option.  

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree (option 1). 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. No development at all in flood plains. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Environment 
Agency 

Question 34: Yes the Environment Agency agree with the preferred approach (Option 1) as it considers all forms of flooding and also requires 
any FRA to demonstrate a reduction in flood risk.  
 

Environment 
Agency 

Preferred Policy Approach – DM12: 
The preferred approach is to reduce flood risk. This  should be from all sources of flooding. This policy approach builds on PSP25 and the SFRA 
and aims to use new development to reduce flood risk. Surrey Heath is affected by other sources of flooding, such as localised surface water 
flooding and so this approach is justified. This approach goes over and above the suggestion from PPS25 that only encourages a reduction in 
flood risk where possible. 

GOSE Will this policy add a local dimension to national policy in PPS25 and regional policy in the emerging South East Plan?  If not, is a policy on flood 
risk really necessary? 

Hart Mr S Agree, some areas of the borough are already over-developed in relation to drainage capacity. Further maintenance efforts  with clearing of 
blocked riparian ditches are required. 

Hook Miss A It is naive to assume that building in flood risk areas is the reason for flooding or makes it worse. Any building anywhere will displace water 
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which will travel to the lowest lying area which means that areas which do flood will do so even more. Water does not stop at council boundaries 
so neighbouring boroughs need to be consulted on developments. We are also thinking small scale; we are still relying on ditches and rivers to 
take the water, this is not going to work, even when you do bother to clean them out. A nationwide strategy of redirecting water needs to be 
employed, new channels either above or below ground need to be installed linking into the river system so that when flash flooding occurs sluice 
gates can be opened which will send the water down these channels to old quarry pits or deep sink holes and the reverse can happen by 
pumping the water into rivers during drought; proper water management! 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

We object to the preferred approach set out in option 1.  Such an approach ignores any mitigating measures that might be undertaken that could 
resolve flooding and flood risk.  It is both unfair and unreasonable for those properties which find themselves in a designated area flood risk over 
which they have no control.  
 
As drafted policy DM2 only restates national policy contained in PPS25.  It fails the advice set out in paragraph 4.30 of PPS12 and should 
therefore be deleted.  

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 
Each flood risk area should be reviewed individually rather than say a blanket minimum distance from a river. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M No development in flood areas unless all hard surfaces permeable and rainwater harvesting, under Sec 106. 

Morley Ms C Agree. Consideration should be taken where development increases likelihood of flooding elsewhere because less natural drainage. Any 
development in flood area should be designed to flood e.g. electricity high up, tiled floors etc. 

Natural England Natural England support option 1. Environment Agency should advise on this option in detail. 

Pavey Mr C J F Agree the preferred option. 

Peebles Mr D Option 1 

Short Mr R I am in broad agreement with option 1. As well as identifying potential flood risk areas, flood defences such as ditches etc. should be maintained 
to ensure the effects of flooding are minimised. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES. 

Stewart Ms L Agree with preferred approach. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Thames Water 
Property 
Services 

Thames Water support the preferred approach but would like sewer flooding to be specifically mentioned within the proposed policy. In relation 
to flood risk from sewers, it is essential that developers consider not only the on site requirements but also the off site impacts of increased flows 
in the sewerage network if internal flooding of properties is to be avoided. Developers should therefore demonstrate that adequate capacity 
exists both on and off the site to serve the development and that it would not lead to problems for existing users, including those downstream of 
proposed developments. In some circumstances this may make it necessary for developers to carry out appropriate studies to ascertain whether 
the proposed development will lead to overloading of existing sewerage infrastructure. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Definitely Option 1 

DM12 Option 2  
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Environment 
Agency 

6.247 – Much of the area is constrained by fluvial flooding, If this policy were followed, there would be no requirement to reduce flood risk along 
river corridors. This is contrary to the Catchment Flood Management Plan for this catchment area. We therefore agree with its rejection as an 
option. 
 

DM12 Option 3  

Environment 
Agency 

6.248 – This option remains out of date and does not conform to PPS25 or the SFRA. We therefore agree with its rejection as an option 
 

DM13  

The Camberley 
Society 

No comment 

DM13 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree - restrictions are necessary to avoid undesirable compromising of policies in the future. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1, BUT only if NOT built on Green Belt land or near SPA zone. Would support housing development on footprint of existing 
dwellings or Brownfield sites ONLY. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option BUT not on Green Belt or near SPAs. Would support development on foot print of existing buildings on brownfield 
sites only and not on land previously used for agricultural use. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Agreed, but criterion(v) is unnecessary as it merely repeats other policies. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree, but why not option 2? 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree (option 1). 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1, but genuine SANGS must be found where necessary. The key should be proven local needs. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 
Consider a specific reference to small sites e.g. up to 0.5 hectares adjacent to rural settlements. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Dear Ms R Agree 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
However I do not know how you will ensure it is just for local people now and in the future and is this not against the previous idea of assisting 
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people to live the life they want where they want. 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

We disagree with this approach as per policy DM1. The need for affordable housing should not be greater than the need for any other form of 
housing given the difficulty the Council will face in meeting its housing targets. This policy contradicts Green Belt policy. If there is a need for 
housing, and such development can be acceptable within the Green Belt, then the Green Belt and Settlement designation should be reviewed.   

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1, but must have proven local need (already a criteria I believe) 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England support option 1 and would add that environmental issues should be considered in detail before exceptions are made. 

Paragon 
Community 
Housing Group 

We suggest the adoption of a rural exceptions policy for the Green Belt areas Bisley, Chobham, West End and Windlesham. All of the Green 
Belt settlements in Surrey Heath contain the most expensive housing and are the most exclusive in terms of properties to buy or rent (Housing 
Needs Survey Update, 2006) they are also the most socially segregated and contain less than 1% of social housing provision. Land values are 
at their highest in this area, only through the release of Green Belt land will RSLs be able financially to develop here.  
 

Peebles Mr D Option 1 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES, but should be thoroughly assessed and have full consultation. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

YES 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1 

DM13 Option 2  

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of V 
Segalini 

The policy is worded to say that the dwellings would be permitted on sites ‘in or adjacent’ to rural settlements. But settlements are identified in 
Policy CP2 and development can take place within those settlements in any event. Furthermore, the wording for Policy DM13 says that the rural 
exception test will only be satisfied if the need cannot be met within the settlement boundary. There thus appears to be a lack of clarity in the 
intention of the policy: which settlements would the exception be allowed in, and why would development not have been allowed within such 
settlements? 
 
In addition, the requirement that, outside settlements, the rural exception housing will only be permitted ‘adjacent’ to the settlement is too limiting. 
There is no indication where the term ‘adjacent’ comes from. Paragraph s 6.252 & 6.255 refer to rural exceptions being allowed ‘well related’ to 
settlements. Sites might not be adjacent to an existing settlement, but be accessible by public transport and foot, to local services, be of a high 
standard of design, ie satisfy the requirements of criteria iii-v of Policy DM13. In other words, a ‘well related’ site in the countryside could perform 
better than an ‘adjacent’ site, but the suggested wording for DM13 would preclude this approach for proper sustainable planning. 

DM13 Option 3  

Short Mr R In my view, any development of rural sites should not be allowed as including exceptions invariably leads to a proliferation of them being 
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granted. 

DM14  

DM14 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree (option 1). 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Dear Ms R Agree 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Pavey Mr C J F Agree the preferred option. 

Peebles Mr D Option 1 

Short Mr R Existing housing should be maintained. There appears to be too many instances of existing housing being replaced by 2 or more developments 
which are totally out of character with the existing area. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 

YES - except where locality is no longer suitable. 
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Association 

Stewart Ms L Agree with preferred approach. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

YES 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach and suggested wording. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1. 

DM14 Option 2  

DM14 Option 3  

DM15  

Melrose Ms M Option 2, or could be option 1 if based on proven local need for larger homes. 

The Camberley 
Society 

No comment 

DM15 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree. The more houses that are expanded and thereby subject to price inflation, the less affordable housing there will be in the area for local 
residents and younger families 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 
Where there is a need for (more) small dwellings in rural areas it should be allowed, subject to appropriateness within the environment. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 
There is a need to define "small dwelling" for purposes of development control. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Dear Ms R Agree 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
Small dwellings must be preserved for some it is the only way they will ever be able to get a home of their own. Not every single person or low 
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income household wants to be squashed into an urban development. Extensions as well as change of uses (bungalows to houses, houses to 
apartments) need to be curtailed, Mixing single, low income, families and elderly may be a mistake as each sector has particular requirements; 
single and elderly people would require their own space and tranquility, if mixing is required it needs to be sectored, if it is not it could lead to 
future friction between neighbours. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1.  However the sizes of retained stock should be increased. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. There is still a requirement for small dwellings in rural areas. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Pavey Mr C J F Agree the preferred option. 

Peebles Mr D Option 1 is ok but you have not outlined what the "different size criteria" is 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES 

Stewart Ms L Agree with preferred approach. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1 with 6.292 and 6.293 and also based upon proven medical needs of existing occupants.  There should be an exceptions clause for 
chronic disability. 

DM15 Option 2  

Bedwell Mr M Disagree. we wish to retain stock of small dwellings as is. 

DM15 Option 3  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Disagree. Such a policy is outmoded, being rooted in the original 1980 Structure Plan. Therefore Option 3 is preferred.  

DM16  

Bain Mr E Paragraph 6.297 agree with the third bullet point and this should be cross referenced to Policy DM13.  Does excluding mixed uses exclude 
Travelling Showpeople? 
 
Paragraph 6.303 note the points raised but caution against allowing transit sites as these are not wanted. 

Baker Mr S No more sites in Green Belt and boundaries should not be amended. 

Baker Mrs R No more building on green belt and current boundaries should not be amended. 

Bedwell Mr M See comments for CP13. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

No comment. 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 6.296 Extremely far-fetched.  Thousands (millions probably) of people, in order to obtain a "decent home which they can afford" have to live 
considerable distances from their preferred community, remote from their employment, friends, family and the place where they were brought up. 

Short Mr R Based on the experiences of travellers descending on West End/Chobham in recent years I believe this is an issue for central government. 

The Camberley 
Society 

No comment 

DM16 Option 1  
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Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Generally agree option 1. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1, but any and all new and additional sites should be spread evenly throughout the borough. It should be noted Bisley & 
Chobham have already provided a Gypsy site and should be precluded from making another in those 2 parishes. 
 
Urban areas should be providing sites not sites in the countryside. Protection of adjacent residents must be a priority. 

GOSE We agree with the preferred approach to set out the criteria against which applications for accommodation will be assessed. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
I do not understand the need for permanent pitches as gypsies and travellers are by their culture transient, if permanency is required then they 
should be housed. I am also concerned as to the impact upon settlement infrastructure; the children of transient people will disrupt classrooms 
thus affecting the resident children's education, doctors practices may not be able to see local people or provide treatment because transient 
people have to be accommodated. Local people contribute to their settlement, what would transient people contribute? 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 
Developments should not be in the green belt or countryside. 

Melrose Ms M Probably option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

We need a frank. open and honest debate on this issue free from political correctness. This must be difficult when there are government 
dictates. However, in name and nature, travellers have chosen to have a nomadic lifestyle. To be in one place for short periods of time. That is 
their free choice and we should respect that. Therefore to create permanent sites is at odds with this lifestyle. Surely the provision of affordable, 
social rented dwellings helps facilitate settlement if that is what is desired. We know from history that all sorts of issues occur in a community 
when travellers arrive - impact on schools, crime levels. Let us not be blind to these issues. Any reserved sites have to be conditional upon 
legally binding contracts such as length of stay, conditions of stay e.g. sanitation, crime, impact on community, school attendance etc. The 
human rights of all impacted needs to be accommodated.  

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No - great care needed if there is too much flexibility. 

Surrey County We also note that, under Policy DN16 dealing with gypsy and traveller accommodation, the Borough is of the view that, as there is no current 
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Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

issue with unauthorised sites within the Borough, there is no need to identify sites in advance of the Partial Review. Sites will be eventually 
identified within a Sites Allocation DPD.  
 
Whilst we would not demur from this approach to the allocation of sites, our advice is that, in the event of unauthorised occupation, consideration 
should be given to an interim approach included in a policy that assesses whether a clear and immediate need of provision is evident, the impact 
of granting temporary or permanent permission, and the effect on the local community. An interim arrangement may include the granting of a 
temporary personal permission whilst the Partial Review proceeds and site allocation can take place. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1. 

DM16 Option 2  

DM17  

Bain Mr E Paragraph 6.314  I am surprised that there is no comment included from the Travelling Showpeople. 

Bedwell Mr M See comments for CP13. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

No comment. 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 6.309 See Q.38 
 
 
(Para 6.296 Extremely far-fetched.  Thousands (millions probably) of people, in order to obtain a "decent home which they can afford" have to 
live considerable distances from their preferred community, remote from their employment, friends, family and the place where they were 
brought up.) 

Short Mr R Based on the experiences of travellers descending on West End/Chobham in recent years I believe this is an issue for central government. 

The Camberley 
Society 

No comment 

DM17 Option 1  

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Generally agree option 1. 
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Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1. We believe questions 38 and 39 are so similar they should be combined, so our response to question 38 (DM16) applies 
similarly to question 39. 

GOSE We agree with the preferred approach to set out the criteria against which applications for sites will be assessed. 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
Showpeople are different to gypsies and travellers and need to be treated as such. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 
Developments should not be in the green belt or countryside 

Melrose Ms M Maintain a site similar to the example shown at Bristol in the consultation. No permanent pitches. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Right to separate needs of travelling peoples from show people. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

No - again strict monitoring needed. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

YES 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Also Option 1. 

DM17 Option 2  

DM18  

Bain Mr E Paragraph 6.334 this should fit in with the village design statement and new retail would then be acceptable in Chobham as per the policy. 

Pavey Mr C J F I greatly deplore the lack of interest by SHBC in revitalising Yorktown as a shopping area for everyday needs and in the shopping areas at the 
north end of Frimley Rd and Frimley Rd south of the railway line. 

DM18 Option 1  

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Disagree. The policy appears to be incomplete in that it does not address the possibility of A3-A5 uses or other ''town centre uses'' as defined in 
PPS6. It is therefore flawed and should be redrafted. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 

Agree option 1. 
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of the Earth 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 
Yes, by all means allow non-retail uses into local or district centres if they are of benefit to the community. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. Essential to protect rural shops, particularly post offices. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1, subject to a careful definition of provision of a community benefit. 

Hook Miss A Agree 
 
Retail uses need to be monitored so that we do not have streets full of one particular use; takeaways, estate agents, gambling establishments. 
Retail use is preferred but as long as there is a need for a certain use then it should be accommodated. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

Maddox & 
Associates on 
behalf of Kier 
Property 
Developments 

The Core Strategy and Development Management Policies Options DPD should define the district centre boundary of Frimley in line with 
paragraph 2.1 of PPS6 (Planning for Town Centres), March 2005. Annex A of PPS6 states that District Centres usually contain a range of town 
centre uses and not just shops. The adopted Local Plan 2000 only identifies a primary shopping area and a secondary shopping frontage in 
Frimley and consequently a wider district centre boundary to include all surrounding main town centre uses should be identified.  In this respect, 
the office buildings in the Lyons Way Industrial Estate form part of Frimley district centre and should be included in it. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1, essential to protect rural shops, post offices. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 
Stores Limited 

Our client broadly agrees with the preferred approach for Policy DM18 however the first bullet point in paragraph 6.332 should be amended to 
refer to local or consumer needs rather than the needs of the centre. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES - but some non-retail to keep a balance - doctor, solicitor etc. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We do not wish to comment on the preferred approach in relation to parts of the borough other than Camberley. We agree with those aspects 
that relate to Camberley. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agreed. 
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DM18 Option 2  

Hart Mr S Option 2 is preferable. 

DM18 Option 3  

DM19  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Disagree. In order to be able to respond to changing circumstances, the policy should allow for new employment development in sustainable 
locations outside designated employment areas where there is an identified need.  

Couzens Mr 
RW 

No comment.  Draft policy awaited. 

Leigh & Glennie 
on behalf of The 
Shorstan 
Company Ltd 

The designation of employment areas is supported. This should, in particular, look at the eastern, rural part of the Borough where the 
Employment Land Review identified a need to maintain rural employment sites, where there is a concentration of people and so offers a close 
home/work relationship. If an existing employment site is to be designated as an employment area, then the protection of the employment use 
on such a site is supported; it will provide the certainty for planning the uses and buildings on that site. 
 
However, concern is raised regarding criterion 1 of paragraph 6.356 in Policy DM19. This states that, outside designated employment areas, 
employment development will be restrained. This could lead to confusion for existing employment sites which are not actually formally 
designated: could they be redeveloped for new employment use? Would minor improvements or extensions to existing employment buildings be 
allowed? Such works could, say, improve the appearance of an existing lawful employment site, or provide for small-scale changes or 
employment opportunities in a rural area. However, with the wording of ‘restraint’ in non-designated sites, such beneficial development might not 
be possible. 

Pavey Mr C J F I oppose the proposal in the last sentence of para 6.341. 

Rail Estate 
Please see our earlier responses to proposed policies CP3, CP5, CP14, CP15, and CP16. 

We agree in principle that there should be no net loss of employment land but that the retained use and mix of employment at particular sites 
should be subject to review. We recommend that the policy wording devised should incorporate a reflection of comments received by the Council 
(para. 6.354) which indicated that non-residential sites should be considered for housing and/or a mix of uses should they come forward for 
redevelopment. 

 

SEEDA In the absence of a revised Employment Land Review we do not have any detailed comments to make on the preferred approach, however, we 
welcome the recognition of the need to deliver units that are adaptable to changing economic needs.  

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

We welcome reference in para 6.338 to recognition in draft PPS4 (Planning for Sustainable Economic Development) that some uses may need 
to be segregated from sensitive uses but this is not then reflected in the following text, and there is no indicative policy to judge what might be 
included, although the four issues set out in 6.356 do not suggest that employment land is being seen as a ready source of sites for waste 
treatment facilities. The Government guidance on employment land reviews indicated that industrial land could be a suitable location to satisfy 
the need for additional waste management facilities. 
 

DM19 Option 1  

ATIS Real We broadly support this preferred approach, however greater emphasis should be placed upon the 
economic viability of the location of employment development, and to the mix of uses each location. It is necessary to examine at the commercial 
need and demand for employment space in the area, and how the current locations fit into this brief. It is important not to assume that a historic 
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employment site is the most suitable location for future employment development. Consideration 
should be given to other uses or a mix of uses that may be more appropriate in a given location. 
The greatest demand and investment is likely to be within the Town Centre and Deepcut areas and 
as such will deflect future investment from the Core Employment Areas. Thus flexibility for future 
development and uses within existing Core Employment Areas, where there is no adverse impact 
on amenity, should be encouraged. The increased flexibility could lead to a more advantageous 
mix of uses that help to meet the aspirations and goals of the Core Strategy. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Dear Ms R It is important to support home working options in order to reduce road use, emissions, etc 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Highways 
Agency 

The HA supports the proposed wording of the preferred approach but would welcome an emphasis on transport infrastructure being considered 
within the policy. 

 

Hook Miss A Agree 

Maddox & 
Associates on 
behalf of Kier 
Property 
Developments 

Surrey Heath’s Employment Land Review suggests that the quality of available employment floorspace in the Borough is relatively poor 
compared to the wider Blackwater Valley and that there is a need to improve quality to attract employers. Kier Property has advised Officers at 
the Borough Council that to attract high quality employers to the Borough that it should encourage business park types of development, like IQ 
Farnborough in neighbouring Rushmoor Borough, where a grouping of purpose-built office accommodation and other business and commercial 
uses share complementary facilities. In this respect, the Core Employment Area of Lyons Way Industrial Estate is an excellent opportunity to 
promote a range of business park type uses (offices, hotel, gym, cafe) to attract high quality employers to the Borough and this should be 
reflected in policy. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Nathaniel 
Lichfield and 
Partners on 
behalf of Tesco 

As per our clients comments regarding the preferred approach for Policy CP16, the approach set out in Policy DM19 should be amended to 
reflect the importance of retail as a form of economic development.  This policy should seek to recognise the role of retail based employment 
(draft PPS4 para 13). 
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Stores Limited 

Peebles Mr D Option 1 

RPS Planning & 
Development on 
behalf of Costco 
Wholesale UK 
Limited 

Costco is a sui generis membership warehouse club created to serve the wholesaling needs of the small to medium sized business owner. 

These representations seek to agree with the preferred approaches for Policy CP16 and DM19 but consider that additional flexibility is required 
in relation to the uses that are appropriate on land allocated for employment development.  PPS12 requires Local Development Frameworks to 
be in accordance with national and regional policy for them to be considered legal.  In this regard, the content of national and regional policy is 
significant.   

As acknowledged in the Core Strategy, the draft consultation PPS4 (Planning for Sustainable Economic Development) document was released 
in December 2007.  Under the heading ‘Recognising the needs of business’, the document advises that: 

 
“… local planning authorities should plan for, and facilitate a supply of land which will be able to cater for the 
differing needs of businesses and the expected employment needs of the whole community but which is 
flexible enough to be responsive to a changing economy or new business requirements.  Local authorities 
should avoid designating sites for single or restricted use classes wherever possible and avoid carrying 
forward existing allocations where this cannot be justified.”        
   My Emphasis 

The policy document also recommends that local authorities should cater for a broad range of business types and include criteria based policies 
to facilitate a broad range of employment uses.   

Further to the national guidance, the South East RSS Secretary of State Proposed Changes, Policy RE3 states: 

“…In planning for the location, quantity and nature of employment land and premises, they [local authorities] 
will facilitate a flexible supply of land to meet the varying needs of the economic sectors.”      

 

y Emphasis 

As previously mentioned, PPS12 advocates that the Core Strategy should be in accordance with the RSS to be considered legal.   

The Core Strategy identifies at Policy DM19 that the preferred approach would be to set out a separate policy identifying: 

“3. The mix of employment uses in new development.” 

This approach is encouraged.  However it is considered that a criteria based policy that allows uses outside of the B use classes on employment 
land would be appropriate.   
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Costco is a reputable employer and would benefit the area of Surrey Heath by offering a range of employment opportunities to local people; a 
typical Costco directly employs 170-250 people.  The level of jobs provided by Costco compares favourably in quality and quantity to traditional 
B Class Uses.  The company provides local people with a broad range of quality jobs that reflect the unique nature of Costco’s operations.   
 
Overall in the UK, over 90% of the jobs created by a new Costco are filled by locally recruited staff.  Throughout the company, staff are 
encouraged to undertake training and to improve their positions.  85% of Costco’s current managers are home grown having worked their way 
up from hourly paid positions.  Positions range from craft and operative jobs for which specialist training is given, to managerial and supervisory 
jobs and unskilled jobs, which provide a point of entry for those who have little or no qualifications or training.  Costco is committed to working 
with local authorities to target particular areas of deprivation or unemployment.  Full training is offered.   

The benefits of a warehouse club such as Costco are that the positive impacts spread throughout the local economy. Costco’s target customer is 
the small and medium businesses and many of these can be found in town centres.  They include; 

• Independent Retailers 

• Food and drink outlets such as restaurants and sandwich shops 

• Service outlets such as small estate agents, accountants, garages and professional firms 

• Independently owned hotels, guest houses etc 
 
Costco can therefore make a significant contribution to the health of the local economy and, particularly to small businesses that are otherwise 
forced to pay a premium for small purchases from traditional wholesale sources.  Costco’s prices and its range of products are unique in this 
respect.   

The potential positive benefits of a Costco were the subject of an independent report by CB Hillier Parker in October 2000 “Costco Warehouse 
Clubs: An assessment of Economic Impacts”.  The report confirms the substantial cost savings potentially available to local businesses as well 
as the significant penetration, which Costco achieves of local business memberships.  78% of members questioned in the study agreed that 
Costco’s low prices help them retain competitive and the study drew the conclusion that: - 

“…significant positive impacts would benefit local economies from the development of a Costco warehouse.  
(para. 6.10)” 

The construction of a Costco in the Surrey Heath area would bring a number of benefits to small businesses and the wider economy in terms of 
employment generation for both a skilled and unskilled workforce. It is therefore important that provision is made within the Core Strategy for a 
policy by which an application for a warehouse club and other sui generis uses acceptable on employment land could be assessed.  The 
following wording would provide flexibility within the plan:   

“Within the Employment Areas defined on the Proposals Map, planning permission will be granted for 
employment generating uses within Classes B1, B2 or B8 and sui generis uses which would: 
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(i) generate employment which is quantitatively and qualitatively comparable to uses within those Classes; 
and 

(ii) not harm the continuation of existing uses within those Classes.” 

This criteria based policy is flexible and provides a clear policy framework for sui generis uses to provide the Council with evidence of their 
appropriateness to locate on employment land.   

 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the general philosophy of the preferred approach. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agreed. 

DM19 Option 2  

DM19 Option 3  

Jones Mr Mark Option 3. 

DM19 Option 4  

DM20  

Bain Mr E The definition of community facility should include post offices.  The council should resist their loss and identify them as an important local 
facility. 

Dear Ms R Protection of community facilities is very important in local villages - but it must be done properly and money invested in the right place at the 
right time, e.g youth workers to provide youth clubs, etc which has previously been cut back  
 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 6.366 What does "mixed use" mean? 
 
Para 6.375: If there is no longer a need...(6.375(i)) why is "alternative provision" (6.375(ii)) relevant? 
In any case, the alternatives should be within walking distance. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

Policy DM20 deals with the retention of existing community facilities. We consider that the description of the Borough’s approach is weak and 
may be improved by reference to the full range of community facilities, including the County’s approach to local authority Community Hubs 
(Camberley Centre), schools, further education colleges, children’s centres, care homes, and Fire and Rescue and Ambulance services (blue 
light services). The approach would conform with the general objectives of public service providers in the County to co-ordinate and seek 
improved provision through joint-provision at sustainable locations. 
 
In relation to para 6.371, the development of Deepcut Barracks would lead to an increased need for Early Years and Education facilities, and this 
has been identified in para’s 4.7 - 4.10 and the following Table 1.  
 
In para. 6.375, the Extended Schools agenda means that schools offer facilities for the communities that they serve. It would be beneficial were 
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this to be recognised and perhaps the adoption of a policy of commitment to working in partnership with community providers and the 
encouragement of the development of creative opportunities for widening the use of community facilities, including change of use where this 
would provide a benefit to the community.  
 

Vail Williams 
LLP on behalf of 
Frimley Park 
Hospital NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

Furthermore, draft Policy DM20 (DPD, 2008: p124), the only proposed Development Control policy in the DPD Options regarding Community 
Facilities, reiterates CP5 and only addresses the ‘Retention of Existing Community Facilities’ whilst making no specific mention in regard of 
Frimley Park Hospital or indeed any hospital or healthcare facilities. 
 
It is important to note the current adopted Local Plan policy on community facilities Policy CS5 which states that :- 
 
“The Borough Council, in co-ordination with the health District and other relevant bodies, will encourage and support the provision of additional 
health facilities. Proposals for the enhancement and extension of existing facilities will be sympathetically received and proposals for new 
facilities, in appropriate locations will be encouraged.” (Local Plan, 2000: p128) (My Emphasis) 
 
The absence of such a policy in the emerging Core Strategy and Development Policies DPD is a clear regression in planning policy terms and 
would have the potential to seriously hinder the provision of medical services to the community not to mention the importance of Frimley Park 
Hospital as a major employer in the Borough. This would clearly be unacceptable and we request that the wording of Policy CS5 is retained in 
the proposed Policy CP5 and DM20. 
 

DM20 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1 subject to proper consultation with affected community. Example - Chobham Place did not want to lose their youth centre. 

Circuit Planning 
Representative 

Paragraphs 6.370 and 6.371 talk about community centres and community facilities. There is a need for clarity with regard to the use of the 
terms. 
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A single term should be used and a definition provided for this term. 
 
This definition should include places of worship to be consistent with national policy. 
 
PPS1 at page 8 states that: "Plan policies should: ...take into account the needs of all the community, including particular requirements relating 
to...religion..." 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 
 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Support option 1 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1, needs proper consultation with existing community. 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Yes but the loss of community facilities should be resisted. In fact new community facilities should be encouraged. In particular centres for youth. 
Hang out shelters and skate board parks show limited imagination and commitment. Our youth need to be engaged. Many finish secondary 
schools early e.g. Winston Churchill 2.30pm. They have ample opportunities to become bored and disengaged which in turn leads to disruption. 
This is a fact not an opinion. Sure they need to hang out but in a constructive, safe environment, indoor environment with adult attendance e.g 
youth centres with games tables, events, minimal interference but a youth centre worker who observes at a distance.  This may represent a 
great cost but this is a wealthy area (as identified in the appendices).   

Peebles Mr D Option 1. 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the preferred approach of resisting the loss of community facilities, subject to specific set criteria where a loss may be acceptable. 

 

Short Mr R I am in agreement with the need to protect existing community facilities as much as possible. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES - but care must be taken to retain these. 

Sport England Sport England welcomes the attention paid to the protection of sport and recreation facilities within this policy.  Cross-reference to Policy DM22 
would be useful to ensure that there is co-ordination between policies which are responding to the same objective, in this case ensuring that 
facilities are protected.  
 

Surrey and 
Borders 

Whilst the preferred approach to protect community facilities is supported it is considered that it can be demonstrated to be surplus to 
requirements for community use, release to residential use should be considered favourably.  It is considered that the Ridgewood centre, Old 
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Partnership 
NHS 
Foundation 
Trust 

Bisley Road, Frimley, which may become surplus to Surrey and Borders' Health Care provision requirements as facilities are relocated to more 
locations and premises within Surrey, would be suitable for release to residential or mixed uses.  Policy DM20 should be flexible enough to allow 
for such situations. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach. However, we do not fully agree with the basic statement that there is no identified need for further 
community facilities. Some organisations, such as Camberley's University of the Third Age, are large and growing rapidly (around 15% pa in 
recent years). Finding suitable halls and meeting rooms is already a problem - it will get worse. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agreed. 

DM20 Option 2  

DM21  

The Camberley 
Society 

As stated earlier, any protection of habitats and wildlife is for mankind as a whole. An essential part of any policy should therefore be to recover 
from the wider community the costs that local residents, employers and businesses suffer as a result of protective measures. In the absence of 
any such funding, the borough should make it clear that some conservation measures are not affordable. 

DM21 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1 but again do not build on Green Belt land & SPA, or too near to. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option but again not to build on green belt or near SPAs. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Do not agree.  Option does not go far enough to protect all sites of biodiversity importance.  Many small sites are not, and may not be, 
designated and other linking strips, such as hedgerows, could be vital to some species survival. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with option 1, but no review of boundaries. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1, but don't use these sites for SANGS. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Strongly support option 1 

Dear Ms R Agree 

Hart Mr S Agree, Crucial to preserve borough's SLNS's 
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Hook Miss A Agree 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England support option 1 and would add the following comments. Local sites should be protected against destruction and damage and 
managed appropriately.  

Natural England Natural England notes welcomes the review and assessment of the Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) network mentioned in this 

strategy.  

 

As per the Department for the Communities and Local Government’s Regional Spatial Strategy and Local Development Framework Core 

Output Indicators – Updates 2/2008 (published in July 2008) suggests that areas of biodiversity importance should be recognised in the 

development plan. In particular the guidance makes reference to National Indicator 197 – the proportion of local sites where positive 

conservation management has been or is being implemented. The advantage of this indicator is that it would ensure the extent and the condition 

of local sites was measured.  

 

Guidance on local sites and how they can be identified is now available from Defra at www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-countryside/ewd/local-

sites/localsites.pdf. In short, all BAP habitat in your local area could be designated as SNCI as you have suggested in this document. Natural 

England would support the suggestion that Surrey Heaths Borough Council take this opportunity of review their local sites and ensure, at the 

very minimum, that all BAP priority habitat is incorporated into local sites. In addition the Council could add Indicator 197 to their existing core 

strategy monitoring.  
 

Pavey Mr C J F Agree with preferred option. 

Rail Estate 
Please see also our comments on Policy CP17: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation. 

We agree with the preferred approach of protecting regional, county and local wildlife sites, subject to criteria for allowing some development if 
this is related to the site, i.e. access, car-parking etc. 

We also agree that a new review should take place, so as to strengthen site boundaries and inform a Site Allocations DPD. 

 

Short Mr R I agree as long as this does not lead to housing as a "development". 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES. 

Surrey County We agree strongly, as national policy does not provide protection for these sites, e.g. LNR's are not protected by legislation, only through LDF 
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Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

policies. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Definitely Option 1. 

DM21 Option 2  

DM21 Option 3  

DM22  

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Amend the draft policy to preclude 'enhancements' and 'new replacement facilities' which result in enlarged enclosed spaces and the resultant 
diminution of open space. 

Pavey Mr C J F Agree with 2nd sentence of para 6.412.  Delete 2nd clause of 1st sentence of para 6.406.  We need a policy that would prevent another Arena 
scandal i.e. building an indoor facility on a playing field. 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

In relation to para. 6.406, the same point as we make above applies. In our view, there is a conflict with Policy CP2 as the Table lists school sites 
as potential housing sites. If it were necessary to develop part of a school playing field, there would be a loss of green space, but this could be 
offset by provision of an area of greater biodiversity, hence higher value.  
 

DM22 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree, but there are concerns that this could lead to loss - What does surplus to requirements mean? How is it to be measured? 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 
Most unlikely to be any open spaces "no longer required", though some may be under-used, due, perhaps, to neglect. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Generally agree option 1. 

Consterdine Mr 
G 

I agree with option 1 

Dear Ms R Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 
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Open spaces must be protected no matter what their size and any new developments must include an open green space. 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Natural England Natural England would support option 1 and have the following comments. 

 
There should be a presumption to protect all existing natural accessible greenspace which should be protected in order to provide Suitable 
Accessible Natural Greenspace to meet the Thames Basin Heaths Delivery Framework and ANGSt standards. 

Owen Ms S Agree with preferred approach. 

Oxford Strategic 
Marketing 

Again . I agree with this option which is at odds to building housing on open land spaces in West End  

Peebles Mr D Option 3. 
 
Option 1 has some good values in it but there is no clear definition of "Protect existing formal and informal recreation facilities unless surplus to 
requirements" 
 
surplus to whose requirements exactly? 
 
This needs to be a balance of 1 and 3 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the preferred approach of protecting the Borough’s open spaces against development, unless for a community use compatible 
with the size and function of the open space. 

We also agree with a review of existing urban open spaces. 

 

Short Mr R Again open spaces should be protected as far as possible, "developments" should not include housing. Development of additional recreational 
facilities should be encouraged. 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES - criteria should be very strict. 

Sport England Sport England supports the approach which is proposed in this policy.  Detailed reference to the Open Space study is particularly welcomed, 
given that this is critical in providing a justification for the policy.  Cross-referencing to Policy CP19 is helpful in ensuring that a robust approach is 
taken to the wide diversity of sport and recreation facilities. 
 
To improve the policy further, Sport England would like to see reference made to opportunities for increases in the quantity and improvements in 
the quality of sport and recreation facilities.  Reference could be made to planning obligations, for example, through which local improvements to 
a variety of facilities might be secured.  In refining the policy, the consideration of the follow Sport England policy objectives and related policy 
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approaches may be helpful.  These objectives are taken from our main planning policy document ‘Planning for Sport: Objectives and 
Opportunities’ (2005) which can be viewed via the front page of our spatial planning website at www.sportengland.org/spatialplanning  
 
Theme: Protecting existing places for sport 
 
Policy Objective: PLANNING POLICY OBJECTIVE 2: To prevent the loss of facilities or access to natural resources which are important in 
terms of sports development.  Should redevelopment be unavoidable, an equivalent (or better) replacement facility should be provided in a 
suitable location. 
 
Policy approaches: 

• seek to protect or enhance existing sites and facilities and access to natural resources which are important for sport; 

• identify important sites for sport on the proposals map for protection (including open space and playing fields and facilities which provide 
access to natural resources such as launching and landing facilities); and 

• require at least an equivalent replacement in terms of quality, quantity and accessibility if the loss of a facility is unavoidable, unless it can be 
proved that the facility is genuinely redundant and there is no demand for a replacement based on a thorough local assessment.  

 
Theme: Providing for sport through new development 
 
Policy Objective: PLANNING POLICY OBJECTIVE 8: To promote the use of planning obligations as a way of securing the provision of new or 
enhanced places for sport and a contribution towards their future maintenance, to meet the needs arising from new development. 
 
Policy approaches: 

• indicate the circumstances in which planning obligations will be sought; 

• use the support of local assessments of community requirements likely to be generated by new development and which take account of  the 
adequacy of existing provision and local Sport and Recreation Plans/Strategies; 

• ensure that adequate provision of sports  facilities is secured as part of major new residential development.  Additional requirements could 
be specified in a development brief; 

• seek developer contributions from small scale residential developments towards new or enhanced provision where the development will 
create additional demand or place additional pressure on existing sports facilities; 

• where it is not practicable to provide new facilities as an integral part of a new development, seek contributions towards off-site provision or 
enhancement which is directly related to the development; 

• seek financial contributions to the long-term maintenance of any new facilities provided as a result of a new development; and 

• encourage the provision of more places for sport in association with major commercial and retail developments. 
 
Theme: Sport in the countryside and coastal areas 
 
Policy Objective: PLANNING POLICY OBJECTIVE 13: To support and promote the use of natural resources for sport in a way which meets 
sustainable development objectives.  Sport England considers that development proposals for sport should be based on the ‘Best Available 
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Place’ principle.  This involves a planned approach to the provision and protection of sites and facilities, including the assessment of the impact 
of any sports use and a commitment to appropriate management measures. 
 
 
Policy approaches: 

• take a planned approach to the provision of sites for sports requiring extensive sites in the countryside, for example golf courses, airfields, 
motorsports venues; 

• consider the provision of new facilities in line with the ‘Best Available Place’ principle; 

• seek to protect significant areas for sport (SASPs) from other development, taking account of National Governing Bodies’ Whole Sport Plans; 

• seek to maintain and improve access to the countryside for sport and ensure that any reduction in the level of activities possible is contingent 
upon the development of suitable alternative provision of at least equal quality; 

• allow for farm diversification into sport and recreation; 

• promote the use of good management practices to balance the legitimate needs of sport with amenity, environmental and other interests; and 

• recognise the need for ancillary facilities essential to the operation of some sports activities and venues 
 
Policy Objective: PLANNING POLICY OBJECTIVE 14: Where management solutions have been tried and shown not to work due to 
irreconcilable conflict, then alternative locations should be found to accommodate the displaced sports activities, to a similar or improved 
standard. 
 
Theme: The Urban Fringe 
 
Policy Objective: PLANNING POLICY OBJECTIVE 10: To promote the urban fringe as an important resource in providing opportunities for 
sport, and support proposals for improved access for sport, for the development of extensive facilities such as golf courses and pitches, and for 
built facilities which can be developed in a way which meets sustainable development objectives and which helps to maintain and improve the 
identity of this resource. 
 
Policy approaches: 

• support measures to increase access to the urban fringe for sport including changes of use from agriculture to sports uses; 

• recognise the role the urban fringe can play in providing sites for sports that require extensive areas of land; 

• support the provision or relocation of built facilities for sport within the urban fringe where there is clear demand for the facility and where no 
suitable site within the urban area can be found; 

• encourage the restoration and imaginative use of redundant or degraded land, buildings and water areas for sporting uses; and  
apply the sequential test to the location of new facilities. 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach. 

DM22 Option 2  
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Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

We consider that Option 2 is one that would lead to the most robust, and simplest policy position.  Option 2 is a far fairer and more balanced 
approach to protecting open space.  There should be no protection of informal recreation facilities unless they have been identified and 
assessed using PPG17 methodologies, and designated on the proposals map.  
 

DM22 Option 3  

Bedwell Mr M All open space should be protected. 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Prefer option 3. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Do not support option 1. 
 
We do support option 3 as this gives more protection to all open spaces. Option 1 may have some benefits but in general will weaken the need 
to protect open space. We recognise there may be exceptions including if there is a genuine replacement, but replacements may not always be 
in the correct location or of a similar or enhanced type to the original. 

Hart Mr S Option 3 is preferred. development demands in borough are relentless 

Peebles Mr D Option 3. 
 
Option 1 has some good values in it but there is no clear definition of "Protect existing formal and informal recreation facilities unless surplus to 
requirements" 
 
surplus to whose requirements exactly? 
 
This needs to be a balance of 1 and 3 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 3. 

DM22 Option 4  

DM23  

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

No presumption of favour of retention in situ.  Only retention for remains of agreed importance. 
 

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

Policy DM23 makes no provision for rolling forward archaeological assessment on sites of 0.4ha and larger. 
 

The Camberley No comment 
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Society 

DM23 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with preferred approach 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bedwell Mr M Agree with preferred approach. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Generally agree option 1. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

Agree. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Strongly support option 1 

English 
Heritage (South 
East Region) 

We welcome inclusion of policies in respect of locally important buildings and areas of high 
archaeological potential, but what about conservation areas and historic parks and 
gardens and their settings? 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1. 

Melrose Ms M Option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Pavey Mr C J F Agree with preferred option. 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the preferred approach of undertaking a review of areas of archæological interest. We acknowledge that these should be clearly 
marked by inclusion on the Borough Proposals Map, and that development proposals sited in areas of high archaeological potential should 
include initial assessments. 

 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES 



Responder Comments Raised 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

NO 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Option 1. 

DM23 Option 2  

DM24  

Bain Mr E There should be more nationally and locally listed buildings in the Borough. 

Couzens Mr 
RW 

The draft policy contains no provision to prevent demolition in order to afford interim protection to the current list. 

Pavey Mr C J F Para 6.441 is inadequate.  We need a policy that would better protect our locally listed buildings e.g. the Overs building (designed by Poulter?) in 
London Road, Camberley (site now redeveloped). 

DM24 Option 1  

Anthony Mr C G Agree with option 1 but in my recent experience the staff who monitor the arrangements need to be more practical and to make themselves 
aware of what is already in place on a development site and the local "street scene" rather than pontificating on something they clearly have 
absolutely no idea about. 

Baker Mr S Agree with option 1. 

Baker Mrs R Agree with preferred option. 

Baverstock Mr 
B 

Agree with Option 1. 

Bisley Parish 
Council 

Agree 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Agree option 1. 

CAMRA/Surrey Agree. 

Chobham 
Commons 
Preservation 
Committee 

Agree option 1. 

CPRE (Surrey 
Heath Branch) 

Strongly support option 1. As there is no national protection at present we hope you can define adequate measures of protection. 

English 
Heritage (South 
East Region) 

We welcome inclusion of policies in respect of locally important buildings and areas of high 
archaeological potential, but what about conservation areas and historic parks and 
gardens and their settings? 

Hart Mr S Agree 

Hook Miss A Agree 

Jones Mr Mark Option 1 

MBH 
Partnership 

Agree with option 1 as preferred approach. 
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Melrose Ms M Option 1 

Morley Ms C Agree 

Rail Estate 
We agree with the approach of setting out criteria by which to assess development affecting locally listed buildings and structures. 

 

Southwell Park 
Residents 
Association 

YES 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

YES 

The Camberley 
Society 

We agree with the preferred approach. But we would like to see it expanded. There is little point in a local list unless buildings on it can be 
protected in practice. (As the borough council knows, The Camberley Society is frustrated by the increasing dereliction of former ballet school 
accommodation on the corner of West Road) Thus, the policy must include measures for ensuring the conservation of buildings that have been 
recognised as being of local importance. 

Windlesham 
Parish Council 

Agreed. 

DM24 Option 2  

Bell Cornwell 
Partnership 

Disagree. There is no justification for imposing this local constraint upon development when there is a well-established statutory Listing regime to 
protect those buildings that are worthy of retention.  
 
Reliance should be upon Policy CP1 

DM24 Option 3  

Bedwell Mr M No, maintain existing local plan policy. 

ISAR  

Baker Mrs R Green Belt land should have the overriding precedent and that the current boundaries for green belt should NOT be amended. This is to protect 
our wildlife and urban sprawl. SPA's should be protected in the future with no new building near the 400m buffer zone (which I would like to see 
extended. THERE SHOULD BE NO "EXCEPTIONS" TO BUILDING ON THE ABOVE LAND (ie Affordable Housing). 

Blackwater 
Valley Friends 
of the Earth 

Climate change will affect sustainability, so changes might have to be made about development. Over the past few years a lot of misinformation 
was around as to whether global warming was occurring. There were some scientific mistakes about which have been proved false, but most 
people agree it is happening. If too much land is going to be built on there are worries about flooding. In your development plans it said in the 
South East Plan that local authorities should avoid loss of biodiversity and I am glad to hear you have a biodiversity action plan. Hampshire & 
Rushmoor Council also have a BAP too. 

CAMRA/Surrey Huh?! 
Don't seem to have received this ("hard copy") - should I have had it as a separate document? 
If so, please send me a copy, even if now too late to comment. 
Thanks. 

English 
Heritage (South 
East Region) 

We note that Objective (ix) refers to protection and enhancement of biodiversity within the 
Borough, including sites of local importance, whereas Objective (xi) refers to respect for 
the ‘character’ of the local area, including historic structures and environment. This 



Responder Comments Raised 

appears to offer a far less favourable framework for the historic environment that includes 
nationally as well as locally important features. The Interim Sustainability Appraisal Report 
(August 2008), presents a somewhat optimistic scenario where it states at para. 12.6.1 
that ‘no environmental and sustainability problems have been identified’ with no mitigation 
proposed (para. 12.9.1). 
 
How is the impact upon character to be measured against a background of urban 
intensification? The list of background documents identified on the Council’s website 
offers no guidance on what has been done to provide a baseline. The South East Plan 
referred to above, refers at para. 12.21 to the need for understanding of significance and 
vulnerability to change and the use of local character assessment as a tool. 

Environment 
Agency 

Sustainability Appraisal 
 
SA Framework point 8. Reduce the risk of flooding. Indicators are acceptable but should refer to all forms of flooding,- fluvial, surface water 
runoff, sewer flooding, ground water flooding.  
 
CFMP: 
There is a Catchment Flood Management Policy (CFMP) for the middle and lower Blackwater, a watercourse which affects much of this area. 
The CFMP outlines that the re-establishment of river corridors and better management of surface water runoff will reduce flood risk in the 
catchment. This can be facilitated by the appropriate location, layout and design of developments. Any new development provides an opportunity 
to reduce flood risk (in line with the preferred policy in this strategic document) and the CFMP outlines the best options to reduce flood risk in the 
catchment. The Blackwater policy unit CFMP forms part of the Lower Thames regional CFMP and is available on the Environment Agency 
website. 
 
Water Resources 
 
Surrey Heath is identified within  the designated area of serious water stress by Defra which covers most of the Thames Region..The 
Loddon Catchment Abstraction Management Strategy also demonstrates there is no water available( by abstraction.) 
 
Therefore all residential and commercial developments should be designed to reduce dependence on importing water and maximise the 
efficiency of water used. For this to be achieved the following targets /indicators are suggested to be incorporated in Objective 24 Water 
Consumption ‘to reduce water consumption’; 
 
all new residential developments built to achieve high levels of water efficiency  - 105 litres per person per day (CSH 3/4). 
 
Commercial building developers to provide evidence to demonstrate how they intend to adopt water efficiency measures ( including where 
appropriate grey water recycling and/or rainwater harvesting options) to minimise water consumption within their proposed new/refurbished 
buildings in accordance with the building Research establishments Environmental Assessment method ( BREAM) . 
 
It would be useful to have timescaled targets for reduced per capita consumption over the plan period. 



Responder Comments Raised 

 
Groundwater/Contaminated Land 
 
Surrey Heath includes areas with shallow groundwater, and areas where controlled waters are at a high risk from polluting activities. 
Furthermore, much of the area overlies relatively sensitive Minor Aquifers. 
 
Therefore, in any areas where development is planned where potentially contaminated land is identified, the Environment Agency recommends 
that developers should be required to :  
  
  
1)      Follow the risk management framework provided in CLR11, Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, when dealing 
with land affected by contamination. 
  
2)      Refer to the Environment Agency Guidance on Requirements for Land Contamination Reports for the type of information that we require in 
order to assess risks to controlled waters from the site. The Local Authority can advise on risk to other receptors, e.g. human health. 
  
3)      Refer to our website at www.environment-agency.gov.uk for more information. 
  
  
In addition, with regards to surface water drainage design, the Environment Agency strongly encourages the use of Sustainable Urban Drainage 
Systems (SUDS) for new discharges of surface water run-off from roads, vehicle parking and public amenity areas, providing there are adequate 
measures to protect groundwater and the site in not in an inner Source Protection Zone (SPZ 1). In all cases, arrangements for effective 
management and maintenance of the systems should be put into place. Any such drainage system will also need to comply with PPS 25 in order 
to manage risks from flooding. 
  
SUDS protect groundwater quality from contaminants in surface water run-off as they encourage diffuse entry of discharge into the subsurface. 
SUDS should conform to the Groundwater Regulations 1998 to prevent the introduction of substances in List 1 of the regulations, such as 
hydrocarbons, and pollution from contaminants in List 2. 
  
Developers should refer to the Interim Code of Practice for Sustainable Drainage Systems, which can be downloaded from www.ciria.org.uk. 
They should also refer to CIRIA Report C609 'Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems - Hydraulic, Structural and Water Quality Advice'. 
 
 
Ecology/Biodiversity  
 
-Biodiversity (Interim Sustainability Appraisal Report) or in Policy CP17 (in the Options), mention should be made of: 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act, 2006 as it does affect how Local Authorities should exercise their planning functions. 
The (NERC Act).  created Natural England and the Commission for Rural Communities 
 Amongst other measures, it extended the biodiversity duty set out in the Countryside and Rights of Way (CROW) Act to public bodies and 
statutory undertakers to ensure due regard to the conservation of biodiversity. 
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As such, Local authorities have a Duty to have regard to the conservation of biodiversity in exercising their functions. The Duty affects all public 
authorities and aims to raise the profile and visibility of biodiversity, to clarify existing commitments with regard to biodiversity, and to make it a 
natural and integral part of policy and decision making. 
 
The Government has produced guidance on implementing the Duty. The guidance for Local Authorities can be found here: 
http://www.defra.gov.uk/wildlife-countryside/pdf/biodiversity/la-guid-english.pdf 
 
We agree with preferred options specified  in Core Policies 17 18 & 19. 
 
However we would like mention of the need for buffer zones to river corridors of both main and non main rivers as a tool for preserving and/or 
creating habitat  for biodiversity.  This could be added with explanatory text to Core policy 19 on Green Infrastructure. 
 

Highways 
Agency 

The HA particularly welcomes objective 19 in Figure 2.3, as it is aligns with our objective to reduce congestion on the SRN. Improving 
sustainable transport options and reducing the dependence on the single occupancy vehicle has the potential to help reduce the impact of 
development on the M3 in Surrey Heath. 

 

Indigo Planning 
on behalf of 
McKay 
Securities 
Group 

The ISA as drafted does not provide a fair or transparent process for evaluating different options.  The assessment for each option or policy 
against the sustainability criteria needs to be made explicit if it is to be understood.  However, the ISA simply gives an answer, but there is no 
way of telling whether it is a fair assessment and thus no way of knowing whether the preferred approach is the optimal one. 
 
Indeed, it is clear from the ISA that it would be perfectly possible to have weighted the assessment to arrive at a predetermined preferred policy 
option, however there would be no way of telling this from the information supplied.   
 
If there is to be a fair and genuine consultation process, then the assessment for each policy area must be made explicit to enable people to 
understand the policy choice that is being offered to them to comment upon. No such choice is provided by the ISA and the process is therefore 
flawed. 
 
Two examples are shown to illustrate this point.  In the assessment of policy CP3 at pp128-9 of the ISA, Options 2 and 3 are assessed as likely 
to result in the most beneficial effects.  In response to questions 15 and 16 and the impact on fauna and the SPA, these options are identified as 
having negative effects.  Option 1 however has no such negative effects, yet is dismissed and Option 2 and 3 are preferred.  Such outcomes are 
confusing as the assessment process is hidden, and the ISA needs to be rewritten to make these judgements explicit, so people and 
organisations can comment effectively on them. 
 
At other instances there is an anti-development slant to the assessments given.  For instance at paragraph 2.4.4 of the ISA there is the 
assumption that housing harms habitat.  This is wrong as a general principle, and indeed housing can provide the funding to secure habitat 
improvements.  It might be that the ISA assessment process is full of such assumptions which are not made explicit and which influence the 
selection of the Options.  Until the process is made transparent, it is not robust and cannot be used as the basis for selecting different options, 
therefore we object to it.   
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Natural England Page 97, para 17.10 – Proposed monitoring 

 

Natural England suggest that the following are added to the monitoring options 

• The extent and condition of BAP habitats 

• The percentage of households meeting ANGSt standards 

• SPA bird numbers and distribution within the Thames Basin Heaths SPA. 
 

Peebles Mr D I will select one direct quote from the document 
 
"However, development in Deepcut is likely to have an adverse effect on the SPA and biodiversity as is adjacent to the SPA. It is also within a 
rural area and is therefore likely to affect the quality of the countryside." 
 
I will leave you with two questions  
 
"Do you fully understand what the local populace would prefer? More housing or a better countryside?" 
 
"Do you think this policy really represents the best desires of the Borough Public?"  

Surrey County 
Council - 
Planning 
Implementation 
Team 

In respect of biodiversity matters, Chapter 17 should include reference to the NERC Act, 2006. Table 17.1 should include the area of SPA/SAC 
etc, as it can be measured readily. 
 
The reference to Site of Importance..…… should read Site of Nature Conservation Importance. The data in para 17.4.3 is out of date and new 
condition assessments are dated 1 October 2008 and are on the Natural England website. 
 

Swaenpoel Mr 
M 

STOP INTERFERING AND RUINING RURAL GREEN LAND FOR PROFIT 

 


