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Background
This Consultation Statement has been prepared to fulfil the legal obligations of the
Neighbourhood Planning Regulations 2012, Section 15(2). Part 5 of the Regulations sets out
that a Consultation Statement should: (a) contain details of the persons and bodies who
were consulted about the proposed neighbourhood development plan; (b) explain how they
were consulted; (c) summarise the main issues and concerns raised by the persons
consulted; (d) describe how these issues and concerns have been considered and, where
relevant, addressed in the proposed neighbourhood development plan.
The consultation process for the Windlesham Neighbourhood Plan was undertaken with the
following intentions:
•
•
•
•

To involve and engage as many in the community as possible throughout all stages of
the Plan’s development so that it was informed by their views
To undertake consultation at critical points in the process where decisions needed to
be taken
To use a variety of approaches and communication and consultation techniques that
appeal to different audiences
To provide feedback to local people on the consultation results and changes to the
Plan

Summary
Windlesham Parish Council initiated the neighbourhood plan process in 2014 with the
appointment of a Steering Group comprising members of the local community. The initial
community engagement was at the annual Village Fete in June 2014 which was followed by a
launch event was held in the village hall in the Summer of 2014 where views of residents
were collected. In parallel, Windlesham ward was designated by the Surrey Heath on 27th
January 2015 as a Neighbourhood Plan Area following a 6-week consultation between 31st
October and 12th December 2014.
Subsequent community engagement included:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

A village wide survey (leaflet drop) in Autumn 2014 and invitation to comment on
the information gathered from the annual Village Fete and launch event (157
attending) (258 responses)
Analysis of the results by Working Groups established on built environment, natural
environment and amenity, and infrastructure (later amalgamated into one Working
Group) to identify the main issues facing the village
Testing of the survey results and key issues in a second village wide survey (leaflet
drop) launched at the annual Village Fete in June 2015 (308 responses)
Drafting of the Plan using the analysis of these two survey returns and further
engagement with major stakeholders in the village at a meeting in June 2016
Consultation meeting with residents in September 2016
Formal public consultation (Regulation 14) on the draft Plan following approval by
Windlesham Parish Council on 31 January 2017 (including with statutory consultees)
Amendments to the Plan informed by feedback from the formal public consultation
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•

Additional consultation was undertaken by Surrey Heath Borough Council with
statutory consultees on its Strategic Environment Assessment and Habitats
Regulation Assessment screening report

At each stage of the process comment and feedback was recorded, analysed and a response
agreed by the Working Group.
This Consultation Statement provides relevant links to key documents associated with the
different stages of consultation below. Additional information is provided on the formal
consultation on the pre-submission draft Plan, who was involved and how comments were
dealt with.

Examples of public consultation events for Windlesham Neighbourhood Plan

The Consultation Timeline
The following timeline sets out the consultation process for the Windlesham Neighbourhood
Plan. It includes links to key documents and references those included in the appendices to
this Consultation Statement. An overview of the process is available online
http://www.windleshamplan.co.uk/consultations/. Facebook and Twitter were also used
during the preparation of the Neighbourhood Plan.
Consult residents at village fete and request ideas and volunteers
Four working groups established and notices placed in village magazine

June 2014

Launch at village hall requesting ideas and support
Invitation sent to every household –
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0BwxTCw9-S2x4SnluV2xhOVRjdWM/edit
Presentation –
https://docs.google.com/file/d/0BwxTCw9-S2x4RjkxM1RCRW1RS2s/edit
Information boards –
https://docs.google.com/file/d/0BwxTCw9-S2x4M0xzbkpBYjNqODg/edit
Village-wide survey results and analysis –
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4cG6Y5hGsodTFpMV0h5MHdQNUk/view
https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4cG6Y5hGsodWldreDNRNDNTeEk/view

Sept 2014

Working Groups amalgamated into single Working Group

Nov 2014

Summary of comments from launch event and fete –
https://docs.google.com/file/d/0BwxTCw9-S2x4REdrZXhnSUVtWWM/edit

Nov 2014
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Articles on the Neighbourhood Plan were regularly included in the Parish
Magazine – e.g. https://docs.google.com/file/d/0BwxTCw9-S2x4X0RXRmhEbTZURFE/edit
Detailed analysis and housing report prepared by Working Group and approved Mar 2015
by Steering Group https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4cG6Y5hGsodeW94WVZUX0hFdmM/view
Second survey launched at village fete https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4cG6Y5hGsodZUk2WTJEbkdSRGc/view

June 2015

Summary of key conclusions from surveys https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4cG6Y5hGsodajNSLWFacjNVZUU/view

Aug 2015

Traffic planning report received and published as Village Rejuvenation
May 2016
Project - https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4cG6Y5hGsodX0pfbXZ0czQyd0E/view
Revised and updated Neighbourhood Plan and Village Rejuvenation Project
shared at village fete – Presentation in Appendix 1

June 2016

Presentation to 36 local stakeholders at St John the Baptist church hall
– Appendix 2 invitees

June 2016

Comments incorporated into draft Plan

July 2016

Draft Neighbourhood Plan and Village Rejuvenation Project presented to
2016 local community at St John the Baptist church hall – wide promotion,
including flyer sent to every dwelling. Presentation https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4cG6Y5hGsodbkNaSm41b2VDZlk/view

Sep 2016

Comments incorporated into draft Plan

Oct 2016

Steering Group approve consultation draft Neighbourhood Plan

Nov 2016

Parish Council approve consultation draft Neighbourhood Plan

Jan 2017

Consultation by Surrey Heath Borough Council with statutory consultees on
Windlesham Neighbourhood Plan Strategic Environmental Assessment and
Habitats Regulations Assessment Screening Report

Feb 2017

Regulation 14 public consultation on pre-submission draft Plan
Mar/Apr 17
Draft Plan - https://drive.google.com/file/d/0B4cG6Y5hGsodczZYbk9LcDdxZ3M/view
Statutory consultees – Appendix 3
Letter sent to statutory consultees – Appendix 4
Letter sent to stakeholders – Appendix 5
Notice of consultation – Appendix 6
Analysis and response to comments received on draft Plan agreed by Steering
Group – Appendix 7

July 17

Draft Plan amended and approved by Parish Council

Feb 18

Regulation 15 – Submission of the Plan to Surrey Heath Borough Council

Feb 18
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Annex 1 – Regulation 16
At the invitation of Surrey Heath Borough Council, the Parish Council and Steering Group
were given the opportunity to consider representations made as part of Regulation 16 – the
publication of the Pre-Examination version of the Neighbourhood Plan by the local authority.
This is a non-statutory stage but gave the Parish Council and Steering Group the chance to
note the representations and correspondence received at this stage, regarding the earlier
pre-submission draft consultation version of the Plan.
It was noted that correspondence had been received which had drawn attention to a
transcription error in the published Consultation Statement. The Parish Council and Steering
Group acknowledged the error that led to the omission or part-omission of 3 representations
received during the pre-submission draft consultation. It was however confirmed that the
omitted representations had been received and considered at the time and the omission was
purely an administrative error. A complete tabulation of representations received on the presubmission Draft Neighborhood Plan and responses to these, including the 3 previously
omitted or part omitted representations, is included at Appendix 7 of this Consultation
Statement.
At a meeting held on 5th July 2018, it was agreed that the representations received from the
Regulation 16 consultation be noted and that an updated version of the Consultation
Statement be produced to include the previously omitted representations.
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Appendix 1
Presentation at village fete in June 2016
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Appendix 2
Stakeholder invitations for June 2016 presentation
Landowners & Developers
Wooldridge Group
Runnymede Homes
Persimmon
Romsby Homes
Kircher
Village Shopkeepers and Business
Cherrytree
Strutt & Parker - Office Manager
Suttons
Gecko World
Chemist
Newsagent/PO
The Quality Meat Co.
Gents Hairdresser
Windlesham Wines (formerly Liquer
World)
Ashleigh Martin Salon
Beauty Shop
Savannah Gift Shop
Rashoi
Macs Autos
Vauxhall City
Kemps Fasteners
Evolved Pilates
Windlesham Nurseries
Windlesham Club & Theatre, Bowls
and Tennis clubs
Duncan & Inger Cordell

Substantial landowners in village
Significant business group and local employer
Developer of housing in village centre
Developer associated with reserved site at Heathpark
Substantial landowners in village
Local developer
Local building contractor

Stationers in village centre
Estate agents in village centre
Sandwich bar and coffee shop in village centre
Reptile shop in village centre
Village chemist
Post office and general store
Butcher in centre of village
Gents hairdresser in village centre
Off Licence in village centre
Unisex Hairdresser in village centre
Ladies beauty shop in village centre
Gift shop in village centre
Indian restaurant
Car repair and maintenance
Second hand car sales
Fasteners distributors
Pilates school in village centre
Nurseries
Recreational Club

London Road - A30 Landowners / Business and other in Northern area
Longacres
Garden centre and retail outlet
Eli Lily
Global pharmaceutical research centre
Windmill PH - Enterprise Inn Group
Gastro pub
Esso Garage MRH - North and South
Petrol stations
Wyevale
Garden centre and associated retail outlets
Sherborne Windows
Window sales within Wyevale site
Optiplan Kitchens
Kitchen sales within Wyevale site
Hillier Garden Centre (HQ in Ampfield,
Hants)
Garden and horticultural centre
WNP Consultation Statement
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Crocus
Prestige Cars
Hall Grove School
Woodcote House School – Snows Ride

Plant and flower sales and distribution centre
Second hand cars
Local mixed school
Local boys school

Public Houses
The Brickmakers Arms - Enterprise Inn
Group
The Bee - Enterprise Inn Group
The Surrey Cricketers - Punch Taverns
The Sun - Enterprise Inn Group
The Half Moon – Freehouse

Gastro pub
Gastro pub – School Road near A30
Gastro pub
Gastro pub
Gastro pub

Others Consulted
Dry Lining Supplies
Travis Perkins

Local plasterboard and internal finishes supplier
Builders merchant

Frazer Nash part of Kamkorp Group

New owner of ex-British Oxygen office building
Local landowner and resident

Field of Remembrance
Foramaflow Ltd
Mr D P Jecz
Cedars Endodontics
Mr M Mandeville
Mrs J King -– (PO now closed)
Mr Pal Singh
Chair - R. Jennings-Evans and all other
members of Mike Goodman
Barry Stacey
Moira Gibson
Sarah Walker
Richard Tear
David Davies
Angela Davies
Lionel Lake
Barbara Onslow
Simon Goulty
Sarah Stocks-Wilson
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Representing charity trustees
Local business – agricultural services
Local resident
Dental specialist
Local resident
Local resident & former postmistress
Local resident former owner

Windlesham Parish Council
SCC and Windlesham Ward Parish Councillor
Windlesham Ward Parish Councillor
SHBC Leader and Windlesham Ward Borough Councillor
Parish Clerk
Chair of Windlesham Neighbourhood Plan
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
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Melvyn Pini
Chris & Medina McClean
Mike Sheard
Katelyn Symington
Peter Baggs
David Howie
Graham Bullen

WNP Consultation Statement

Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Member or ex-member of the WNP Steering/Working
Group and Councillors
Chair of Windlesham Society and member of WNP
Steering Group
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Appendix 3
Statutory consultees on pre-submission draft Plan
Highways England
Homes and Communities Agency
Environment Agency
Natural England
Historic England
Surrey Heath Borough Council
West End Parish Council
Bisley Parish Council
Chobham Parish Council,
Sunninghill and Ascot Parish Council
Sunningdale Parish Council
Bracknell Forest Council
The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead
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Appendix 4

Windlesham Parish Council
Sarah Walker
Clerk to the Council

The Council Offices
The Avenue

Tel: 01276 471675
Email: sarah.walker@windleshampc.gov.uk
Website: www.windleshampc.gov.uk

Lightwater
Surrey
GU18 5RG

«Name»
«Organisation»
«Add_1»
«Add_2»
«Add_3»
«Post_Code»
20 February 2017
Dear Consultee,
WINDLESHAM NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN – PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION
As part of the requirements of the Localism Act 2011 and Regulation 14 of the
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012, Windlesham Parish Council is
undertaking Pre-Submission Consultation on the Windlesham Draft Neighbourhood Plan.
As a body that we are required to consult, we are hereby seeking your views on the Draft
Neighbourhood Plan. The plan can be viewed here:
www.windleshampc.gov.uk – click on the Windlesham Neighbourhood Plan tab
The Plan is accompanied by a Strategic Environmental Assessment/Habitats Regulation
Assessment Screening Report which is also available.
A hard copy of the Plan and the SEA/HRA screening report can be provided on request.
The Pre-Submission consultation runs for a period of six weeks. The closing date for
representations is 2nd April 2017. Representations can either be emailed to Sarah Walker at
sarah.walker@windleshampc.gov.uk or sent by post to:
Windlesham Parish Council, The Council Office, The Avenue, Lightwater, Surrey, GU18 5RG.
Yours sincerely,

Sarah Walker
Clerk to the Council
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Appendix 5

Windlesham Parish Council
Sarah Walker
Clerk to the Council
Tel: 01276 471675
Email: sarah.walker@windleshampc.gov.uk
Website: www.windleshampc.gov.uk

The Council Offices
The Avenue
Lightwater
Surrey
GU18 5RG

«Company_Name»
«Building_Number_or_Name»
«Add_1»
«Town»
«County»
«Post_Code»
20 February 2017
Dear Stakeholder,
WINDLESHAM NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN – PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION
As you are aware work has been undertaken over the last 2 years to produce a
Neighbourhood Plan for Windlesham. As a stakeholder with an interest in the area, you will
be interested to know that the Plan has reached a significant milestone.
A Draft Neighbourhood Plan has been published and is now available for comment by all
interested parties. This stage is known as “Pre-Submission Consultation” and is your
opportunity to make any comments about the Plan.
The plan can be viewed here: www.windleshampc.gov.uk – Windlesham Neighbourhood
Plan Tab and is accompanied by a Strategic Environmental Assessment/Habitats Regulation
Assessment Screening Report, which can also be viewed on our website.
A hard copy is available at The Parish Council office between 10am and 1pm Monday-Friday
during the consultation period. Hard copies can also be viewed at the following locations,
during their normal opening hours:
• Surrey Heath House, Knoll Road, Camberley
• Half Moon Public House, Windlesham
• St John’s Parish Church Office, Windlesham
• Bagshot Library
• Lightwater Library
• Camberley Library
The consultation will run for 6 weeks, until 2nd April and representations can either be
emailed to the
Clerk to the Council at sarah.walker@windleshampc.gov.uk or sent by post to: Windlesham
Parish Council, The Council Office, The Avenue, Lightwater, Surrey, GU18 5RG
Yours sincerely,

Sarah Walker
Clerk to the Council
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Appendix 6
Notice of consultation

WINDLESHAM NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN
PRE-SUBMISSION CONSULTATION
As part of the requirements of the Localism Act 2011 and Regulation 14 of the
Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012, Windlesham Parish
Council is undertaking Pre-Submission Consultation on the Draft Windlesham
Neighbourhood Plan.
This formal stage in the process of preparing the Plan requires a six week
period of public consultation. We are seeking comments on the Draft Plan
from people who live, work or have businesses in the area and from other
organisations that have an interest in the plan area.
The plan can be viewed here:
www.windleshampc.gov.uk – Windlesham Neighbourhood Plan
A hard copy is available at The Parish Council office between 10am and 1pm
Monday-Friday during the consultation period. Hard copies can also be viewed
at the following locations, during their normal opening hours:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Surrey Heath House, Knoll Road, Camberley
Half Moon Public House, Windlesham
St John’s Parish Church Office, Windlesham
Bagshot Library
Lightwater Library
Camberley Library

The pre-submission consultation commenced on 20th February 2017and the
closing date for representations is the 2nd April 2017.
Representations can either be emailed to Sarah Walker, Parish Clerk, at
sarah.walker@windleshampc.gov.uk or sent by post to:
Windlesham Parish Council, The Council Office, The Avenue, Lightwater,
Surrey, GU18 5RG

Sarah Walker
Clerk to the Council
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Appendix 7
COMMENTS ON PRE-SUBMISSION DRAFT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN AND RESPONSES
Ref.
No

Contact Name & Organisation

1

Historic England
Eastgate Court, 195-205 High
Street, Guildford GU1 3EH

Part(s) of
the Plan to
which
comments
apply
WNP1.3

Comments & Concerns

Historic England
Eastgate Court, 195-205 High
Street, Guildford GU1 3EH

WNP Consultation Statement

WNP2.1
and
WNP2.2

Changes to Neighbourhood
Plan

“Planning applications for the
replacement or subdivision of large
houses in large plots in the Green
Belt, with a small number of priority
dwellings in a manner which
ensures that the openness of the
Green Belt is safeguarded and
heritage assets are conserved in a
manner appropriate to their
significance, shall be supported.”

This has been added to
Draft

Replacement of Large Houses by Smaller Dwellings: At present,
we feel there is potential that, where large houses in the green
belt are historic buildings that fall within the government’s
definition of a heritage asset (including non-designated heritage
assets not protected by statutory listing), this policy could result in
pressure for the loss of a heritage asset rather than a more
sensitive form of development – such as retention and subdivision
of a large property. As such we recommend an addition to the
policy to avoid such a conflict:
“Planning applications for the replacement or subdivision of large
houses in large plots in the Green Belt, with a small number of
priority dwellings in a manner which ensures that the openness of
the Green Belt is safeguarded and heritage assets are conserved
in a manner appropriate to their significance, shall be supported.”

2

Response

The word ‘harmony’ is rather unclear in its meaning and may not
be helpful in a development control context. We felt these policies
could readily be combined to avoid repetition Given the detail
provided in the background section preceding this section we
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recommend separating the policy into a bullet point list of design
criteria that proposals need to achieve in order to be considered
appropriate such as:
Proposals for new housing development or extension of existing
dwellings shall be supported if they respond positively to and
protect the positive built and natural character features of their
setting. Applications should demonstrate that development will:
Maintain the established density including number of residential
units and ration of building footprint to open space development in
the surrounding area;
Maintain the general scale of development in the surrounding
area without creating any overbearing presence; and
Maintain the pattern of separation between buildings and widths
of building frontages.

Proposals for new housing
development or extension of existing
dwellings shall be supported if they
respond positively to and protect the
positive built and natural character
features of their setting. Applications
should demonstrate that
development will:

Maintain the established density
including number of residential units
and ration of building footprint to
open space development in the
surrounding area;

This has been added to
draft

Added to draft

Maintain the general scale of
development in the surrounding area
without creating any overbearing
presence; and
Maintain the pattern of separation
between buildings and widths of
building frontages.

3

Historic England
Eastgate Court, 195-205 High
Street, Guildford GU1 3EH

WNP Consultation Statement

WNP2.2

There appears to be a syntax error in the draft policy we suspect
the policy should read “… unless it can be demonstrated that they
will harm or detract from local character” to make sense as
presently written. Nevertheless, the onus should be on the
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Agreed - Policy amended

Amendments made to WNP
2.1 and 2.2
Numbering on 2.4/3

applicant to demonstrate that the design of their proposal is an
appropriate response to the character of its setting.
4
5
6

Historic England
Eastgate Court, 195-205 High
Street, Guildford GU1 3EH
Historic England
Eastgate Court, 195-205 High
Street, Guildford GU1 3EH
Natural England
Hornbeam House
Crewe Business Park
Electra Way
Crewe
Cheshire
CW1 6GJ
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WNP2.4

We support this policy as taking a positive approach to the
appreciation of heritage assets.

Agreed

WNP3.2

We support this policy as taking a positive approach to
addressing the identified issue of inappropriate boundaries.

Agreed

Pg. 15

Natural England advise that the Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace (SANG) section (particularly paragraph 4) should be
revised in consultation with Surrey Heath Borough Council and
should reflect and agree with the existing policies set out in the
Surrey Heath Thames Basin Heaths Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD), the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection
Area (SPA), Avoidance Measures and Strategy, and saved policy
NRM6 in the South East Plan. Further information on the areas to
consider can be found below:
The Surrey Heath Borough Council SPD states that ‘As a
guide, it will usually be possible for developments of fewer that
100 net dwellings to take up capacity at Council-provided SANGs,
subject to availability.’ This does not suggest that the Borough
Council will always provide SANG for these developments which
may currently be implied with the Neighbourhood Plan wording.
The SPD also states that ‘Developments of more than 100
dwellings will generally be expected to provide on-site SANG’ and
‘Major or large new developments will be expected to provide
bespoke on-site SANG rather than relying on the suite of SANGs
being developed by the Borough Council.’ These statements
should be accurately reflected within the Neighbourhood Plan for
consistency.
Appropriate organisations which Natural England accept to
manage SANGs in perpetuity also include Local Planning
Authorities, Parish/Town Councils and charities, e.g. the Land
Trust, as well as specific named SANG Management Companies.
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Revision included:
dependent upon the number and
size of new dwellings. For
developments exceeding 100 net
units the Developer is required to
establish a free standing SANGS,
which is normally expected to be
provided on, or directly adjacent to
the site. Appropriate organisations
which Natural England accept to
manage SANGs in perpetuity
include Local Planning Authorities,
Parish/Town Councils and charities,
e.g. the Land Trust, as well as
specific named SANG Management
Companies. Developers will also
need to make contributions towards
Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring (SAMM). Further
information can be obtained from the
Thames Basin Heaths Special
Protection Area Supplementary
Planning Document

Amendments made

Contributions to the Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring (SAMM) arm of mitigation for the SPA should also be
included in this section as this is another important mitigation
measure for the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area.
7

Windlesham Club & Theatre

The Windlesham Club & Theatre (WCT) is disappointed to note
that other than vague reference to the “historic assets” there is
absolutely no recognition nor support statement reference to the
nature, role or significant contribution of The Windlesham Club &
Theatre to the social, entertainment, sporting or community
focused facilities within the Plan. Nor indeed, is there any
acknowledgement of the numerous other ‘not for profit’ voluntary
organisations who considerably enhance amenity value and
together represent the distinctiveness and spirit of Windlesham.
Not only this omission ignores building on the solid community
foundations which have long existed, without specific inclusion in
the Plan qualification for public grants and financial assistance
available to the WCT and such other local organisations may be
prejudiced.

8

Windlesham Club & Theatre

It is questioned given inclusiveness and diversity, the document
features a photograph of St. John the Baptist Church when other
than the public space of Field of Remembrance, the WCT is the
only built community and public resource within Windlesham.

9

Windlesham Club & Theatre

WNP Consultation Statement

The WCT has a membership base of some 750 to 800 primarily
local residents, its facilities used and enjoyed by the whole village
(and other residents of Surrey Heath) and in its own right is a
local employer of full and part-time staff and local suppliers and
trades. The WCT has, since the outset, continued to actively
input into the Plan but notes that it seems that such effort has
been either discarded by its authors since its remit has been
misunderstood by the WCT or otherwise deemed beyond scope
of its purpose.
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Windlesham Club and
Theatre - Windlesham is extremely
fortunate in having the facilities
provided by the Windlesham Club
and Theatre. This club makes a
significant contribution to the social,
entertainment sporting, arts and
community focused facilities, as well
as numerous ‘not for profit’
organisations.

This has been included in
the draft WNP.
This was an omission on our
part.

St John’s Church was thought to be
the most iconic symbol of
Windlesham village.
Text amended as shown

Windlesham Club and
Theatre - Windlesham is
extremely fortunate in
having the facilities provided
by the Windlesham Club
and Theatre. This club
makes a significant
contribution to the social,
entertainment sporting, arts
and community focused

facilities, as well as
numerous ‘not for profit’
organisations
10
11

Highways England, Bridge House,
Walnut Tree Close, Guildford, GU1
4LZ
Robin Horsley

Response received stating:
Noted.

We have reviewed the consultation and have no comments.
Is this a plan?
In its’ current form, the document does not really seem to
constitute a plan. Instead it seems purely to outline a very broad
policy approach.
It’s also contradictory and incomplete:
Page 18 outlines ‘Vision and Objectives’ of the neighbourhood
plan.

Comments and criticism are
welcome but attention is drawn to
the Village Rejuvenation Project as
well as the Additional Issues
document highlighting issues
outside the remit of the WNP but
making recommendations to Parish
Council.

E.G: Objectives
Village Centre and facilities:
• Preserve and enhance the character of Windlesham Village
Centre;
• Deliver a viable attractive shopping centre and desired
community facilities;
• Ensure all residents have easy access to community facilities
and community green open spaces for leisure and recreation;
and
• Deliver additional parking capacity.

See Village Rejuvenation Project

Yet the following pages do not fulfil these objectives.
Just one example ‘Deliver additional parking capacity' - the
amount of additional parking required has not been quantified and
no potential sites have been identified. There is not even a

WNP Consultation Statement
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Site identified in Additional Issues
document.

mention of the site that has been rejected ‘Windlesham Common
Wood’ following huge protest from local residents when WNP
Group proposed to turn it into a car-park.
The above is just one example. The objectives on this page
simply cannot be matched to text later in the document that fulfils
them. It is somewhat bizarre that the plan first sets out the
objectives that are to be achieved in the plan but then fails to
deliver on it’s own objectives!

Nothing can happen to this site until
the owners are identified
The NP does achieve its objectives
when the Village Rejuvenation
Project and the Additional issues
document are read in conjunction
with the NP

Surely until this document actually achieves the objectives
defined within it, it cannot go forward?
12

Robin Horsley

Purpose of the Plan
Unless I have missed it, this document fails to explain the purpose
of the plan document. i.e. why it has been produced? and what it
will mean if adopted? Without this, why would residents engage in
the process? i.e. unless there is any purpose?
Overall, the document seems to provide a shallow background to
some of the issues in Windlesham but fails to provide real insight
or vision on any solutions for addressing the issues affecting the
village.

Residents views are welcome but
the Windlesham Neighbourhood
Plan should be read in conjunction
with the Village Rejuvenation Project
and the Recommendation made to
Windlesham Parish Council.

If this is a reflection of 3 years’ work, then it seems to be a poor
reflection of the many hours of work undertaken by local people. I
understand from people who have been part of the WNP group
that they are disappointed that the document has been ‘so
watered down’.
Clearly, it’s a great idea for the people who live in an area to
involve themselves in planning how to make improvements and
preserve desired characteristics of an area. But unfortunately, this
particular process seems to have been dogged with a huge
amount of infighting between contributors and ill-thought out

WNP Consultation Statement
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There is no evidence to substantiate
this suggestion

specific proposals that were brought forward earlier in the process
without having really considered what residents actually wanted to
achieve in any depth.
The lack of publicity surrounding the WNP has been a key failure
leading to this outcome. In 2015, I and a neighbour, canvassed
local residents for their thoughts about WNP Group’s plan to
destroy the Windlesham Common Wood (see attached material
that we produced in response). We discovered that over 90% of
local residents did not know what a Neighbourhood plan was,
what it was for or that one was being prepared.
Throughout the last 3 years, the WNP Group have come up with
specific proposals (plans) and have suffered much reasonable
criticism that they were doing things the wrong way around by
coming up with ill-conceived proposals based on their own pet
ideas rather than undertaking a fully detailed discovery process
first and then evolving specific proposals out of this.
It now seems that the ‘plan’ fails to come up with any really
specific proposals or indeed come up with a real vision.

An article was published in June
2015 in the village Magazine
describing suggestions of the WNP
for this site. As a result of this
publicity people were canvassed at
the fete by Mr Horsley to support
action against the proposal to
increase the size of the car park.
Everybody signing must have been
made aware of the Windlesham
Neighbourhood Plan
Nothing further can happen at
present.
There is no evidence to support the
suggestion that 90% of residents do
not know what the WNP is about

Whilst appreciating the time and effort that local people have put
into this process, perhaps now is the time to start again or just
stop and then see if there is an appetite and approach that can be
adopted to produce something of value in the future.
If this document were to constitute Windlesham’s Neighbourhood
Plan then it would be a very disappointing outcome.

WNP Consultation Statement
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This is not what the evidence shows
following the presentation to
Stakeholders and residents’
presentation.

No action can be taken on
the issue of car parking on
the woodland between
Chertsey Road and Pine
grove until the ownership of
this land is established.
Existing owners are trying to
be identified by SHBC.
Residents will be informed if
this search is successful
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Tony Murphy

WNP Consultation Statement

Comments
on the
process not
the plan

The magazine delivered to my home today contains an article
about the Neighbourhood Plan. Unfortunately, it does not make
reference to the 2 Public Consultation stages - this is a rather
crucial omission !! - especially as there is a time limitation.
Simply expressed, this cannot be considered a genuine
consultation if the public are not made as aware as possible.
I understand from another person that their copy included an
insert which appears to cover the omission.
But, I am not alone in not receiving the insert, I have checked at
the village newsagents and found they also do not have the
inserts.
I have no means of knowing the extent of this problem but am
advising you so that any corrective action can be taken.
For my own interest, can you send me by email attachment a
copy of the insert.
Please also consider having a message put out by Windlesham
Society to members which will have the effect of reaching many of
their 370 member households.
I am concerned that the efforts of those involved may be
undermined if due process is not followed.
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This has been dealt with by the
Parish Clerk

With regard to the public
consultation that took place,
a number of methods of
communication were used.
The insert into the Parish
magazine was just one of
them. The Parish magazine
team very kindly allowed
inserts to be put into the
magazines for individual
delivery, as the information
for the consultation was not
ready to be included in the
printed article in the
magazine.
As well as the Parish
magazine inserts, the
consultation was publicised
on noticeboards in
Windlesham, Lightwater and
Bagshot. On social media it
has placed on the Parish
Council’s Facebook page,
details put on the
Windlesham Community
Facebook page and
Windlesham Neighbourhood
Plan Facebook page. It was
available on both the Parish
Council website, the
Neighbourhood Plan
website, Windlesham Field
of Remembrance put it on
their website and Facebook
page and Windlesham

Society had the information
on their website. Hard copy
versions were also available
for people to consult at the
libraries in Bagshot,
Lightwater and Camberley,
at the Parish Council offices,
St John’s Church office, the
Half Moon and at Surrey
Heath offices.
14
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Pg. 19
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Turley Office
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Page 20
and
Appendix 7
(pages 3638)

WNP Consultation Statement

The first policy text in the Plan is located at page 19 under the
hearing “Priority Housing Needs”, and makes extensive reference
to the concept of “Organic Growth”.
Organic Growth is not a term recognised by national policy for
housing, as covered by the presumption in favour of sustainable
development within NPPF 14 and NPPF Chapter 6.
This invented term is first used on page 4 in contrast to “Imposed
Growth”, the implication being that the settlement should provide
for the housing needs of the village itself, without making
provision for wider Borough or regional needs.
Page 20 and Appendix 7 (pages 36-38) then define sustainable
growth as 1-2% over the plan period. The central difficulty with
this approach is that it is founded on subjective opinion-based
exercises without any objective assessment of actual need, which
is not merely a national policy requirement for Local Plan
pursuant to NPPF 47, but a mandatory consideration in the
neighbourhood plan context: see notably PPG Neighbourhood
Planning Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20160211;
Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040-20160211; Paragraph: 044
Reference ID: 41-044-20160519 and Paragraph: 069 Reference
ID: 41-069-20140306. Each of these paragraphs refer to the
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WNP1.1 is amended

Organic growth is defined as
prioritising the needs of local
residents while still achieving
sustainable development required
by the NPPF and growth
requirements agreed with SHBC

See amendments to
WNP1.1

Sustainable growth has been
defined in WNP Policy 1.1

WNP 1.1

This policy is based upon the only
approved Core strategy document

Should the reserve site at
Heathpark Woods ever be
called for development,
Windlesham Parish Council
would welcome discussion
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Comments

central importance of up-to-date housing needs evidence and the
strict requirement not to constrain Local Plan allocations and
national policy objectives.
Conventionally, a draft Neighbourhood Plan of this nature,
intending to impose constraints on housing, should have been the
subject of detailed discussion with LPA Officers, reflected in
publicly available advice to ensure a transparent insight into the
policy formation.

on how requirements within
the WNP can be achieved

Instead, page 20 refers to an “organic rate” based in part upon the
outdated 2012 Core Strategy figure for Windlesham (Policy CP3,
adopted pre-NPPF) and the level of community support as
revealed by Surveys taken as far back as 2014 and 2015.

Adopted 2012

The policy requirements must be based on a robust, evidence
base: PPG Paragraph: 040 Reference ID: 41-040-20160211.
From the NP supporting text it appears that the need for the
housing policies, in particular WNPH1.2 has been implied from a
review of the population and housing stock profiles
No evidence base documents are available on the Parish Council
website and of those available on the Neighbourhood Plan
website, make no reference to population and housing stock
profiles. That is a serious deficiency in a public consultation on a
plan that is intended to form a component of the development
plan for the next 11 years, and significantly impedes informed
response to the present consultation: invalidating it as a qualifying
Regulation 15 exercise. In any event, insufficient justification is
therefore provided as to the reasoning behind and need for the
housing policies. The most up to date assessment of housing
needs is contained in the Joint SHMA and it is notable that no
reference at all is made to this document.
From that flawed foundation, Policies WNP1.1 to WNP1.3
therefore fall to be assessed.

WNP Consultation Statement
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CSDMPDPD

We refer to pages 23 24 and 25 of the
WNP
Planning Policy WNP1.1 has been
rewritten as below

Policy WNP1.1 has been
amended
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WNP1.1

Draft policy WNP1.1 is therefore based on the false premise that
applications can therefore “match the Organic Rate”. On the
contrary, each application must be determined on its own merits,
and the plan must put in place a sustainable development
strategy that first makes active provision for objectively assessed
need, as guided by the most up-to-date housing needs
assessment.
Due to that fundamental error, the policy is not drafted with
sufficient clarity to be applied by a decision-maker and infringes
PPG Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 41-041-20140306 in any
event.

Policy No WNP 1.1 - Organic growth
Planning applications for new
housing development that are
consistent with both the rate of
development for Windlesham in
Policy CP3 of Surrey Heath Borough
Council's Core Strategy and
Development Management Policies
and other policies in this
neighbourhood plan shall be
supported.

Policy No 1.1 rewritten

Draft Policy WNP1.1 should therefore be deleted
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WNP Consultation Statement

WNPH1.2

Policy WNPH1.2 (NB the lettering is not consistent and therefore
should be consistent between these policies) seeks to secure the
provision of a mixture of housing sizes and types and prioritise the
provision of small two and three-bedroom dwellings. Seeking a
mix of house types and tenures is consistent with the
requirements of the Core Strategy, in particular Policy CP6. As
such whilst the proposed Policy is in accordance with the
Development Plan, it appears to be an unnecessary duplication of
an existing policy requirement. Furthermore, the Council is itself
currently consulting on a draft Residential Design Guide (until
28th April 2017) which includes a principle that larger residential
development sites will deliver a mix of uses and accommodation
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Lettering amended

These are the requirements of the
residents of Windlesham as shown
in the survey of residents. It is not a
duplication of SHBC Core strategy.

This is the ‘Windlesham
Neighbourhood Plan’ as
defined by responses to
questionnaires and surveys
of local residents.

types, and therefore the draft Neighbourhood Plan policy would
therefore again duplicate this requirement.
With respect to the need for the provision of small two and three
bedroom dwellings, it is unclear whether all two and three
bedroom dwellings are classed as “small” or whether this is
seeking to restrict the floors pace of these dwellings to a smaller
format. As currently drafted it is unclear what the Policy is seeking
to achieve and is likely to be ineffective in achieving its aim. PPG
Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 41-041-20140306 has therefore
again been infringed.
For these combined reasons, including those on the absence of
the evidence base above, WNPH1.2 should be deleted.
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WNP1.3

Paragraph 89 of the NPPF makes clear that “limited infilling in
villages, and limited affordable housing for local community needs
under policies set out in the Local Plan” is not inappropriate
development.
The existing settlement of Windlesham is inset from the Green
Belt and as such it is understood that the NP is seeking to
advocate the development of large / very large houses in large
plots within the Green Belt outside of the settlement. This
approach is not supported by national policy which is clear that it
relates to infilling within villages or affordable housing.
This is likely to restrict the level of development deliverable
through the Neighbourhood Plan, which itself is considered likely
to fall short of the settlement’s likely requirement to assist in
meeting the OAHN for the Borough.
Policy WNP1.3 should therefore be deleted.

WNP Consultation Statement

Page 27 of 93

Policy No WNPH1.2 - Small
dwellings
Planning applications for new
developments, which provide a
mixture of housing sizes and types,
and prioritises the development of
two and three-bedroom dwellings,
shall be supported.

Policy WNP1.2 amended

NPPF policy states that “limited
infilling in villages, and limited
affordable housing for local
community needs under policies set
out in the Local plan” are acceptable
WNP1.3 has been amended
in line with the comments
from Historic England
The two settlement areas within the
WNP area are densely developed.
This policy is designed to allow
sensitively designed sustainable
small properties to be built within the
green belt on sites that presently
contain large houses.
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WNP1.4

Proposed Policy WNP1.4 proposes to encourage new
developments of 10 or more dwellings to be accompanied by a
Development Planning, Design and Access Statement. Whilst the
proposed policy wording refers to a Planning, Design and Access
Statement the supporting text refers to a Development Brief. The
two are significantly different documents which serve different
purposes and as such consistent terminology should be applied.
Assuming it is a Planning, Design and Access Statement that is
sought it is unclear why this Policy is included. As is made clear in
the Council’s Local Validation List and Guidance (July 2014)
(Appendix One) the submission of a Design and Access
Statement is a mandatory requirement at a national level for a
major development. A major development is defined by Part 1 of
the DMPO as including the provision of dwelling houses where
the number of dwellings to be provided is 10 or more.
Furthermore, the Council’s Local Validation List requires a
Planning Statement to be submitted for all major applications.
The Policy therefore appears to provide an unnecessary
duplication of this requirement.
With respect of the requested contents of the Planning, Design
and Access Statement as set out in Appendix 2 of the NP, it
should be noted that a number of these are validation
requirements in their own right and would not be submitted as
part of the Statement. It is considered that the proposed
requirements for the Planning, Design and Access Statement are
adequately addressed in the Council’s existing validation checklist
and as such this policy is not required.
Policy WNP1.4 should therefore be deleted.

WNP Consultation Statement
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This would be a requirement for
Windlesham Parish Council –

See response under note 16
above
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WNP1.5

Policy WNP1.5 seeks to require planning applications for 10 or
more dwellings to be accompanied by a “Statement of Community
Consultation”. The Council’s Local Validation List (Appendix One)
states that “as a matter of course a statement of community
engagement should support major applications involving 10 or
more dwellings or 1000 sq. metres commercial increase.” As such
it is not considered that a Policy is necessary to require the
submission of this document as this is covered in other
documentation. For this reason alone, the policy should be
deleted.

This is a much-used policy in many
Local Plans and strives to inform
residents of action being considered
by Council

We acknowledge that Appendix 3 provides helpful guidance as to
the Council’s expectations in respect of the engagement activities
which should be undertaken; however, these are already reflected
in the Council’s own “Statement of Community Involvement”.
Notwithstanding this, we do have the following detailed comments
in respect of these.
Six requirements are identified which should be undertaken and
included which are discussed in turn below:
• 1 – This recommendation is supported, and was undertaken on
our own Appeal Scheme: A public exhibition was held in respect
of the proposals on 22nd April 2015 which was advertised through
a letter to 450 households and 33 local Councillors, and a press
notice in The Villager and the Camberley News and Mail. A
dedicated website was also created to provide an alternative
means of viewing the exhibition boards. Responses were invited
via feedback sheets at the exhibition, through the website and via
email.
• 2 – This recommendation is supported, and was again followed
in respect of the Appeal Scheme.

WNP Consultation Statement
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The WNP will not comment on
existing Planning applications

• 3 –This recommendation is supported in part, as it is not
possible or appropriate to address all concerns raised. Where
concerns have not been addressed, the Statement of Community
Consultation can make clear the justification behind this.
• 4 –The principle of this recommendation is supported, however
whilst a range of consultation methods are generally used to seek
to engage a broad spectrum of people, the participation of these
groups cannot be guaranteed.
• 5 – This is a repetition of point 2, and clearly should be deleted.
• 6 – This is a repetition of point 3, and clearly should be deleted.
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Pg.22
Character &
Amenity

Within this section of the NP, four policies are proposed related to
character and amenity matters.

Charles Church
Turley Office
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WNP Consultation Statement

This policy has been
rewritten as suggested by
Historic England combining
WNP2.1 and 2.2 and
harmony omitted

As currently drafted it is unclear what practical application these
policies will have over and above those in the existing
Development Plan, and in the emerging Residential Design Guide
SPD.
The policies do not specify any quantitative standards and seek to
apply very general and vague principles which are adequately
addressed in the Development Plan and do not seek to add any
locally distinctive requirements to these. The term “harmony” is
particularly problematic and therefore fails the test of clarity
required by Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 41-041-20140306

24

This repetition has been omitted

WNP2.4

Policy WNP2.4 Roadside Landscapes is particularly unclear: the
form of development applicable is geographically very dispersed
and the term of “viewpoints”, the adjectives “interesting”, “old”,
“new”, “roadside” and concepts of “personal security” and
“privacy” are all very vague and would be impossible to apply in
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Agreed and the policy has been rewritten

This is supported by Historic
England

This policy is supported by
residents and Historic
England

practice. Indeed, for buildings of an historic nature, the form of
curtilage may form an important and distinctive part of the setting
of these buildings and this Policy would have a detrimental impact
on these contrary to the requirements of National Policy.
25
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WNP2.1 WNP2.4
inclusive
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WNP3.2

WNP3.1

All four Character/Amenity policies should be deleted.
Policy WNP3.1 duplicates and does not add to or provides local
context for the existing policies of the adopted Development Plan,
and in the emerging Residential Design Guide SPD.
Design Policy should be deleted
Policy WNP3.2 seeks the use of green hedges where boundary
demarcation is appropriate and this is to be applied to new
dwellings and extensions. As currently drafted the Policy is in
conflict with Policy DM9 of the adopted Core Strategy which
requires “design to reduce the potential for crime and fear of
crime.” The use of green hedges as a boundary treatment in
isolation is unlikely to be considered acceptable and indeed is
contrary to Secure by Design Principles. As such the Policy,
should be deleted or amended to reflect this.
Design Policy should be deleted

WNP Consultation Statement
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WNP now includes amended Policy
as defined above by Historic
England in ref 1
These are local policies and should
be reflected in the emerging design
guide

Every scheme should be treated on
its merits. There is no evidence that
green hedges are unlikely to be
accepted and residents feel strongly
that the rural nature and existing
local character which is represented
by green hedges should be
maintained and improved if possible

See Ref. 1

It is understood that the new
core strategy being
developed by SHBC will not
be in place for another two
years.
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WNP3.3

Policy WNP3.3 is unclear and would likely lead to significant
uncertainty and confusion. The types of dwellings considered to
be “suitable for family occupation” are likely to vary depending on
individual circumstances and may in some instances include flat
blocks where communal amenity space is likely to be provided
and is considered appropriate.
Furthermore, no quantitative information is provided as to what is
likely to be deemed “sufficient private garden space to meet
household recreation needs.”

Every scheme should be treated on
its merits in its relationship to
surrounding properties. It is
impossible to quantify an area of
garden for each dwelling type.

Design Policy should be deleted
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WNP4.2

Policy WNP4.2 seeks to establish new parking standards for new
residential developments. These would require an increased
quantum of parking per unit compared to the current Surrey
County Council standards that are applied by Surrey Heath
Borough Council in the determination of planning applications.
Whilst we provide detailed comments on the proposed
requirements, in principle, it is not considered that this Policy is
required. It is adequately addressed in existing planning policy
documentation which is based on a sound evidence base
The evidence upon which the NP is basing its proposed increased
parking requirement has not been provided, which is a major flaw
in the present consultation, similar to that for Housing
Appendix 1 to the Plan provides a limited review the 2011 census
data in respect of Windlesham and provides commentary in
relation to the most recent large development in Windlesham.
This is not, however, sufficient to justify the increased requirement
now proposed in the NP.
No consideration has been given to the need to encourage modes
of transport other than the car or the impact the increased level of

WNP Consultation Statement
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Residents have identified a major
parking problem within the village
where not enough on-site parking in
residential development is available.
This has caused on street parking to
the detriment of pedestrians, cyclists
and all road users.

The survey of residents
shows that Windlesham has
a population with large car
ownership. On street
parking is already causing
traffic problems, and if these
problems are to be avoided
in future cars will have to be
located on site.

parking may have in this regard. Furthermore, it is considered that
the increased quantum of parking is likely to have a significant
detrimental impact on the NP’s aspirations in respect of design
quality given the increased level of hard surfacing which will be
required. This would be likely to have a detrimental impact on the
street scene. Furthermore, the emerging Residential Design
Guide SPD provides further design guidance in respect of parking
layouts which it is considered the increased level of parking
provision sought in the NP would conflict.
30
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WNP4.2

David Howie

Comment

David Howie

WNP Consultation Statement

Comment

Policy WNP4.2 conflicts with other policies in the NP and is
unnecessary given the existing policy context which exists and
which the proposed Policy is not in accordance with. Policy
WNP4.2 should be deleted.
A Neighbourhood Plan – Defined
Technically, the area covered by the WNP is Windlesham Ward.
This obviously includes Windlesham village but reference to the
village does not include the wider area of the Ward.

How Windlesham benefits from a Plan
In addition to the restrictions listed, a neighbourhood plan is also
restricted by the following:
• It must add value to the Local Plan (ie not just support
what is already in the Local Plan)
• It must be in general conformity with the strategic
policies in the Local Plan
• It cannot oppose anything in the Local Plan
• It must contribute to achieving sustainable growth
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This is outside the remit given for
the WNP but see Recommendations
in the document “Additional Issues
raised by residents and outside the
WNP”

We do not agree that this policy
conflicts with other policies and the
requirements are based upon
figures shown in Appendix 1

See Appendix 1 of WNP

The wording has been changed

The plan area is shown on
page 6 and covers
Windlesham ward, which is a
larger area than Windlesham
Village.

Agreed
Included in document

•

It must have appropriate regard to relevant policies in
the NPPF
• It cannot influence permitted development or
development that does not require a change of use (ie it
can only influence development that requires a planning
application)
• It cannot influence the use of land for farming or forestry
or the activities that take place within a building
• It cannot make proposals for development outside the
defined area
• It must be compatible with human rights requirements
and EU obligations
It is important that these restrictions are made clear to avoid
needless criticism of what the draft WNP does not cover.
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WNP Consultation Statement

Comment

The sequence of events is inaccurate. The Launch event in the
village Hall in September 2014 also included the launch of the
2014 Survey questionnaire which was distributed to those who
attended and circulated in a newsletter and made available on the
website. It is incorrect to suggest that the views of the residents
were collected at the Launch event and the survey was based on
these views. The survey was based on the views collected at the
display at the Windlesham Fete and on the initial survey
conducted for the Ascot, Sunninghill & Sunningdale
Neighbourhood Plan suitably adapted for the circumstances in
Windlesham.
The analysis of the responses to the 2014 survey was supposed
to be presented to the meeting of the Steering Group in
December 2014 but this failed to happen. A summary of the
responses was presented to the Steering Group in March and
approved but the detailed statistical analysis of the responses to
the questions and of the open-ended comments in the 2014
survey was not presented to, and approved by, the Steering
Group until February 2016 - well after the second survey had
been conducted. This is a failure in the process whereby each
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This sequence will be included in the
Consultation Statement

The WNP is evidence based and the
Consultation Statement will be
backed by similar evidence, ‘not on

Revised statement included
in the WNP
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WNP Consultation Statement

Comment

Comment

Comment

stage must be based on an accurate analysis of the previous
stage.
According to accounts from some of those who attended the
Stakeholders meeting in June 2016, it was all about the WVCRP
and included very little on the draft WNP policies. This was
acknowledged in the Steering Group meeting of June 2016. It is
therefore inaccurate to claim that the draft WNP was explained to
the Stakeholders meeting when in fact only the WVCRP was
explained.
THE PRESENT SITUATION
(Nb. In my view, the Present Situation should describe the
situation in relation to the current policies included in the draft
WNP. It can also be used to describe the situation on topics
where a neighbourhood plan can only make recommendations to
the Parish Council, SHBC or SCC. This section, however,
includes descriptions on topics which are not covered by policies
or recommendations
The Setting
Adjacent villages should include Sunninghill to the north which, as
with Sunningdale, is not in Surrey Heath Borough. Ascot cannot
be considered a “main township”. The nearest main township in
that direction would be Windsor.
Employment and Travel
What is the “village household”? This term needs to be
explained.
This is an issue over which a neighbourhood plan has little
influence as it cannot make policies on the two topics. However,
the WNP can make recommendations to the Windlesham Parish
Council and SHBC, based on justifiable evidence of the wishes of
the community, to support measures that would encourage the
use of public transport. However, although the two surveys in
2014 and 2015 did ask for responses on these two topics, there
are no recommendations on what would be desirable based on an
analysis of the responses nor is there an explanation of why no
action has been taken in the draft WNP.
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verbal accounts given by some
people’
This statement is incorrect.
The whole of the WNP was
presented to stakeholders
on presentation boards

Recommendation are made in the
Additional Issues document

Changed

This is covered by recommendations
in the “Additional Issues” document,

Household removed
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WNP Consultation Statement

Comment

Comment

Comment

Transportation
The 500 bus runs through the village from Staines to Frimley Park
Hospital. Staines needs to be included as well as FPH to indicate
the destinations available.
Although questions were asked in the two surveys on this subject,
there are no policies in the draft WNP relating to them. There are
not even recommendations on what would be desirable based on
an analysis of the responses nor is there an explanation of why
no action has been taken in the draft WNP. Mention of
discussions on a new community bus service could follow the
reasons given for not taking action.
Although this is an issue over which a neighbourhood plan has
little influence, the WNP can make recommendations to the
Parish Council and SHBC, based on justifiable evidence of the
wishes of the community, to support measures that would
encourage the use of public transport. However, what measures
it would support is not made clear.
Cycleways
This is another issue over which a neighbourhood plan has little
influence. However, it can make recommendations to SHBC,
based on justifiable evidence of the wishes of the community, to
support measures that would encourage cycling. Again, however,
what measures it would support is not made clear.
Parking
This topic has nothing to do with the policies on parking in relation
to new housing development included in the draft WNP. It
mentions two potential sites for parking but does not mention
where.
This is another issue over which a neighbourhood plan has little
influence. However, it can make recommendations to SHBC,
based on justifiable evidence of the wishes of the community, to
support measures that would alleviate the problem of parking in
the village centre. However, this should be in the form of a clear
recommendation to the Windlesham Parish Council and SHBC on
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This is covered in the “Additional
Issues” document

SCC made it clear at an
early stage in the
development of the
Windlesham Neighbourhood
Plan, that it did not wish to
participate in discussions on
Highways, Cycleways or
Public Transport.

See above
This is covered in the “Additional
Issues” document

This is covered in the “Additional
Issues” document

See ‘Additional Issues”
document
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Comment

Comment

Comment

the specific measures supported by the WNP. The current
statement is extremely vague.
Roads and Traffic
This is yet another issue over which a neighbourhood plan has
little influence. However, it can make recommendations to SHBC,
based on justifiable evidence of the wishes of the community, to
support measures that would manage traffic and suggest traffic
design proposals that mitigate against the impact of traffic through
the village. However, this should be in the form of a clear
recommendation to Windlesham Parish Council, SHBC and SCC
on the specific measures supported by the WNP. The current
statement on what the WNP would support is extremely vague.
Housing
Affordable Social Housing. Although one of the Objectives of
the WNP is “Meet new housing demand…….to include family
homes that are affordable to a wide selection of the population”,
there are no policies on affordable social housing. As a
description of the current situation, this section is acceptable but it
needs to make it clear what the WNP attitude is to affordable
social housing and why no policies on the topic have been
included in the WNP.
Rural Exception Sites. The need for this section is questioned
as there are no policies or recommendations in the WNP on the
matter and the Local Plan deals adequately with the topic.
Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Show People. The need for
this section is also questioned as there are no policies or
recommendations in the WNP on the matter. It is merely a
description of where these sites are located and what SHBC is
doing about them.
Proposals for New Dwellings. No comment
Community Facilities
Day Centre. As a justification for taking no action in relation to
the identified wishes of the community, this is acceptable.
Windlesham Arboretum. This is a highly subjective view of the
current situation. For those who support the objectives of the
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See “Additional Issues”
document

This section could be omitted if
necessary but it is felt that this is
good background information.
Affordable social housing was not
required in the survey and houses in
Lees Court have been difficult to fill

These comments are personal and
subjective. Many residents and
previous members of the Spowers

Retained for background
information

Spowers Charitable Trust and pay a nominal annual fee for
membership, which enables access to the fenced off members’
areas, it is still a delightful facility. The rationale behind the
current way the area is managed is fully explained to supporters
of the SCT in their annual newsletter. However, as this has
nothing to do with the WNP, the continued inclusion of the
subjective assessment in this paragraph is questioned.
Sports Facilities. This should be reworded to provide a clear
recommendation on what the community would want to support
based on the responses to the surveys.
Village Hall. As a justification for failing to include the policy
outlined in the WNP Housing Report of January 2016, the
inclusion of this comment is acceptable but could be made
clearer.
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Conservation Area
This refers to section 1 and 7 of the WNP Housing Study
document in relation to the number of buildings from the 16th C
but this document is only available on the website. The document
is also referred to in relation to houses in the two conservation
areas. If it is relevant to this section, the relevant detail from the
WNP Housing Study Document should be included in an
appendix.
There is an inconsistency between the paragraph on roadside
landscapes which indicates that this applies to current owners of
Heritage Assets as well as planning applications and the Policy
WNP4.2 which only relates to planning applications. As the
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charitable Trust have resigned and
made the opposite views known.

A new statement on Windlesham
Club and the FoR has been included

This refers to new development only

This is believed to be better as a
reference document.
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current owner of a Heritage Asset, I would not be supporting the
Neighbourhood Plan if current owners were to be required to
meet this aspiration. The reference to current owners needs to be
deleted if the WNP wants my support.
This is another issue over which a neighbourhood plan has little
influence. The policy on heritage assets in the WNP Housing
Report of January 2016 has not been included in this draft WNP.
However, the WNP can make recommendations to SHBC, based
on justifiable evidence of the wishes of the community, to add a
building to the local list or recommend the designation of a new
Conservation area or extension of the existing Conservation
areas. Apart from providing a description of the present situation
in relation to policy WNP2.4 on Roadside Landscapes, this
section has nothing to recommend on Heritage Assets or
Conservation Areas so the inclusion of most of its content is
questionable – other than as a justification for taking no action in
response to identified issues in the two surveys.
Countryside and Biodiversity
SANGS. As the policy on SANGS, which was included in the
WNP Housing document published in January 2016, has not been
included in the draft WNP the continued existence of this section
is questionable particularly as no recommendations are
mentioned in relation to SANGS within the WNP area.
Footpaths and Bridleways. A neighbourhood plan can make
recommendations to support measures to encourage walking but
as there are no policies or recommendations on Footpaths or
Bridleways in the draft WNP, the existence of this section is
questionable.
Green Spaces and Areas. A neighbourhood plan can propose
the designation of Local Green Space and support the protection
of existing Green Space. However, there are no policies or
recommendations in the draft WNP to achieve either of these and
there is no explanation of why not. The continued inclusion of this
section has to be questioned if it is not to lead to any policy or
recommendation.
VISION
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The WNP would like to see Heritage
assets on display wherever possible.
This is backed by English Heritage
above

SANGS agreed with SHBC after
much discussion.

See Village Rejuvenation Project

See Village Rejuvenation Project

According to the advice given by Locality in documents presented
to the WNPSG in 2014, a Vision Statement is meant to set out
how the area should be at the end of the Neighbourhood Plan
period (ie in 2028). The Objectives of the Plan would then be
based on achieving this Vision and the policies in the Plan would
be designed to achieve the Objectives.
I do not believe that any of the policies listed in the draft WNP
would lead to Windlesham being “one of the most outstanding
villages in the UK” by the end of 2028. Nor would the policies
listed offer “an unparalleled opportunity to be part of a community
that provides a friendly and safe environment” as they only cover
housing and parking. The policies in the draft WNP will help
towards meeting the needs of the community through well
designed development but they will have no influence on public
spaces or on being able to retain and manage Windlesham’s
historic and natural assets. These latter are furthered in the
Surrey Heath Local Plan but there are no policies in the draft
WNP that would add value to what is already in the Surrey Heath
Local Plan in this respect.
The advice from Locality also made it clear that once the Vision
and Objectives had been developed, they should be publicised
and subjected to further consultation. The original Vision
Statement agreed by the WNPSG in June 2014 was “To maintain
Windlesham’s rural character whilst responding to the needs of
local people”. It reflected the views of the members of the
Steering Group at that time. This was posted on the website in
the summer of 2014. It was always the intention, as the website
made clear, that the Vision Statement and the Objectives to
achieve it would be put before the community for comment in a
consultation in 2015 before finalisation. It was also understood at
the time of my departure that, once these had been agreed with
the community, a further survey in August 2015 would assess
support for the various options for achieving the objectives
identified from an analysis of the 2014 survey. This was made
clear in the Gantt chart indicating how the process would develop
through to Referendum which was approved by the WNPSG at its
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The VRP is part of the vision as are
the objectives which are clearly set
out in the Project

The background to the whole
document will be set out in the
Consultation Statement
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meeting in February 2015. However, the single consultation that
did take place in summer 2015 did not test opinion on either the
Vision Statement or the Objectives, as amended by the WNPSG
in March 2015, and these have still not been tested formally
through a questionnaire widely distributed to all members of the
community although they were made public at the display open to
residents on 29th Sep 2016. The Vision Statement, therefore,
cannot be said to represent the aspirations of the community as a
whole and, as the policies in the draft WNP do not help towards
meeting the Vision Statement, the rationale for such a sweeping
Vision Statement should be questioned. An amended Vision
Statement based on reflecting the situation of Windlesham after
the achievement of the policies in the Plan should be adopted for
the final WNP that goes forward. It should be realistic within the
given timescale and represent the views of the community as
obtained through public consultation and questionnaire. A
suggested realistic Vision based on the policies within the draft
WNP would be: “To meet the needs of the community through
well designed development.” Everything else is hyperbole.
OBJECTIVES
The Objectives of the draft WNP should be based on achieving
the Vision for Windlesham within the time frame of the Plan (ie by
2028). The numbered policies listed in the draft WNP only meet
two of the Objectives listed for the WNP. These are to “Meet new
housing demand in a way that is sympathetic to the area, ensure
that the right type of housing is built in the right locations, and that
a mix of housing types is delivered, to include family homes that
are affordable to a wide selection of the population” and to “Seek
ways of addressing the problem of traffic congestion on our roads
and lack of parking through the provision of adequate residential
onsite parking facilities”. Policies WNP1-3 cover the former and
policy WNP4 the latter. This seems to indicate that all the WNP is
seeking to achieve is some control over housing and residential
parking. These four policies, though desirable, are not going to
achieve the Vision for Windlesham by 2028 nor will they achieve
most of the Objectives listed in the draft WNP. The Objectives
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The Village Rejuvenation Project is
set to achieve the aspirations set out
in the Vision.

See Village Rejuvenation Project
and ‘Additional Issues” document
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listed covering Village Centre and facilities, Green Spaces,
Employment and Traffic are not covered by any of the numbered
policies in the draft WNP. The topics are mentioned in the
description of the Present Situation in the introductory chapters of
the draft WNP but, as no formal policies are included to deal with
them and no recommendations made in relation to topics that a
neighbourhood plan cannot make policy on, the Objectives in
relation to those topics not covered by a policy should be deleted
as they are meaningless in the achievement of the Vision.
As with the Vision Statement, instead of the Objectives reflecting
the tested views of the community and the policies then being
developed to meet them, the current Vision Statement and
Objectives were agreed by the WNPSG in March 2015 and
policies were subsequently developed to achieve them before the
community was first made aware of them at the display in
September 2016. This is an example of the flawed process in the
development the WNP.
POLICIES
The flawed process was also evident in the consultation that took
place in summer 2015 which not only failed to test public opinion
on either the Vision Statement or the Objectives but was
undertaken before any detailed “so what” analysis of the 2014
survey had taken place and the results approved by the WNPSG.
This analysis was not presented to the WNPSG until its meeting
in February 2016. The 2015 consultation also failed to test the
weight of opinion in support of unsolicited open-ended comments
made in the responses to the 2014 survey before asking for
opinions on the subjective solutions devised by the WNPSG and
its Working Group.
In September 2016, the WNPSG finally published its draft policies
based on an amended Vision Statement and revised Objectives
which had not been approved by the community it is meant to be
representing the views of. Instead of the policies being based on
community support for the Vision and Objectives of the WNP, the
policies were developed based solely on the WNPSG’s view of
what the Vision and Objectives should be. Instead of the process
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Policies have to be developed
before presenting them to the
Village

See Consultation Statement relating
to the whole process

being led by the community who should have been consulted on
the Vision and Objectives and give their approval before moving
to the next stage of developing the policies to achieve them, the
September 2016 display became effectively a “take it or leave it”
consultation on both the Vision, Objectives and the Policies to
achieve them. This was too late for the community to have any
meaningful influence on the process and is an example of the
“tokenism” of the consultation.
The draft policies in 2016 claimed to reflect the responses to the
2014 and 2015 surveys and therefore to reflect the wishes of the
community. However, as previously mentioned, the 2015 survey
was conducted before any detailed “so what” analysis of the
results of the 2014 survey had been conducted, approved by the
WNPSG and made public on the website. The basic statistical
analyses of the results of both surveys were only published on the
website in December 2015 and an analysis of the comments
made in the 2014 survey was belatedly published in March 2016.
However, a detailed analysis is not just about counting the
number of responses to the questions and the number making a
comment on any particular topic but needs to take into account
the depth and range of responses, including the open-ended
comments, and identifying the significance of all these responses
for the development of policies for inclusion in the Neighbourhood
Plan. There is no evidence that this has been done and a
detailed analysis of the comments in the 2015 survey has still not
been published. As mentioned in the advice from Locality, a
common mistake of those developing Neighbourhood Plans is to
produce options before the community has been consulted (eg
the WVCRP) or before the results of the consultations have been
objectively analysed to ensure that the options genuinely reflect
the wishes of the community. The 2015 survey can be seen as
another example of “tokenism” where the WNPSG had already
decided on the best option, particularly in relation to the WVCRP
before the consultation was conducted and merely sought
endorsement of its decisions without giving the community the
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Attention will be drawn to the two
analyses will be included in the
Consultation Statement

Due process has been followed at
every stage and has been reviewed
and accepted by Locality.

This will be covered in detail in the
consultation Statement
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opportunity to choose between various options suggested in the
open-ended comments in the 2014 survey.
Scale Instead of referring to an Appendix (ie as noted in Section 1
of Appendix 7) it would be preferable to include this detail in the
policy statement. A suggested amendment is “Planning
applications for new developments that match the Organic Growth
rate of 1-2% to achieve sustainable development shall be
supported”. (Nb. Policy No WNP4.1 is a good example of how
this type of detail has been included within the policy statement
and has not used an appendix as reference.)
Small Dwellings. The policy reflects the identified needs of the
community. However, care is required to avoid confusion
between houses that are “affordable to a wide selection of the
population” and “affordable housing”. It would be appropriate to
have an Appendix that defined the various planning terms used in
the draft WNP.
Replacement of Large Houses by Smaller Dwellings. This
policy only deals with the provision of Second Category housing
as mentioned in the Background statement. There is no policy to
cover the provision of First Category (existing brownfield sites) or
Third Category (windfall sites). If the use of brownfield sites
within the Green Belt for housing is to be supported and the use
of windfall sites encouraged to achieve the organic growth target,
these should be dealt with through the inclusion of a suitable
policy. If there is no policy on them, the reason for mentioning
them needs to be questioned.
Planning Design and Access Statement. This should be a
policy which requires the developer to produce such a statement
and not merely “encourage” them to do so. This wording does not
make a firm requirement for a developer to comply with this
policy. As such the policy is likely to be ineffective unless it is
worded in a way that makes it legally binding for a developer to
comply.
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New policy has been included
WNP1
See revised WNP 1.1

‘Small’ omitted and reads as 2/3
bedroom

Brownfield sites have been identified
but cannot be named within the
WNP unless an Environmental
Impact Study is completed on each
site.
Each windfall site should be treated
on merit and therefore it is
impossible to write a policy for this.
One identified site has already come
forward for future development.
This has been included together with
Items listed in Appendix 2
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This policy section should also spell out clearly what should be
included in the Statement and not refer to an Appendix. Ideally,
the details of the content should also be included in the actual
policy statement. This would make the policy very clear. A
suggested wording for Policy WNP1.4 would therefore read:
“For new developments of 10 or more dwellings, the
developer is required to submit a Development Planning
and Access Statement covering the following:
• (a list of items 1-12 of Appendix 2 to be provided)”
Statement of Community Consultation. There seems to be
some words missing in the Background paragraph that introduces
this concept. It currently reads “Dependent upon the size of the
development, aspects on which the community has expressed
views and requirements to maintain and enhance the character of
the village, it is expected that the following shall be included:” This
does not make sense. It is assumed that the wording might
actually be intended to read as follows:
“Based on aspects on which the community has
expressed views and the requirement to maintain and
enhance the character of the village, the Statement of
Community Consultation for developments of 10 or
more dwellings, it is expected to include the following:”
As with Policy No WNP1.4, the details of what should
be included in the consultation needs to be included in the
Background paragraph and not in an Appendix. The current
description of what should be included in the community
consultation statement as set out in the Background paragraph
differs from the minimum that must be included in Appendix 3.
This is confusing. It emphasises the need to have the desired
content of the Statement in one place and not duplicated in two
places that do not say the same thing.
In addition, as reflected in the comments on WNP1.4, the wording
is weak as the developer is only “expected” to include the details
mentioned and is not required to do so. Also the developer
“should” send such a statement with the planning application –
but is not required to do so. Finally, developers are only “actively
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This policy has been
amended
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encouraged” to take part in such consultation through constructive
dialogue with the Parish Council and the Community. None of
this wording makes a firm requirement for a developer to comply
with these policies. As such the policy is likely to be ineffective
unless it is worded in a way that makes it more binding on a
developer.
New Housing Development Features and Compatibility.
Further explanation needs to be given in the preamble to this
policy to clarify how a development can meet the criteria of being
“in harmony with the existing built and natural environment by
virtue of their density, footprint, separation and scale”. The
current policy wording and background statement does not make
it clear how this is to be interpreted and therefore any challenge to
a developer could be easily countered. This is another policy with
good intentions that does not have any “teeth”.
Extensions to Existing Dwellings Features and Compatibility.
Delete the comment “As 2.1 above” as this does not add any
further explanation to what has already been described in the
policy. As with WNP2.1, further explanation needs to be given in
the preamble to this policy to clarify how a development can meet
the criteria of being “in harmony with the existing built and natural
environment by virtue of their density, footprint, separation and
scale”. The exception to this policy is “unless it can be
demonstrated that they will not harm or detract from local
character”. However, no indication is given on how this can be
demonstrated or the standard to which it must be demonstrated.
As with WNP2.1, this policy also does not make it clear how the
policy and its exception is to be interpreted and therefore any
challenge to a developer could be easily countered. This is
another policy with good intentions that does not have any “teeth”.
Spacing and Privacy. This is another loosely worded policy
which is open to different interpretations with little indication of
what is considered to be enough to indicate respect for the
separation between buildings, between buildings and the site
boundaries and the privacy of adjoining owners.
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Each scheme must be treated on its
own merit
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Roadside Landscapes. The wording is not very clear. It is
assumed that it should read as follows:
“Planning applications which create viewpoints
revealing interesting old and new buildings and gardens
and which enhance the roadside landscape without
reducing personal security or privacy, shall be
supported.”
The background paragraph in the preamble to this
policy should go into more detail on how this can be achieved
without reducing personal security or privacy. It would be too
easy for a developer to argue that this policy cannot be achieved
without some reduction in personal security or privacy. It is
another well-meaning policy that has no “teeth” and too easily
circumvented.
This policy only relates to planning applications and as such is
supportable. However, the section in the assessment of the
Present Situation in relation to Conservation Areas mentions that
current owners of Heritage Buildings and Structures are also
encouraged to apply the policy. As one of those owners, this is
not acceptable and would cause me to vote against the whole
WNP at referendum it is not clarified that the policy only applies to
planning applications.
Design Quality. The policy statement needs to be clearer in
relation to the NPPF standards and other criteria identified in the
Background paragraph. A suggested rewording would be:
“Planning applications shall be supported which are
compatible with the local built and natural environment
and which:
• Embody quality design features, including:
sustainable materials; high thermal and energy
efficiency; a low maintenance and carbon footprint.
• Maximise the use of natural light in dwellings.
• Provide for discreet waste storage in locations
which can be accessed for collection practicably.”

Page 47 of 93

Policy amended

Policy only applies to new planning
applications

Policy amended

58

David Howie

WNP3.2

59

David Howie

WNP3.3

60

61

David Howie

David Howie

WNP Consultation Statement

WNP4.1

WNP4.2

Design Boundaries. Although a laudable policy, there is no
justification for it provided in the Background paragraph which has
no mention of boundary demarcation. This needs to be rectified.
Garden Space. The wording of this policy covers “all dwellings”
which would therefore include current dwellings. It is assumed
that the policy is meant to cover only all new dwellings and should
be reworded. Although the policy sounds superficially attractive,
the wording is weak. How much is “sufficient private garden
space” to meet household recreation needs? Each household is
different as to their needs. The limitation that “these” (does this
refer to private garden space or does it refer to the household
recreation needs) should reflect the character of the area and be
appropriate in relation to topography and privacy is very vague
and open to conflicting interpretation which would make it
ineffective and easy to circumvent.
New Residential Development Parking Space Design. The
policy statement should refer to the size of modern “family”
vehicles and not just modern vehicles. The Background
paragraph should explain the context of the Parking Standards
design and good practice, Essex CC 2009 and explain why these
are considered good practice. Currently, these are not referred to
in the background paragraph and therefore their inclusion in the
policy statement comes as an unexplained surprise. Ideally, most
of the content of “Appendix 1 – Car Parking” should be included in
the Background paragraph covering Vehicle Parking. No mention
is made of the dimensions for double garages which, given Policy
No WNP4.2, would seem to be particularly relevant. Although the
policy covers new residential development, it is not clear whether
the reference to ”other parking facilities” refers to roadside parking
in general or roadside parking within a new residential
development.
New Residential Developments Parking Space Standards.
Although the Surrey CC guidance for rural areas is inadequate
and needs to be increased, the WNP is probably too high. The
provision of 2 car spaces for one and two bedroom flats and
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Background states that domestic
garden space is very important

All new Dwellings

See Essex CC guide for sizes
Parking requirements are for on-site
parking. Windlesham has a
significant on street parking problem
which should be enlarged by future
development.

Background document
amended

houses and 3 car spaces for 3 bedroom houses is probably right.
However, the provision for 4 and 5+ bedroom houses should
probably be “minimum 4 car spaces” as not all bedrooms are
necessarily occupied by adults and at least one bedroom is likely
to be for occasional visitors.
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APPENDIX 1 – CAR PARKING
Where the content relates to policies WNP4.1 and 4.2, this should
be in the Background paragraph of the Vehicle Parking Section.
This appendix has a section on Public Parking Facilities that is not
related to any of the policies in the draft WNP and therefore it
should not be mentioned in an official appendix to the WNP. As
with the WVCRP it should be clearly separated from the WNP as
it covers an area that a Neighbourhood Plan has little influence
over.
APPENDIX 2 – PLANNING, DESIGN AND ACCESS
STATEMENT
The information in this appendix should be included in policy
statement WNP1.4
APPENDIX 3 – STATEMENT OF COMMUNITY
CONSULTATION
The information in this appendix should be included in policy
statement WNP1.5
APPENDIX 4 – SPORT FACILITIES
As the WNP has no policies that relate to Sport Facilities, this
appendix is superfluous. As an explanation of the background to
the development of the draft WNP, it could be included in the
Community Facilities section as an explanation of what was
considered and rejected as the current section covering Sports
Facilities is very inadequate.
APPENDIX 5 – CYCLEWAYS
As the WNP has no policies that relate to Cycleways, this
appendix is also superfluous. As an explanation of the
background to the development of the draft WNP, it could be
included in the Cycleways section as an explanation of what was

Page 49 of 93

It should be noted that some home
owners have properties which house
more than four cars.

We have been advised that the
policy should be kept short and
detailed information included as an
appendix
See comment above

See Recommendations

Windlesham already has an
on-street parking problem
and this should not be
exacerbated by lack of car
parking space in new
development
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considered and rejected as the current section covering
Cycleways is very brief.
APPENDIX 7 – DATA ANALYSIS FROM SURVEYS
CONDUCTED AS PART OF WNP CONSULTATIONS
Section 1 should be included in the suggested rewrite of Policy
No WNP1.1
Section 2 should be included in the Background to Policy 1.2 as
part of the explanation of how the policy was derived.
Sections 3 and 4 relate to Traffic Issues that are not covered by
policies in the WNP except for Policy WNP4 which only covers
parking provision in new residential developments.
Section 5 has no relevance to any of the policies in the draft WNP
so is superfluous. There is not even a section dealing with this
topic in the general introductory sections of the draft WNP.
Section 6 also has no relevance to any of the policies in the draft
WNP so is superfluous. There is not even a section dealing with
this topic in the general introductory sections of the draft WNP.
PROCESS
The NP process is meant to be led by the community and its
policies based on what the community wants and is prepared to
support. It should not attempt to lead the community in a direction
determined by a few hard-working volunteers – however well
meant. The Gantt charts adopted by the WNPSG in June 2014
and as amended in February 2015 were based on the principle
that each stage in the process would be community led by
analysis of the responses from the community in the following
ideal sequence: initial questionnaire on the issues; detailed
analysis of the responses; recommendation to the WNPSG on the
issues to be covered in the WNP; consultation on the Vision and
Objectives; recommendation to the WNPSG on the options for
dealing with the issues/objectives; follow up questionnaire to the
community to assess the support for these options; analysis of the
questionnaire; recommendation to the WNPSG on the best option
for each issue/objective; development of the policies to achieve
the best options as agreed by the WNPSG. This process broke
down when the Working Group failed to provide a detailed “so
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As stated previously the
Consultation document will contain
details of the thorough consultation
process

what” analysis of the responses to the 2014 consultations by the
December deadline and then conducting the 2015 survey before
the detailed analysis of the 2014 survey had been approved by
the WNPSG in February 2016 and subsequently published on the
website. The WVCRP was presented to the WNPSG in
December 2014 as the only option for dealing with the village
centre issues and well before the follow up questionnaire had
been designed and the results analysed. The 2015 survey was
an example of “tokenism” where the best option had already been
decided by the WNPSG before the community had been given the
chance to vote on it as one of a range of options that had been
suggested in the feedback from the 2014 consultations.
Therefore, although the community has been regularly consulted,
the feedback has not been properly analysed before the next
stage in the process was conducted. The WVCRP is an example
of an attempt to lead the community to support an option before
the community had an opportunity to decide on which option it
supported.
The WNPSG had agreed at its meetings in Dec 2014 and Jan
2015 that the next questionnaire would assess the support of the
community for the Vision, Aims and Options. I have already
commented on its failure to assess public support for the Vision
Statement and Aims of the NP. Although the 2015 questionnaire
purported to be an assessment of the Options, it failed to include
all the options that had been suggested by the community in their
responses to the survey in 2014 designed to identify the issues
for the WNP to concentrate on. The 2015 follow up questionnaire
should have tested the amount of support for these suggested
options but it only selected a few options, presumably the ones
that those concerned subjectively agreed with, and asked about
them. Only after the amount of support for the various options put
forward by the community had been ascertained should the
WNPSG have been making decisions on the best options and
developing policies to achieve them. The WVCRP is an example
of where the WNPSG has allowed its own views on what is best
for the community to take precedence over finding out what the
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community's views are on the various options before making a
decision on the best option.
General Points
The Housing Report of January 2016, which is available on the
website, was much more comprehensive in its coverage of the
Objectives and the policies to achieve them. However, the draft
WNP is an emaciated document by comparison with many of the
policies in the Housing Report deleted. It would appear that,
instead of a fundamental rewrite to make the draft WNP a
coherent document with a revised Vision and realistic Objectives
reflecting the policies contained in the draft WNP, the current
document tries to include much of the information in the Housing
Report document even though the related policies have been
omitted.
Flood risk
The Neighbourhood Plan area contains areas of Flood Zone 2
and 3 associated with the Mill Bourne to the south-west of the
plan area. As there are no allocations being made within the
Plan we have no significant concerns.
In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) paragraph 100-102, the Sequential Test should be
applied at the planning application stage to ensure development
is directed to the areas of lowest flood risk. The Sequential Test
should be informed by the Local Planning Authorities Strategic
Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA).
The Local Authority will be able to advise if there are areas at risk
from surface water flood risk (including groundwater and
sewerage flood risk) in your neighbourhood plan area. The
Surface Water Management Plan will contain recommendations
and actions about how such sites can help reduce the risk of
flooding. This may be useful when developing policies or
guidance for particular sites.
Watercourses
The Mill Bourne runs adjacent to the Neighbourhood Plan area
running alongside the south-west boundary of the plan area. The
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Windlesham Ditch also runs approximately north to south through
Windlesham before discharging into the Mill Bourne close to
Broadway Green Farm. Both of these watercourses are
designated as Main Rivers.
The Mill Bourne is also assessed under the Water Framework
Directive (WFD) – the relevant stretch is called ‘Hale/Mill Bourne
(Bagshot to Addlestone Bourne confluence near Chobham)’. This
watercourse is currently failing to reach ‘good’ ecological status
under the WFD. It is currently classified as having a ‘moderate’
status.
Again, as the Neighbourhood Plan does not include any
allocations and is only supporting relatively small scale
development, we have no significant concerns. However, we
advise that any development within the plan area should take the
opportunity to enhance the water environment, contributing to the
overall ecological value of the area wherever possible.
This policy as written does provide clues but why not state openly
that “sustainable growth” is 1 – 2%? - this may appear to be in
line with the extant /current SHBC Local Plan which gives a figure
of “sustainable growth” as 20 housing units from 2011 to 2026.
But, maybe there is another intention as the NP is to cover the
period to 2028 – will it match with the new SHBC Local Plan
which is due to be published late 2019 with revised housing
numbers? It cannot be in conflict with it.
In my view, it is not possible to claim that the Policies are
representing the people of Windlesham. Whichever way you cut
the numbers (2011 census) vs 1,782 households, 4392 residents
or 3,400 electors, the respondents of say 350 must be seen to be
a minority view.
To my knowledge, I have not been asked publicly for my opinion
on the Vision Statement or the Objectives other than seeing them
at the Sep 2016 exhibition – if asked, my opinion is that they are
totally unrealistic especially the “vision” statement – but in fact the
Policies do not appear to relate to them, especially in the time
frame of the NP (to 2028). Simply expressed, the Vision must be
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The WNP is covers the same time
period as the SHBC Core Strategy,
that is until 2028. We have not been
asked to comment on the new Core
strategy being developed by SHBC

Best under the circumstances and
all residents were informed by leaflet
drop.
The Vision statement is part of the
document circulated

We are informed by Locality
that our responses are on
the high side. They are the
best we can achieve.

75

76

D A Murphy

D A Murphy

Comment

Comment

77

Jeremy Russell-Lowe

Comment

78

Jeremy Russell-Lowe

Comment

WNP Consultation Statement

supported by the Objectives and the policies are to deliver the
vision – this is not being achieved by the policies presented.
The “Village Rejuvenation Project” is the cause of considerable
confusion by being presented in a way which suggested it is The
Neighbourhood Plan. Whilst there have been efforts to “row
back” on this impression the image remains. In the way it is still
presented it appears to be part of the policies - whilst commenting
that it is not. It should not be presented in this NP Draft if it is not
part of the policies and certainly should not be linked in a run up
to referendum – if that is to happen. The details of this proposal
does not arise from anything other than an expression of interest,
it has no realistic prospect of being delivered in the time frame of
the NP, there is no data about the knock- on impact on
infrastructure, there is no clear costing or who will pay, it is based
on the current village centre as a destination which is surely not
possible if the Chertsey Road is to continue as the main through
route and the “shared space” concept is considered to be unsafe
in practice.
As to the Policies as written, if it is to proceed, the wordings need
to be addressed so that they do not need interpretation, they
should be open and generally stronger in making demands rather
than “encourage” developers who will be well able to take
advantage of loose wording.
Weakly written, it contradicts the rural setting of Windlesham and
the Statutory Green Belt protection the Village has. The policies
are poor and easy for developers to ignore as they are neither
robust nor definitive. The level of developer/community
consultation is set so high that it will not function to the benefit of
the existing residents or those that neighbour a future site.
There is no limit set on future housing numbers. This second half
of the plan tries to suggest that there is a sustainable figure of 1
or 2%. These figures are there to let us believe a limit exists. It
can easily be seen that any quoted figures or limits applied in
Windlesham are never enforced and should not be believed.
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The Village Rejuvenation Project is
part of the Windlesham
Neighbourhood Plan but it will not be
subject to voting in the Referendum
Nobody has tried to raise money.
There are grants available and we
live in one of the wealthiest parts of
the country.
This is a very negative approach.
Costs are never included in a
strategy document.
We are advised that this can be
achieved.
Policies revised

Nothing in the Windlesham
Neighbourhood Plan contradicts the
SHBC Core strategy

1-2% is the figure included in the
SHBC CSDMPDPD which cannot be
changed
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The Plan process has complained about the decline of the retail
centre but in order to invest into their properties, business owners
need revenue. The local businesses as major stakeholders have
been excluded from the functioning part of the Plan and need to
be included if they are to survive. The claims in the Plan about the
stakeholder meeting at the Link are largely false and must be
removed.
The reference in the housing report 7.6.1 The Setting paragraph
6: “Crescent” style developments must be removed as it is not
evidenced in any analysis of resident’s questionnaire responses.
This type of development is completely alien to Windlesham and
would compromises the openness of the green belt and visual
amenity through and into conservation areas.
I do not support the loss of any further small dwellings
consequent upon redevelopment or extension. A small dwellings
policy is required to ensure a continuous supply of traditionally
built local small dwellings.
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I do not support a proposal to redevelop “Vauxhall City” (Mathew
Corner Garage) certainly not to any greater extent or built form
than set out by the previous Surrey Heath Conservation area
officer
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The encouragement of land based industries and those
businesses that support them including agriculture and farming
now mentioned in the latest March document must be promoted
through binding planning policies within the effective half of the
plan. These policies must enable these long established,
traditional businesses to survive as they contribute the most to the
management of the landscape we all so enjoy.
I do not support not naming “purportedly” identified sites. They
must be named so that the community can properly be consulted
about them. This type of policy is well addressed in the Ascot
plan. Naming these identified sites will also ensure that the Village
enjoys the benefit of a full Strategic Environmental
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The first sentence is agreed

Details of the Stakeholders
meeting will be included in
the Consultation Statement

This is a research document only

This point has not been
included in the WNP

This is one of the policies

Residents supported the
development of this site for housing.

Agreed

Possible brownfield sites cannot be
named without completing an
Environmental Impact Analysis on
each property. This has proved
impossible although one site which

Farming and Agriculture is
outside the remit of the
Neighbourhood Plan
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Assessment/Habitats Regulation Assessment. This is put in place
by the Government and designed to protect our environment and
its natural habitats. Its need must not be worked around simply by
hiding the locations of identified sites. We are only meters away
from an important SPA which is increasingly under threat and
must be safeguarded for future generations.

was listed as a possible
development site has been
submitted for planning approval.

I do not support any plan that does not make it mandatory to
retain all trees, hedged boundaries and grassed verges
throughout the Village. This must include all site boundaries not
just those that are road facing in order to preserve the residential
amenity of existing properties and ensure wild life habitat and
corridors are maintained.
If we are to have a plan it must be a more honest process and
deliver true benefit to Windlesham. It must work much more
closely with the newly emerging SHBC Local Plan. Without doing
that it will be quickly out dated and have no point of reference. In
essence this plan has failed. It needs re-writing and must, as I
suggested in correspondence before the Parish Voted it through,
come fully back into the hands of the community.

The plan does support the retention
of trees, grass verges and hedged
boundaries.
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We have stated previously that due
process has been followed.

See consultation Statement
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As far as we are concerned the plan does not reflect the views of
the Windlesham business stakeholders.
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The consultation process with local business has been so poor so
as not to exist. The claims of contacting local business are
painfully exaggerated to the point where it must be embarrassing
for the author. They show a complete disregard for this important
sector of the Village. There are as I have explained in the past to
you over 120 registered businesses in Windlesham and the Plan
Committee state they have contacted only some 20 to 25 of those
which is not substantiated anywhere. It is also claimed that
business community questionnaires were to be produced and
analysed. There is no evidence of this and we must ask you to
show us the evidence that was collected from the business
community and explain why this is not available for community
response.
The Stakeholder meeting at the Link was entirely centred upon
the rejuvenation project and there was no opportunity for the
businesses attending to discuss the needs or views of the Village
economy or indeed any other such issues. The failure of this
meeting is recorded in WNHP minutes. We complained about
this at the time of the meeting. There was certainly no explanation
of the neighbourhood plan process. Consequently, the claim
made in the plan about this meeting must be false. Please supply
the evidence to support what is claimed and to support the claim
that changes were made following this meeting together with a
copy of the analysis of the meeting that demonstrates these
changes. Please supply evidence as to what written responses
from the community stakeholders prompted these purported
changes
There are no policies included in the effective part of the plan for
the business community at all. The Plan reads that the retention
of existing employment sites and other mentioned opportunities
for the local economy will be supported through the planning
system. Please define how it will be achieved when there are no
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See consultation Statement

The whole of the WNP was
presented to stakeholders
on presentation boards

The VRP is designed entirely to
create a welcoming atmosphere to
increase the footfall in the village
and thereby increase trade.
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planning policies contained within the functioning part of the plan
to enable this. It is a stupid statement otherwise put in by people
who obviously have no idea about running a business. Over the
last 20 years Windlesham has seen a rapid loss of employment
and commercial sites to the point where there are very few
opportunities left for the rural economy to have room to grow. This
is a failing on current planning policy. If statements are to be
made within the text of the draft plan that these few sites are to be
protected then demonstrate this with firm robust policies showing
how that will be delivered through the functioning part of the plan
and how it is consulted.
It is our opinion that the Parish Council has become overly
dominated by Surrey County Council and that much of this plan is
aimed at generating and then delivering CIL revenue to their
benefit. The many ridiculous road schemes are papering over and
deflecting away from the years of neglect of the Village
infrastructure by the Parish and Surrey County Councils. It is now
extremely dangerous as the roads for example are literally falling
apart. The stopping distances are so far reduced that full
resurfacing is the only option. The damage caused to our tractors
for example as a consequence of the rutted uneven surfaces is
becoming a serious problem for us. Tractors have no suspension
to absorb the mechanical shocks and suffer broken windows and
damage to implements.
As Surrey County Council are claiming so much of our CIL
monies, the competitive nature of these bids must be established
and made public to the Community before they are agreed.
Councillor Goodman, representing the County has quoted
excessively high costs associated with the simplest of road
schemes so it is clear that this brings into question how
competitive this form of delivery really is.
We ask the Parish Council and Plan committee to explain how
they evaluate the competitiveness of Surrey County Councils bids
for CIL monies. It is Parish policy to obtain three competitive
quotations against expenditure and this is what is demanded from
recipients of Parish grants. The community must see evidence
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that any monies delivered to the community under all of the
existing development and which could be delivered under this
Plan are now and will in future be spent in a way that will deliver
best value.to the Village residents.
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We would also like evidence of the tendering process over the
last three years (within the life of the plan consultation
process) for the letting of the Green Spaces maintenance and
amenity works in Windlesham. We had understood that the Parish
Council was to bid to Surrey County Council for local grass cutting
and green spaces works. The plan could well have included such
technicality as it is in our view likely that revenue raised by any
plan would find its way into supporting this. The plan consultation
should have had such matters explained so that the community
could give its views on the best way of delivering infrastructure
and its maintenance.
Given the wording of the latest “March” document, we take issue
with it suggesting it was approved by the Parish as part of the
WNHP which was in January. Please supply the minutes of the
meeting where this latest document was approved by full council
We wish to take issue with the suggestion in the “March”
document that enforcement action is to be sought against
residents who do not cut their hedges. Without exception, the
best kept areas of Windlesham are those kept by the home and
land owners themselves, many of whom also cut the councils
grass verges because the council neglect them. The worst kept
areas are the responsibility of the Councils which includes the
public play area on Chertsey Road which has become nothing
more than dangerous through neglect and should be closed until
it is made completely safe again for families to use.
The writer has personally had to complain to the Parish Council
about a Councillors own hedge overhanging the path and the
constant line of cars parked on the pavement outside this house
preventing pedestrians and pushchairs passing along the
pavement. I see that only last week this hedge was again uncut

WNP Consultation Statement
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reducing the pavement width again and cars are still parked on
the pavement outside this house. One rule for Councillors and
enforcement action for everyone else perhaps. We do not need a
Plan that seeks to punish its own community.
The “March” Document also now admits that it is not possible to
have paths that meet current regulations. We are an historic rural
village so no surprise there. Given this admission and the
purported approval by the Parish Council of this document we
must request that the newly installed path in Kennel Lane
conservation area is removed and the original historic pathway
which was set safely back from the road is reinstated. This will
also reinstate the loss of the large important green conservation
area space of the type sought by this plan that was lost as part of
this ridiculous process.
This particular path issue centres around an involvement from
Councillor Goodman. Currently the construction process of the
new path has damaged the roots of the adjacent hedge which is
now dying back, it has interrupted the natural pedestrian line so
does not meet the original path one end. It’s a bit like the plan, a
path to nowhere. The path it replaces has not been removed as
assured by Councillor Goodman in writing to residents. It has just
had some soil thrown over it. The residents had to seed it
themselves.
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The construction process was so poor that it has damaged the
drop kerbs either end and the newly erected sign is neither plumb
or square and sits in the middle of the pathway reducing its
effective width to less than the one it replaced. It cost the
community £20K (Surrey county councils estimate). How can we
have faith in a Plan so full of such contradictions?
It is also noted that this “March “document includes a
recommendation to build a car park at Pine Grove. This proposal
was heavily objected to by the residents so has no place in this
plan. The “Old doctor’s surgery” site will not support ten cars and
probably less than five if they are to exit forward facing as
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required. Please supply the background research and evidence
that has been undertaken to calculate the quoted figure for the
doctor’s surgery site and the analysis that specifically shows that
these two sites are supported in any majority by the community.
Otherwise remove them from the plan.
Foramaflow attached two documents with the following comment
(these documents are Appendices 1 and 2 to this consultation
statement: Attached is the writers personal letter of 27th January
2016 which consequently must now be included in your evidence
pack put to SHBC and any inspector. It at least records the
request for the Parish not to approve the draft before better
consultation was undertaken. It also evidences that it was
already the intent of Surrey County Council, as early as 2013, to
fund its road schemes by claiming from our communities CIL
revenues. (evidenced by the attached forward roads programme
produced by SCC). This is the very reason in our view for the
Plan process to have been started in the first place by what we
have already said is what we consider an overly SCC dominated
Parish Council.
I am writing to express my opinion and concern that the Public
Consultation has not been properly conducted and is therefore
invalid.
The Campaign to Protect Rural England provides advice on how
the public should be consulted upon a draft NP and suggests that
such consultation can be done through a variety of means
including written consultations, events and meetings.
They advise that the consultation process should be carefully
designed with clear questions asked and with people given easyto-understand instructions to identify which parts of the draft NP
or the accompanying documents they are commenting upon.
Further, when the draft NP is submitted to the local authority the
Steering Group should include information on how they consulted
the community, what responses were received and how any
comments made were taken on board in revising the draft. It
recommended that a “consultation comments schedule” is
prepared and submitted; this should set out who the comment is
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from, what part of the draft NP it refers to and your response to
the comment made (such as changes made to the draft NP).
I do not consider that the WNPSG has properly consulted the
residents of Windlesham Ward on the draft WNP.
The guidance on how to comment is non-existent. Why were no
clear instructions given or specific questions asked to assist
residents through the consultation process?
The WNP Steering Group appears to be relying on residents
being aware of the consultation period, without making a
comprehensive effort to inform the public.
The consultation period has been advertised on the WPC
website, through the WNP website and via the Windlesham
Society website and Parish Magazine.
I understand that the current circulation of the Windlesham Parish
Magazine is approximately 300 and that the Windlesham Society
has a similar sized database of contacts. However the likelihood
is that there will be a significant overlap between these two
circulation lists. Even assuming that the overlap is only 50% it
results in a potential circulation of only circa 450 households.
To my knowledge there has been no publicity circular distributed
to the residents of Windlesham alerting them to the Consultation
period, although this was discussed at the WPC meeting in
January.
Vision
The terms of reference for the Windlesham Neighbourhood Plan
Steering Group (WNPSG) as published in July 2014 clearly stated
the purpose and mission statement to be “To maintain
Windlesham’s rural character whilst responding to the needs of
the local people”.
This has subsequently evolved into a “Vision” which states that
“Windlesham Village aspires to be one of the most outstanding
villages in the UK. It will be recognised as a place to live and work
that offers an unparalleled opportunity to be part of a community
that provides a friendly and safe environment”. The original
statement had a specific intention where as the “vision” is vague
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and non-specific and is therefore effectively meaningless and
without any specific strategic aims.
It should also be noted that this “vision” has been amended from
that promoted at the public meeting in September 2016 as the
words “within an area bounded by sites of outstanding Natural
Beauty” have now been lost, without explanation.
The feedback from the 2014 questionnaire clearly demonstrated
that the respondents valued the “Green spaces”, wildlife habitats”
and semi-rural character of the village.
I would therefore question why the “vision” of the WNP does not
echo the original purpose of the WNPSG and also the
overwhelming wishes of the respondents.
I would refer you to the Campaign to Protect Rural England’s
Planning Help and general principles for Neighbourhood Plans
which advises that a good “Vision” should not only make it clear
what the NP is aiming to achieve but will be strategic, setting out
a broad picture of the aspirations of the NP.
To say that “Windlesham Village aspires to be one of the most
outstanding villages in the UK” is not a strategic plan, it is waffle.
Objectives
The objectives should set out what a NP aims to achieve.
In the case of the draft WNP it appears to deal with some of the
stated objectives, but others are not followed through. We have
only half a Plan - why is this?
Priority Housing Needs are considered however the other
“Objectives”, apart from parking, receive no further consideration.
It suggests therefore that these objectives are not considered to
be important to WNPSG. This is not the case, these issues are of
concern to the vast number of respondents to your
questionnaires, so why has WNPSG not produced policies to
consider:• the preservation of the character of Windlesham
Village Centre,
• the provision of community facilities,
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the protection of the natural environment and the
biodiversity of our area, our wildlife habitats and
trees.
the creation of an environment for micro, small and
medium sized business to flourish
retention of the current employment sites and
provision of sustainable employment opportunities

Priority Housing Needs
This refers to “implied” needs – why are they implied? The result
of the questionnaires clearly identified needs so there is no need
to refer to them as implied. This is imprecise and therefore open
to differing interpretations.
The policy should refer to the 1% growth rate included within the
SHBC Core Strategy and define the period covered.
Scale -This draft policy refers to “the Organic Growth rate
established to achieve sustainable development as noted in
Section 1 of Appendix 7, shall be supported”.
The policy should clearly state what that “Organic Growth rate” is
and not refer to an appendix to the plan.
The Organic Growth Rate is defined as sustainable growth of 1 –
2%. This should be given a numeric value and clearly state /
reinforce the time period for this growth – which should be the
time period covered by the WNP – 2017 to 2028.
However it should be noted that this is in excess of the 1% growth
for Windlesham defined in the SHBC Core Strategy for the period
2012 – 2028.
Please explain why the draft WNP appears to be supporting
development in excess of the growth rate proposed by SHBC?
This policy should also be considered in the light of the on-going
planning appeal for Heathpark Woods; if this appeal is granted
there will be no justification for any further development within
Windlesham for the foreseeable future
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Organic growth is defined as
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Small Dwellings [it is assumed that the change in reference is a
typo that should have been corrected prior to publication and that
this policy follows on from WNP1.1]
This supports development which includes a mix of housing sizes
and types and prioritises development of “small” two and three
bedroom dwellings.
This should however define “small” in terms of floor area.
It refers to “dwellings” although the results of the 2014
questionnaire indicate a marked preference for houses over flats.
This policy should therefore be amended to clearly state houses
(or bungalows) and not flats.
Housing and Potential Sites
This refers to identified Brownfield sites but does not identify them
– why not?
Any sites identified by the WNPSG should be included for public
consultation

Replacement of large houses by smaller dwellings
“Planning applications for the replacement of large houses in
large plots in the Green Belt, with a small number of priority
dwellings in a manner which ensures that the openness of the
Green Belt is safeguarded should be supported.”
Firstly there should never be a presumption in favour of
development on Green Belt land.
This policy is too loosely worded to protect the rural character of
the village or to protect the Green Belt.
The policy should clearly state that the mass of developed area
must not exceed the mass of the original dwelling (plus any
Permitted Development (PD) rights that may pertain to the original
structure).
For example; if you have a house with an area of 4,000 sq. ft. you
can only develop smaller houses up to a maximum total built area
of 4,000 sq. ft., assuming that the original house had been
extended and did not have any PD rights.
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Possible brownfield sites cannot be
named without completing an
Environmental Impact Analysis on
each property. This has proved
impossible although one site which
was listed as a possible
development site has been
submitted for planning approval
Historic England and Natural
England comments have led to
amendment of this policy.

Draft amended.
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The policy should also state that, in respect of developments in
the Green Belt, the area covered by the new development must
only cover the previously developed area of the original property.
For example; if you have a house of 4,000 sq. ft. on a plot
measuring 1 acre, which comprises a previously built area of ¼
acre any new development on the site must be contained within
the previously developed area and the remaining ¾ acre must
remain undeveloped Green Belt.
The likelihood of the replacement of a “large” house on a “large”
plot is likely to be market driven. However, if this policy is not
strengthened it risks becoming a developers charter which
presumes that any site in the Green Belt can be redeveloped to a
density which would detract from the rural character of the village
and damages the openness of the green belt and wildlife habitats
New Development Standards
“Meet new housing demand in a way that is sympathetic to the
area, ensure that the right type of housing is built in the right
locations, and that a mix of housing types is delivered, to include
family homes that are affordable to a wide selection of the
population.”
What does this mean? What is the “right” type of housing and
where are these “right locations”? The “right” type of housing
should clearly reflect the wishes of the community
This needs to be more specific so that it is not open to differing
interpretations about what is “right”.
How can you properly consult the Community if these definitions
are not made?
Planning Design and Access Statement
“For all developments of 10 or more dwellings, the developer is
encouraged to submit a Development Planning Design and
Access Statement as set out in Appendix 2.”
This policy does not make sense.
The Town and Country Planning (Development Management
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 defines a “major development”
as one where the provision of dwellings is 10 or more.
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There is therefore already a requirement for a developer to submit
a Planning, Design and Access Statement for major
developments.
In order for this policy to be in any way meaningful it should be
amended to refer specifically to Outline Planning Applications
where currently such matters as Access, design, landscaping,
layout and scale of a development can be dealt with as “reserved
matters”.
The requirement that developers should be “encouraged” is
laughable – how are they to be encouraged?
I suggest that this policy should be reworded to include “Outline
Planning Applications” to prevent the important aspects of design,
layout, scale, access of a development being deferred under
“reserved matters”.
I would also suggest that the requirement to “encourage” should
be amended so that submission of a Design and Access
Statement is mandatory.
Finally I would suggest that this requirement should be applied to
developments of fewer than 10 dwellings.
Statement of Community Consultation
“For new developments comprising 10 or more dwellings,
planning applications should be accompanied by a Statement of
Community Consultation as set out in Appendix 3, and developers
are actively encouraged to engage in constructive dialogue with
the Parish Council and Community, as part of the design process
and prior to submitting a planning application”.
This states that planning applications “should” be accompanied by
a Statement of Community Consultation (SCC). If this policy is to
have any meaning it would have to be mandatory for developers
to submit a SCC along with a planning application and further it
should also be mandatory for the developer to consult the
community.
I would question exactly what “actively encouraged” actually
means. How is it envisaged that developers will be “actively
encouraged”?
Unless it is made mandatory it won’t happen.
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This policy has been
amended

109

Paula Harrington

WNP2.1

110

Paula Harrington

WNP2.2

111

Paula Harrington

WNP2.3

WNP Consultation Statement

I would also question why this policy only applies to “major
developments” of 10 or more dwellings.
New housing development features and compatibility
“Planning applications for new housing developments shall be
supported if they are in harmony with the existing build and
natural environment by virtue of their density footprint separation
and scale.”
What does this actually mean? I would hope that it means that
developments such as the old Dairy site would not be permitted.
That is an example of how the mass, height and layout of a
development can have a detrimental impact on the surrounding
area and be unsympathetic to their surroundings / adjoining
premises.
Again, in order to properly consult the community there needs to
me more detail and definition given so that the community can
constructively comment on the draft policy.
Extensions to existing dwellings features and compatibity
“Planning applications for extensions to existing dwellings shall be
supported if they are in harmony with the existing built and natural
environment by virtue of their density, footprint, separation and
scale, unless it can be demonstrated that they will not harm or
detract from local character.”
Is there an error in this policy – it does not read property?
Again there needs to be more detail and definitions given, so that
we can see what we are being asked to comment upon.
You cannot properly consult the community without this detail
being included.
Spacing and Privacy
Planning applications for either new developments or extensions
to existing dwellings which respect the separation between
buildings, between buildings and the site boundaries and the
privacy of adjoining owners, shall be supported.
Another typo – repeat of between buildings!
Again this is a vague policy without specific detail – how can we
comment without the details / definitions? I would hope this this
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This policy has been redrafted.

This policy has been
rewritten as suggested by
Historic England combining
WNP2.1 and 2.2

This policy has been
rewritten as suggested by
Historic England combining
WNP2.1 and 2.2 and
harmony omitted

Typing correction made

112

Paula Harrington

WNP2.4

113

Paula Harrington

Design
Standards
WNP 3.1
WNP 3.2
WNP 3.3

114

Paula Harrington

Vehicle
Parking
WNP 4.1
WNP 4.2

115

Paula Harrington

Comment

WNP Consultation Statement

policy would also have resulted in a more sympathetic
development on the old Dairy site.
In particular the development on this site is far too close to the
highway.
Roadside Landscapes
“Planning applications which create viewpoints revealing
interesting old and new buildings and gardens, to enhance the
roadside landscape without reducing personal security or privacy,
shall be supported.”
Whatever does this mean? How can we possibly be expected to
comment without some explanation being give?
These policies appear to be a repetition of NPPF and other
supplementary planning guidance.
They are not specific to the character of Windlesham Village and
they do not differentiate between the historic settlement areas of
the village, the settlement within the Conservation area and the
more recent areas of settlement.
The draft WNP should relate specifically to our village and not
repeat national guidance.
These policies are presumably designed to mitigate the effect of
any new development on the existing traffic congestion issues,
they will not however address the existing issues.
The location as well as the design of any new development is
crucial in mitigating the effect of that development on the existing
road infrastructure in Windlesham village.
For example, the potential development of the site at Heathpark
Drive, currently the subject of an appeal, will have a disastrous
effect on the existing congestion problems within the village.
This policy should therefore include reference to the location of
any new development and consideration about how any
development will affect the existing issues.
I am concerned that the draft WNP concentrates on residential
development to the exclusion of the other stated objectives and in
doing so it cannot meet those objectives. Many of the draft
policies are not robust enough to protect the character of the
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See Village Rejuvenation Project
and ‘Additional Issues” document

village of Windlesham and, if not tightened up, can be seen as a
“developer’s charter”.
The draft WNP is however incomplete as there are however no
draft policies which relate to:
Village Centre and facilities:Green Spaces
Employment
Why have these objectives been written into the draft document if
they are not being followed through?
In failing to follow through with policies that relate to these
objectives it is giving the impression that these matters are not of
concern to the community, which is clearly not the case.I would
therefore suggest that the draft WNP needs to go back to the
drawing board. The vision should reflect the wishes of the
community and be a more specific achievable aim.
All the objectives need to be addressed – in particular those
relating to the Environment and Habitats and those relating to
businesses. In not producing any draft policies to follow through
with the objectives to “make it attractive for micro, small and
medium sized businesses and shops to locate and flourish in the
area” and to “retain the current employment sites and provide
sustainable employment opportunities..” there is a clear
implication that the WNPSG are happy for Windlesham to
become a purely residential dormitory.
Apart from a commitment to encourage new businesses into the
village the NP should include a commitment to support and
encourage those businesses already established in the village so
that they can continue to provide employment opportunities and
bring wealth into the village.
There is a further implication that some of these existing business
sites are being viewed as potential brownfield development sites
for even more residential development.
The draft WNP should include a policy to protect existing
employment sites and to resist any applications for changes of
use unless it can be proved that the site is not a viable business
site. Existing permitted development rights only apply to office

WNP Consultation Statement
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116

Bisley Parish Council

Comments

accommodation B1 and therefore does not relate to any other
business use and relate only to a change of use of the building,
not redevelopment of the site.
The policies on residential development need to be strengthened
to protect the character of the village. The policies as drafted are
too weak and vague to provide a robust protection to the village
and can be viewed as a “developer’s charter”. This needs to be
addressed as a priority.
The section on vision and objectives (pages 18 – 24) in
the draft Plan, which includes background information on
each objective, followed by clear policy statements, will
be invaluable to your Parish Council for future planning
and setting of its objectives and Precept.
Knowing the views of the residents, so clearly stated, will
ensure that their voices and views continue to be
relevant into the future in shaping their village.
Following the Council meeting, one of my Councillors
has also made the following points:
The principle of having Plan objectives to which the
Parish can refer if the plan is adopted, is a very sound
way forward. Examples of this are WNP3.1 to 3
The policy of having a statement from developers of
demonstrable community engagement in respect of
potential developments is good. Again, this will have to
be adopted as a planning policy by SHBC.
The plan has many areas where the Parish can only
attempt to influence the other authorities.
It would be good to see many more items within the plan
where the Parish can take direct action itself to fulfill
outcomes. Good examples of this are the ideas of a new
village hall and pavilion. It is felt that the NHP should
have much more emphasis on these areas.

WNP Consultation Statement
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GOOD

Many of the ideas ie. parking standards will need to be agreed by
the responsible authorities if they are to be achievable. This may
mean that such ideas might be very questionable unless prior
discussion on their acceptability has been undertaken with the
responsible authority.

WNP Consultation Statement
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APPENDIX 1

The Post House
Windlesham
GU20 6AA
01276 4515351 27

January 2017
Cllr. M Goodman
C/O Windlesham Parish Council
The Council Office
Lightwater
Surrey
GU18 5RG
Dear Cllr. Goodman
Windlesham –Traffic & Neighbourhood Plan

I write following the “meet your Councillor” event in the Sun on Saturday 14th January 2017. I was particularly grateful to
Cllr Gibson from SHBC for explaining, with such ease of clarity, the answer to my initial question about neighbourhood
planning.
I remain disappointed at your own responses.
Traffic
The traffic situation in the Village is extraordinary, you have championed the cause. The increased HGV Traffic is, we
are to understand, directly the consequence of an unreasonable environmental weight limit of 7.5T at Sunningdale. Your
robust criticism of the actions of Windsor & Maidenhead are well publicised with photographs of you campaigning by their
bridge and we hear of petitions.
In spite of this I do not agree with this version of events. I see them rather more as a diversion from errors of judgement
on the part of your department.
Chronologically Surrey County Councils 2014 forward programme for highways in Surrey, in preparation perhaps as
early as 2013, but published for Surrey Heath in 2014 had already provided for a weight limit through Windlesham centre
along Updown Hill and Chertsey Road, Heathpark Drive and additionally, I see, at Woodlands Lane. So it can be accepted,
in my opinion, that whilst credit is being taken for introducing this limit consequent upon the Sunningdale bridge limitation. It
was already programmed to be implemented here in Windlesham anyway.
It is not difficult to believe that Windsor and Maidenhead, having knowledge of these intentions, simply had no option
other than having to protect their own residents from a further addition of Windlesham lorries being diverted through
Sunningdale and had to do this in advance of the SCC plan being implemented here in Windlesham. The perceptible
reverse of what is claimed.
The number of Lorries now passing through Windlesham highlights the dilemma Sunningdale would have faced had
they not foreseen your department’s intentions. It also highlights the dilemma that Bagshot, Lightwater and Chobham will
now face once the limit comes into effect in Windlesham particularly if Woodlands Lane is also weight or width restricted
once the new bridge opens. The very point Surrey Police intimate with considerable merit in their objection.
Our problem in Windlesham and the neighbouring villages is that we are now stuck with the Sunningdale decision
which may have been averted if properly consulted by your office with them and the people of this Village when the forward
strategy was being developed.
The 2014 SCC forward programme also includes the provision of the urgently needed pedestrian crossing in
Windlesham. You had, I believe, also advised the Parish Council on or about 5th January 2016 that plans for Chertsey Road
would include a crossing. I cannot say that when the audience’s topic at the above meeting turned to such a need (clearly
without them having knowledge of the forward plan) you did anything to enlighten them of these facts at all. Actually the idea
was quickly dismissed with you explaining a crossing was unaffordable and quoting a figure of 100k. A figure, It was then
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demonstrated by residents present, as a fourfold exaggeration on typical cost. I find this approach divisive and have serious
concerns about our community being manipulated
I have tried to engage with you in an attempt to be included within a genuine consultation process for my business.
Regrettably I feel you have done little more than avoid giving direct answers to my questions. On at least one occasion you
refused to provide scheme documents to me for consultation which I had to then seek from, and were easily provided by
another Councillor. This is not acceptable.
Neighbourhood Plan (NP)
Turning briefly to the neighbourhood plan. I do not accept that the extent of the facts have been made clear to
residents. If adopted, this Neighbourhood plan becomes a legally binding Development Plan Document (DPD), it functions
entirely on the basis that once in place, consultation and community consent, in principal, is given. It is wholly a vehicle to
then speed up and facilitate ever more development without present limit.
It is my view that the collective answers to the survey questions have suffered a manipulation of context. This draft
plan concludes that the village has resoundingly said it wants more development than the 20 or so houses currently
allocated. I do not believe the village has said that at all. The NP Web site has a section under resident’s decisions. The
residents make their decision at referendum. This section is nothing more than further manipulation. It is not for the plan
committees or the Windlesham Councillors to predetermine what the residents will decide.
The rejuvenation project at the Village centre is not a functional part of this plan but has been put at the centre of and
has dominated the entire process. It has been set out around a frenzy of the misleading publicity of your departments other
road schemes which it contradicts, it causes confusion. I see it, as do many others, as having been exposed as nothing
more than a smoke screen to hide the important crux of what we are actually being steered into.
We lack Village infrastructure, a consequence of having heavily delivered on housing in the past without balanced
reinvestment. Windlesham is largely known by the Village elders as “The Forgotten Village”. It is with good reason. This
current plan delivers no remedy for that.
A simple debate around a pedestrian crossing demonstrates for me an agenda on the part of your department to
reduce still further its investment in our local community infrastructure. I have never seen Windlesham so neglected or its
infrastructure so poorly maintained.
I have to say that I believe the current NP process has suffered the same lack of transparency and misdirection the
road schemes have. I believe the plan has been so poorly consulted to an extent where the residents and business
community have had no meaningful inclusion at all. Its policies are weak and contradict one another to the point where I
sense that one could easily argue that it has been selective in its conclusions and hides the agenda of others.
My own long established, now fourth generation Windlesham business was not approached and I know very many
others who have been left out. I have heard it said that volunteers have left NP groups because of upward dominance over
the plans direction. Certainly I see from record many have, for whatever reason, left the process.
I put it to you that this currently drafted neighbourhood plan is going to fail spectacularly at referendum. If it is to be
saved, this plan needs to come back to the community, it needs a newly structured steering committee that enjoys proper
historical knowledge of the Village and its real aspirations and one that cannot be subjugated.
The plan process must consult our neighbouring Villages and work much more closely with SHBC. It must be aligned
with and sit alongside the newly emerging Surrey Heath plan. It will immediately be out of date otherwise and have no
forward point of reference. I sense that if the clarity I have already mentioned above from SHBC could be translated across
the development of a re-visited plan it could be a huge success. It needs to be that honest.
I sincerely hope the Parish Council will give Windlesham the chance it deserves to deliver a re-visited plan that has true
merit and that Council will, in recognition of that desire, vote against the current draft plan at the end of this month in favour
of it going back to the residents of our Village for a completely genuine process of consultation.
Yours sincerely
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Jeremy N Russell-Lowe

Encl. Forward Programme 2014 Ref to Page 11

Page 75 of 93

Appendix
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Surrey Heath Borough Forward Programme

Annex
Surrey HeathBorough(L )
Forward ProgrammeC
Short term delivery programme20years (2014/15– 2015/16
Medium term programme 36 years (2016/
1 2019/20
)
Long term programme 6+ years (2020/21+)
7 )
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Part of the Surrey Heath Local Transport Strategy

REF

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

Scheme Purpose

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

Delivery
Stage

1

Scheme
Identification

Potential
Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Status5

Strategic Transport Network

Sturt Rail Chord Railway Link
Reintroduction
1

Sturt Rail Chord railway link
reintroduction addresses capacity and
congestion issues on the rail network
and helps encourage modal shift to
sustainable modes of transport.

Currently there is safeguarding of land at Sturt Road/Frimley Green
for possible re-introduction of Sturt Road Chord. This would reinstate the
link on the Farnborough-Woking line.
2

M3 Smart (Managed)
Motorway

Blackwater Valley Better
Connectivity

To improve the M3 between
junctions
2-4a by creating a ‘smart
motorway’
To improve cycle routes between
railway stations and town centres in
the Blackwater Valley area.

Network
1,2,3

Train
Operators

Long

Major

Short

Major

Short

Major

Short

Intermediate

1

-

-

Construction

1,2,3

1,2

Scheme
Identification
and
Assessment
of Options

1,2,3

1,2

Detailed
Design

3
Phase 1 of the Blackwater Valley Better Connectivity – Improve cycle
and walking routes along the Blackwater Valley Route between Blackwater
Route Car Park to Frimley Railway Station and The Hatches to
Farnborough North Railway Station. To be delivered in 2015/16.

£100m

Rail

1

£134m £183m

Highways
Agency

Local
Growth
Fund
£3.91m
SCC
Capital
SHBC
Capital
Local
Growth
Fund
£0.7m
SCC
Capital

Please see Section 2 of the strategy for a full list of priorities
All costs are indicative and subject to refinement and revision.
3 Specified funding sources are only potential funding sources and subject to refinement and revision.
4 All start dates are indicative and subject to change 5 Local: scheme costed at less than £250,000; Intermediate: scheme costed at between £250,000 and £2
million; Major: Scheme costed at £2 million and above.
2
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4

R
EF

Blackwater Valley Area Bus
Partnership

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

To provide improvements to the
Blackwater Valley bus network to
address access to key employment,
commercial and residential areas and
railway stations.

1,2,3

Scheme
Identification

1,2

SCC
E&I
Directorat

Local
Strate

Scheme Purpose

gy
Objecti
ve

e
Priorities

£5m

Delivery
Stage

Local
Growth
Fund
SCC
Capital Revenue

Short/
Medium

Major

Estim
ated
timeframe
Funding for onsite
Sources3 start date4

Potential
Estimat
ed Cost 2

Status
5

1

Camberley
A30/A331/Meadows Gyratory
Corridor
5

Camberley: Meadows Gyratory, A30
(between Frimley Road and the
Meadows Gyratory) and A331 (between
Gyratory and M3 junction) improvements to
bus, cycle and pedestrian facilities and
addressing road network congestion.

1,2,3

Proposed Measures Include:
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1,4

Scheme
Identificatio
n and
Assessmen
t of Options

Local
Growth
Fund
£4.9m
SCC
Capital
SHBC
Capital

Short

Major

REF

•

Improvements to Meadows Gyratory, providing more direct movements to the main
A30 and A331 through traffic

•

Provide bus, pedestrian and cycle facilities for improved movements around the
Meadows Gyratory

•

Realignment and refurbishment of B3411 Frimley Road/A30 London Road signalised
junction

•
•

Reduce speed limits on A331 Blackwater Valley Road to 50 mph
Provide off-carriageway pedestrian and cycle route and facilities along
A331 Blackwater Valley Road including between the Meadows
Gyratory, The Meadows retail park, Yorktown and Watchmoor Industrial Parks

•

Provide bus facilities along the A331 where appropriate (dependant on discussions
with the bus operators)

•

Provide pedestrian and cycle facilities for improved access to The Meadows Retail
Park including on Tank Road and Laundry Lane.

•

Provide improved pedestrian, cycle and bus facilities along the A30 London Road
between the Gyratory and Frimley Road.

•
•

Review speed limits on the A30 London Road.
Bracebridge A30 London Road link to improve rear access to No’s 423-469 A30
London Road, Yorktown.

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

Camberley Rear Service Access
6

Proposed Measures Include:

Scheme Purpose

To improve rear access to
commercial and employment centres.

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

1

1

• Rear of 319-369 A30 London Road and 1-13 B3411 Frimley Road
• Rear of 279-299 A30 London Road
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Delivery
Stage

Potential
Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Status5

7

Cycle Forum – Priority Route 1

Improve access to Camberley Town
Centre

1,2

1,2

Several
Sections
Complete

£0.06m

Developer
Contribution
s/ITS
S.106 £2500
secured

Short/
Medium

Minor

Short/
Medium

Minor

8

Cycle Forum – Priority Route 2

Improve access to Camberley Town
Centre

1,2

1,2

Detailed
Design

£0.15m

Developer
Contribution
s/ITS
S.106 £110,000
secured

9

Cycle Forum – Priority Route 3

Improve access to Camberley Town
Centre

1,2

1,2

Detailed
Design

£0.1m

Developer
Contribution
s/ITS

Short/
Medium

Minor

10

Cycle Forum – Priority Route 4

Improve access to Camberley Town
Centre

1,2

1,2

Scheme
Identification

£0.1m

Developer
Contribution
s/ITS

Short/
Medium

Minor

Medium

Major

11

Camberley Town Centre
Highway Improvements

Improve movements around
Camberley town centre by addressing
congestion on the key roads and
delivering cycle and pedestrian
infrastructure in the town centre.

1,2,3

1,2

Scheme
Identification

£5m

Proposed Measures Include:

REF

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

Scheme Purpose

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1
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Delivery
Stage

Local
Growth
Fund
SCC
Capital
SHBC
Capital
Potential

Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Status5

Highway and cycle improvements:
• A30 London Road/Knoll Road/Kings Ride
• A30 London Road/Park Street
• Knoll Road/ Portesbery Road
• High Street/ Portesbery Road / Pembroke Broadway
• A30 London Road between town centre and Meadows gyratory
• A cycle network along A30 London Road/Knoll Road/Portesbery
Road/Pembroke Broadway/Charles Street.
Camberley Town Centre Public
Realm Improvements
Proposed Measures Include:

To provide improvements to the
public realm within Camberley town
centre and ensure the town centre is
more accessible.

1

2,3

Local
Growth
Fund
SCC/SHBC
Capital

Scheme
Identification

£3m £3.5m

Scheme
Identification

Local
Growth
Fund
£5.25m
SCC
Capital
SHBC
Capital

Medium

Major

Medium

Major

The creation of new public spaces around Camberley Town Centre.
To provide pedestrian priority along the High Street in Camberley Town
Centre
by part of full pedestrianisation of the High Street and/or road realignment
12
to improve pedestrian routes
Environmental improvements:
• London Road
• Obelisk Way
• Park Street
• Pembroke Broadway
• Princess Way

13

Camberley Sustainable
Transport Package

Improvements to sustainable
transport around Camberley Town
Centre to encourage sustainable travel

1,2

2

Proposed Measures Include:
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REF

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

Scheme Purpose

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

Pedestrian infrastructure:
• Part pedestrianisation of Camberley High Street
• High Street, from St. Georges Road to London Road
• Obelisk Way, from High Street to Service Area No. 2 Knoll road
• High Street, from Princess Way to St. Georges Road
• Park Street, from No. 5 Park Street to Princess Way

Delivery
Stage

Potential
Estimated
Cost 2

£2.8m

Bus infrastructure:
• Additional bus provisions to and from the town centre, particularly along
Knoll road, Pembrok
e Broadway, New Southern Road and
London Road (**CTCAAP)
•

Improve bus stop facilities close to junction of London road/High Street
junction

•

Possibly extending along the High Street-Park Street section together
with pedestrian improvements and loading facilities.

•

Introduction of bus priority measures and variable message signing to
town centre car parks.

•

Improve RTPI provision at bus stops and associated RTPI back office
functions.

£2m

Cycle infrastructure:
• Toucan crossings on cycle route between Old Dean Estate and
Camberley Town Centre
•

Heatherside/Deepcut to Camberley town centre cycle facility and route
improvements

•

Continuous cycle route and cycle facilities on the A331 Blackwater
Valley route

£0.45m
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Funding
Sources3

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Status5

Business Centre Access
Improvements
14
Proposed Measures Include:

REF

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

To improve the accessibility
between business, industrial, commercial
and residential centres including
Yorktown and Watchmoor business
parks and Camberley town centre.

Scheme Purpose

1,2

1,2

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

Scheme
Identification

Delivery
Stage

+£4.6m

Potential
Estimated
Cost 2

Improved access between Yorktown and the surrounding highway network
immediately off the A30 and A331.
•
•
•
•
•

Promoting Advance Direction Signs
Estate Direction signs
Implementation of on-street parking controls
New link roads
Carry out junction and other highways enhancements and
improvements

£3.45m

Improvements to the bus and rail facilities between Yorktown and Camberley
town centre including:
•
•
•
•

Bus lay-bys
Improved passenger transport information
Bus gates and priority measures
Provision of bus services between Yorktown and Camberley Town
Centre

+£1m

Reduce through traffic in the business and residential areas and improve
safety with measures including environmental/signage improvements within the
business areas.

N/A
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Local
Growth
Fund
SCC/SHBC
Capital

Funding
Sources3

Medium/
Long

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Major

Status5

Toucan crossings, cycle crossings at Watchmoor Park
Camberley Railway Station
Improvements

15

Measures could include:

£0.25m

Improvements to Camberley railway
station to improve cycle, pedestrian, bus
and car interchange facilities and address
congestion on the rail network.

1,2,3

1

Scheme
Identification

£1.5m

Local
Growth
Fund
SCC/SHBC
Capital

Medium/
Long

Major

Redevelopment of rail and bus station including improved passenger
facilities, improved pedestrian access, improved interchange with buses, taxis,
cycles and car drop off, longer platforms, cycle parking etc.

REF

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

Scheme Purpose

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

Delivery
Stage

Potential
Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Status5

Frimley
Widening of the A325
between the ‘Toshiba’
Roundabout and ‘Hospital’
16
Roundabout, to provide 2 lanes
east bound traffic and off road
cycle/pedestrian facilities.

To improve traffic flow between
the two roundabouts, relieving
congestion.

Frimley Transport Network
Improvements

Reduce congestion through
highway improvements to key
congestion areas and improvements
to bus, cycle and pedestrian facilities
within Frimley

17

Proposed Measures Include:

1,3

1,2,3

1

1,2

Minor traffic management measures:
• Buckingham Way traffic management measures
• Alteration of the two access roads at ‘The Green’ into the ‘Hatches’
to form a one way system.

Detailed
Design

Scheme
Identification

£1m

+£3m

£0.5m
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SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL
Local
Growth
Fund
SCC/SHBC
Capital

Short

Intermediate

Medium/
Long

Major

Highway improvements:
• Improvements to the A325 ‘Toshiba’ roundabout to increase safety
and reduce congestion problems on the approach to Frimley.
• Frimley Green junction with Henley Drive
• D3448 Coleford Bridge Road junction with Hamesmoor Road

£1.5m

Cycle infrastructure:
• Cycleway/Footway along Frimley Road
• A complete cycle route alongside the B3411 corridor. (some
lengths in place)
• Continuous cycle route on A331 Blackwater Valley Route

£1m

Bus infrastructure including new and improved bus ways priority
measures.
Frimley Green

18

REF

The pedestrian/cycle route
between The Hatches in Frimley
Green to Farnborough North
Railway Station.

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

To improve the pedestrian cycle
route, providing a suitable path for
shared use.

Scheme Purpose

N/A

Scheme
Identification

2,3

2,3,4

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

Delivery
Stage

1,2

Scheme
Identification
and
Assessment
of Options

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL
Potential

Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Medium/
Long

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Minor

Status5

Bisley

19

New Bridge - A322 Guildford
Road (The Bourne River)
Maintenance

To maintain structural integrity of
the bridge

1
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£0.45m

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Short

Intermediate

20

A322 Street Lighting
Improvements at Bisley and
West End

Improve visibility and safety

2

2

Scheme
Identification

£0.1m

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Long

Minor

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Short/
Medium

Minor

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Short

Minor

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Long

Minor

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Long

Minor

West End

21

Improvements to the narrow
road of Lucas Green Road for
suitable HGV access

To address the increased flow of
HGV traffic on the narrow lane widths
of Lucas Green Road to improve
safety reduce verge damage.

1,2,3

1,2,4

Feasibility
survey and study
ongoing

Chobham

22

23

24

To re-route HGV satellite
navigation away from Chobham

A3046 Chobham High
Street/Station Road Junction

Improve footways and cycle
ways linking the villages.

Reduce large vehicles and HGVs
on Chobham High Street

Improve traffic flow around the
junction.

Encourage sustainable transport
improve pedestrian and cyclist safety.

3

1,3

2,3

2

1

2,3,4
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Scheme
Identification

Scheme
Identification

Scheme
Identification

£0.15m

N/A

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

REF

25

Pedestrian crossing on Bagshot
Road near the school

Scheme Purpose

Improve road safety and improve
pedestrian movements.

Local
Strategy
Objective

2,3

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

2,3,4

Delivery
Stage

Scheme
Identification

Potential
Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Status5

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Long

Minor

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Long

Minor

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Medium/
Long

Minor

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Long

Minor

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Medium/
Long

Minor

Bagshot

Traffic flow mitigation measures
on the A30 London Road in Bagshot.

To improve traffic flow and safety
and reduce congestion in Bagshot.

Pedestrian crossing facilities on
27 the A322 between Windlesham and
Bagshot

To improve pedestrian safety and
encourage walking as a mode of
transport and for leisure.

26

1,3

2,3

1,2

2,3,4

Scheme
Identification

Scheme
Identification

Lightwater
B311 Red Road/Macdonald
28 Road
Junction

29 the

Pedestrian/cyclist crossing on
B311 Red Road

Improve traffic flow and road
safety, especially for those making a
right hand turn (maintenance work
scheduled around junction through
Project Horizon).
To provide a safe means for
pedestrians and cyclists across the
B311 Red Road around West End
Common.

1,3

2,3

1,2

1,2
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Scheme
Identification

Scheme
Identification

Pedestrian crossing facilities on
30 the A322 between Lightwater and
Windlesham

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

REF

To improve pedestrian safety and
encourage walking as a mode of
transport and for leisure.

Scheme Purpose

2,3

2,3,4

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

Scheme
Identification

Delivery
Stage

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Potential
Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Medium/
Long

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Minor

Status5

Windlesham

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Medium/
Long

Minor

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Medium/
Long

Minor

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Medium/
Long

Minor

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

Long

Minor

Weight restrictions and rerouting
31

32

of

HGVs on Chertsey Road,
Updown Hill, Woodlands Lane and
Heath Park Drive.
Pedestrian crossing on Chertsey
Road outside ‘The Sun’ public house.

Improve cycle routes through
Windlesham to provide a safe cycle
network that links the local shops,
33
schools and other facilities to each
other as well as to Bagshot and
Lightwater.

34

Traffic mitigation measures on
the A30 London Road in Windlesham

To minimise the impact on
residents and the environment from
HGVs.

To provide safe and suitable
pedestrian facilities.

3

2,3

2

2,3,4

To improve the cycle network and
encourage sustainable modes of
transport for local journeys.

To improve traffic flow and safety
and reduce congestion in Windlesham.

Scheme
Identification

Scheme
Identification

Scheme
Identification

1,3

1,2

Mytchett
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Scheme
Identification

35

36

REF

B3448 Coleford Bridge
Road/Hamesmoor Road
Junction

Improve traffic flow around
junction

Cycle Route Improvements
along the Basingstoke Canal

To improve sustainable transport
infrastructure along key walking and
cycling transport routes

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

Scheme Purpose

1,3

1

Scheme
Identification

Scheme
Identification

1,2

2

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

Delivery
Stage

1,2,3

1,2,3,4

Scheme
Identification

£0.1m

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL

N/A

SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL
Potential

Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Long

Minor

Minor

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Status5

Deepcut (Princess Royal Barracks)
Deepcut
(Princess
Barracks)
37
Highways Package

a
b
c

d

e
f

Royal

Proposed Measures Include:
Deepcut
Bridge
Road/Blackdown Road Junction

Improve transport network for the
Princess Royal Barracks Development
at Deepcut
Improve junction capacity

Internal North/South Spine
Connect north/south areas of
Road
scheme
Maultway/Red
Road/Upper
Increase junction capacity
Chobham Road Junction
Deepcut Bridge Road – Railway
Bridge (Owned by Network Rail)
Frimley Green Road/Sturt
Road/Wharf Road junction
Gole Road/Dawney Hill Junction

Currently single lane and 3 tonne
weight restrictions limit traffic use. Aims
to reduce bridge restrictions and
increase traffic flow.
Increase junction capacity
Increase junction capacity
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£10.5m

Developer
Contribution
s

Long

Major

g

Red Road/A322/Bagshot Road
Junction

Increase junction capacity

h

M3 Junction 3

Increase junction capacity

i

Guildford Road, Gapemouth
Road and Red Road Safety Scheme

Improve highway safety

j

On Site Cycle Scheme

Improve accessibility

k

On Site Bus Scheme

Improve accessibility

l
m
n

REF

o

Cycle Parking at Brookwood
Rail Station
Frith Hill & Tomlinscote Cycle
Schemes
Footpath 126a Upgrade
Through Deepcut to Basingstoke

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

Basingstoke
East and West

Canal

Towpath

Increase capacity of cycle parking
Improve accessibility
Improve accessibility

Scheme Purpose

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

Delivery
Stage

Potential
Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Status5

Improve accessibility

Strategic Approaches

38

M3 Approach Improvements

Improvements to the transport
network on the approach to the M3 to
reduce current and future peak period
congestion, promote sustainable
transport and reduce noise pollution.

1,2,3

1,2

Proposed Measures Include:
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Scheme
Identification

£5.1m

Local
Growth
Fund
SCC
Capital
SHBC
Capital

Medium/
Long

Major

A322 New Road/M3 Junction
To improve safety and traffic flow
3, Lightwater, junction
around the M3 junction 3 in
reconfiguration to improve safety Lightwater/Bagshot mitigating impacts of the
and traffic flow.
new M3 Smart Motorway.

£0.5m

Reduce the number of HGV’s through
villages around the M3 junctions,
including Lightwater, Bagshot, Frimley
and Camberley.

£0.3m

HGV route restrictions
including weight and height
restrictions
Passenger transport measures:
• New and improved bus
ways
•

Bus priority schemes and
measures

To improve bus infrastructure around
Bagshot and Lightwater, improving
access and reducing the need and use of
the private car.

£3m

Urban Traffic Control (UTC)
To manage traffic flows around the M3
system installation
junctions including Lightwater, Bagshot.
Noise reduction measures on
the Lightwater By-pass

£0.5m £1m

Minimise the noise impacts of the
Lightwater By-Pass on local residents.

£0.1m £0.2m

To direct road users on the B311 Red
Road away from Lightwater Village and
Improved signage on the B311
onto the A322 to access the M3 junction
Red Road
3.

REF

Location and Scheme/Package
Description

Scheme Purpose

N/A

Local
Strategy
Objective

SCC E&I
Directorate
Priorities1

Road Safety5

5

SCC provides a county wide budget of £200k per annum for road safety schemes.
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Delivery
Stage

Potential
Estimated
Cost 2

Funding
Sources3

Estimated
timeframe for
onsite start
date4

Status5

39

Sturt Road Jct Frimley Green
Road/Wharf Road Roundabout

B311 Red Road/Lightwater
40 Road Junction splitter island,
improved advance signing.

Provide additional signage to improve
road safety.

Improve traffic flow and road
safety, especially for those making a
right hand turn.
Replace advance directional signs
with
Hazard Marker Posts to provide road
users with improved directions.
Reduce to one lane and 40mph
speed limit with island in hatchings to deter
overtaking to improve road safety.

41

Lightwater By-Pass Jct
Guildford Road (southern end)
Phase 1

42

Lightwater By-Pass Jct
Guildford Road (southern end)
Phase 2

43

To provide chevrons and hazard marker
Kennel Lane, Windlesham, posts, advance bend signs and vehicle
activated 30 MPH speed signs to
East of Westwood Road
improve road safety.

44

Mytchett Road Jct Mytchett
Lake Road

45

Guildford Road, West End
Phase 1

46

Guildford Road by petrol
station, West End, Phase 2

47

Park Road, Camberley

Replace give way sign and provide
‘dragon teeth’ on approach.
To provide a pedestrian refuge for
improved safety on crossing facilities.
Provide a right turn ‘ghost’ lane and
carriageway widening (if required)
Provide a pedestrian refuge, extend
hatchings and formalise existing parking
to improve road safety.

2

1,2

Scheme
Identification

1,3

1,2

Scheme
Identification

2,3

1,2

Scheme
Identification

£7k

2,3

1,2

Scheme
Identification

£19k

2

1,2

In Design

£2k

£15k

£11k

2

1,2

In Design

£7k

2,3

1,2

Scheme
Identification

£22k

2

1,2

Scheme
Identification

£27k

2

1,2

Scheme
Identification

£34k
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SCC
Capital
Local
Committee
SCC/SHBC
Capital
Local
Committee
S.106/CIL
SCC
Capital
Local
Committee
SCC
Capital
Local
Committee
SCC
Capital
Local
Committee
SCC
Capital
Local
Committee
SCC
Capital
Local
Committee
SCC
Capital
Local
Committee
SCC
Capital
Local
Committee

Short

Minor

Short

Minor

Short

Minor

Medium

Minor

Medium

Minor

Medium

Minor

Long

Minor

Long

Minor

Long

Minor

Page 93 of 93

