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Contents   
Friends of Surrey 
Heath Museum 

No mention in front index to the Museum. Can this be rectified or included as a sub index.  Objecting 
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Introduction   
Chobham Parish 
Council 

The DERA site lies mostly within the neighbouring Borough of Runnymede and adjoins Surrey Heath. Part of the site does lie within Surrey Heath. The South East Plan 
proposed major redevelopment of this site for mixed residential and commercial use. The site is currently Green Belt and the soundness of its re-development for the 
proposed uses is far from certain. However, if it is pursued, its impact on the adjacent communities in Surrey Heath, particularly Windlesham & Chobham (and hence 
within the scope of this Core Strategy) would be substantial and must be fully considered. 
 
The outline proposals include a major corporate office complex (employing ~3,000 staff) and 2,500 new residential units. The site is adjacent to Chobham Common (part 
of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area), and the scale of the development will create serious pressure on the infrastructure and amenities within Surrey 
Heath (traffic, housing requirement, public services, local amenities, etc). 
 
An assessment of the potential impact of the proposed re-development of the DERA site on Surrey Heath should be considered. 
 
Chobham will be the community in Surrey Heath most seriously impacted by the proposed re-development. 
 

Objecting 

CPRE (Surrey Heath 
Branch) 

The DERA site is in the neighbouring Borough of Runneymede. The site is subject to speculative developments yet to be approved. It consists of a huge office 
development of more than one million sq ft to the North of the M3 motorway and another large 2500 housing development to the South. It lies on the North East border of 
Surrey Heath.  
 
The effect of the greenbelt is likely to be detrimental. 
The effects if approved are likely to be detrimental to Chobham common a European conservation area and the commons ability to survive such a large developments 
ecological impact,  
The present road system in the villages of Windlesham and Chobham which are already close to saturation in the rush hours are likely to be seriously affected.  
The total impacts of these proposals which conflict with the Boroughs Core Strategy fail to be adequately addressed.  
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
No reference is made to the potential large impact that the DERA site development if approved would make on the Core Strategy.  

Objecting 

Daley Mr K I consider the following paragraphs and policies in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
Paragraph 1.3(v). -         Unjustified 

The number of additional dwellings being proposed is no longer determined by the requirements of the South East Plan(Revoked) 
 

but might well be seen as the councils wish to benefit from possible Government cash incentives to build new homes. 
I am concerned that there appears to be no clearly identifiable data to support the proposed number of 2,502 additional dwellings required by the year 2027.  
I would have thought that at the very least the projected numbers for net immigration,  the homeless and hidden households by the year 2027 against the current 
housing stock could be presented in an easily understood format for the benefit of lay people. 

 
Paragraph 1.3 (viii). -        Unjustified 

Housing density is no longer dictated by the South East Plan which has been abandoned by the CLG Secretary of State nor by PPS3 which has been modified to 
remove the previous requirement of a minimum of 30dph. Why therefore is a target of 40dph being suggested?  
 
Additional comment regarding housing densities. 
How does a net density of 33dph as suggested in the “Capacity Study – Princess Royal Barracks Site”  fit in with a rural village concept, (Dettingen Park has a 
lower net density 30dph) and nobody seems to be happy with that 

 
Paragraph 1.8. -         Unjustified  

The Issues and Options consultation for this document included the option to not meet the requirement for new housing as set out within the Surrey Structure 
Plan and the then emerging South East Plan. 
Has this DPD taken this into account? The housing target of 3,333 additional dwellings between 2006 and 2027 is only an 11% reduction on the target of 3740 
additional dwellings as called for in the South East Plan. 

 

Objecting 

Houghton Mr G  
 I consider the following paragraphs in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  
 

Objecting 
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Introduction   
Paragraph 1.3(v). Unjustified  

The number of additional dwellings being proposed is no longer  
determined by the requirements of the South East Plan(Revoked)  
but might well be seen as the councils wish to benefit from  
possible Government cash incentives to build new homes.  
I am concerned that there appears to be no evidential data to  
support the proposed number of 3,333 additional dwellings required by the year 2027.  
I would have thought that at the very least the projected numbers  
for net immigration, the homeless and hidden households by the year 2027 against the current housing stock could be presented in an easily 
understood format for the benefit of lay people.  

Paragraph 1.3 (viii). Unjustified  
Housing density is no longer dictated by the South East Plan which  

   has been abandoned by the CLG Secretary of State nor by PPS3  
which has been modified to remove the previous requirement of a  
minimum of 30dph. Why therefore is a target of 40dph being  
recommended  
How does a net density of 33dph as suggested in the “Capacity  
Study Princess Royal Barracks Site” fit in with a rural village  
concept, (Dettingen Park has a lower net density 30dph) and  
nobody seems to be happy with that  

Paragraph 1.8. Unjustified  
The Issues and Options consultation for this document included the  
option to not meet the requirement for new housing as set out  
within the Surrey Structure Plan and the then emerging South East  
Plan.  
Has this DPD taken this into account? The housing target of 3,333  
additional dwellings between 2006 and 2027 is only an 11% reduction on  

  the target of 3740 additional dwellings as called for in the South East Plan.  
Surrey County 
Council – Planning 
Implementation Team 

Minerals and Waste Planning Policy Comments 
 
Introduction: The introduction sets out the policy context on which the Core Strategy is based without having any regard to the County Council’s responsibilities for 
minerals and waste planning in Surrey. Furthermore, Policies CP2 and CP4 need to reflect important and relevant objectives and policies contained in the Surrey Waste 
Plan (SWP) 2008 and the emerging Surrey Minerals Plan Core Strategy Development Plan Document (DPD) which was submitted to the Secretary of State (SoS) in 
June 2010. In these respects, the Surrey Heath Core Strategy is considered to be unsound.  
 
Government guidance contained in Planning for Sustainable Waste Management: Companion Guide to Planning Policy Statement 10 provides advice on how DPDs 
should both conform with and be informed by other strategies. In particular, it states that it must also be clear in two-tier areas how DPDs prepared by the county council 
and district councils integrate effectively.  
 
In order to address these oversights, the following revisions are considered necessary: 
 
A new paragraph should be added to the Introduction, under the Policy Context sub-section, explaining the relationship between the DPD and the County Council’s 
responsibilities for minerals and waste planning. This should state that: “Surrey County Council is the minerals and waste planning authority responsible for preparing a 
Minerals and Waste Development Framework for the county, whose safeguarding areas and site allocations, once adopted, are required to be shown on the Borough 
Council’s Local Development Framework (LDF) proposals map.”  
 
The Introduction, under the Community Facilities sub-section, should be extended to reflect SWP paragraph C6 and SWP Policy WD1, as well as the Joint Municipal 
Waste Management Strategy (JMWMS) Consultation Draft April 2010 (and subsequently revised in August 2010), regarding the Waste Disposal Authority’s intention to 
close and relocate the existing community recycling centre (CRC) at Swift Lane, Bagshot once an alternative suitable site has been identified. The reason why an 
alternative suitable site needs to be identified is because the existing CRC is considered to be constrained by the fact that it is too small to function effectively. This would 
also usefully provide a better indication as to what the spatial and land use consequences arising from Objective 9 of Surrey Heath’s Core Strategy might involve.  
 

Objecting 

The Chobham 
Society 

We have seen the excellent response by Chobham Parish Council dated 17/09/2010, and subject to the following additional comments, commend its contents to you;  Objecting 
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Introduction   
1 PARAGRAPH 1.3 THE FORMER DERA SITE LONGCROSS  

We would reiterate the view that whilst the majority of this site is in Runnymede because it adjoins Chobham Common and is close to the villages of Chobham and 
Windlesham, the environment of those parts of Surrey Heath Borough, will be far more adversely affected that most of the borough of Runnymede. The development of 
this site and the possibility of its removal from the Green Belt, of which it is an integral part, should therefore be a major consideration. 
 

West End Parish 
Council 

The DPD could ackowlege more prominently that the community is the largest stakeholder, and has a considerable influence on what makes a good community. 
 
“Even the Government acknowledges that change is needed: “..too many people still feel that they have little or no influence over the public bodies which effect their 
everyday lives and that they can play little part in local decision making” – Localism extract. 
 
In the longer term, we will radically reform the planning system to give neighbourhoods far more ability to determine the shape of places in which their inhabitants live, 
based on the principles set out in the Conservative Party publication Open Source Planning. 
 
• Falling home ownership.  Fewer people are getting onto the housing ladder.  Home ownership is now falling, for the first time since records began. – Communities 

website. 
• Fewer first-time buyers.  There was an estimated 300,000 first-time buyers in 2007, the lowest annual total since 1980.  By contrast, in 1997, there were 503,000.  27 

– Communities website. 
 
“People will have greater control over the size, shape and ‘look and feel’ of their community, so they will be more supportive of new developments.” – Localism extract. 
 
Economic growth is not uniform across the country.  That some areas of England are under-performing is clearly detrimental to the national economy and hugely 
damaging to the residents of these areas.  With lower prosperity comes less opportunity.” – Localism extract. 
 
“National Census shows London and South East as being one of the most densely populated areas of England, evident by chronic transport problems, overcrowded 
schools and services.” – National Census. 
 
Equality in protection against inappropriate built environment development, as enjoyed by green belt is promoted under new government policy proposal. 
 
Affordability of middle ranking homes are being rejudiced by speculative development, and does not contribute to strong, balanced, cohesive community.  The effect of 
buy it, over extend it and move on to next speculative opportunity compromises balanced affordable stock, and committed community.  A robust policy to maintain 
balance of housing stock is needed.   
 
Since 1991 to 2001 the population of Surrey Heath expanded by approx. 1300 peoplee, 2001 to now it is estimated to have further increased by approx 2700.  Since 
1961 the population of Surrey Heath has almost doubled, outstripping nearly all Surrey Boroughs. 
 
It is mentioned that growth in residential housing has not impacted road network.  Certainly over last 30 years the _oving experience is of major impact during peak and 
off peak hours.  Private vehicle movements and commercial vehicles servicing residential areas; not to mention the international freight on our major routes. 
 
Policy Context: 
2 “The Borough Council recognises new Government Policy to ensure the largest stakeholders in the Planning process, being the communities it affects, must 
be at the centre of policy making.  Each community has its own visions and desires that can be reflected in Parish Plans or Village design statements.  Unless 
demonstrated as unsound or illegal these should be principal documents for policy for the particular community.” 
 
It may be that a substantial amount of people feel that Planning documents such as this focus too much on accommodating new housing developments, perhaps the 
drive of the document should be to avoid new development unless absolutely necessary giving higher consideration to environmental impacts, and living within our 
resources.  Empty, derelict and change of use should be exhausted before green field development. 
 
The principle objective of CPD could be to maintain and improve quality of life in Surrey Heath.  Mass immigration should not be a factor for substantial house building 
developments given we have excellent skills base, manageable unemployment, hundreds of homes for sale each week, and should not facilitate depriving other areas or 
countries of their best human resources. 
 
Continual house building in the South East compromises sustainability; where does it stop.  As an analogy the M25 has been continually expanded to cope with traffic, 
which then fills the capacity.  The more provision is made the more it fills up, so the cycle perpetuates to the detriment of the environment.  

Objecting 
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Introduction   
 
Increased support for growing food via allotments, agriculture and horticulture in our fields would reflect desires of community.  Appropriate land could be purchased with 
assistance of Local Authorities. 
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District Profile   
Adams Hendry 
Consulting Ltd on 
behalf of South East 
Water 

It is not considered that paragraph 2.27 fully reflects the water supply situation within the Borough. 
 
South East Water published their draft Water Resource Management Plan in May 2008 (dWRMP).  The dWRMP set out how South East Water planned to maintain the 
long-term balance between increasing demand and its available supplies over the next 25 years.  As a result of guidance introduced by the Water Act 2003, these plans 
are now statutory and South East Water is required to produce a new plan every 5 years.  The plan has also been suject to Strategic Environmental Assessment. 
 
The dWRMP was the subject of a Planning Inquiry in May/June 2010 and South East Water is now awaiting confirmation of their plan by the Secretary of State.  Prior to 
the Inquiry a Revised Water Resource Management Plan (rWRMP) was published in January 2010.  The plan indicates that with forecast housing growth, climate 
change impacts and environmental requirements, there will be insufficient supplies to meet demand (were those demands not reduced, and/or supplies increased) 
within the planning period to 2035. 
 
As background, for the purposes of water planning, South East Water's area is organised into Water Resource Zones (RZs).  The Borough is located within RZ4.  For 
RZ4, the rWRMP identifies that the following demand management and resource development are needed to provide security of supply: 
 
2010 - 2015 2016 - 2020 2021 - 2035 
Universal metering programme Universal metering programme Continuation of water efficiency 

programme 
Enhanced water efficiency 
programme 

Enhanced water efficiency 
programme 

Further groundwater resource 
development at Bray, Lasham, 
Woodgarston and West Ham 
pumping station 

Further leakage reduction Further leakage reduction  
 
In preparing DPDs, Planning Policy 12 requires Local Planning Authorities to take into consideration the plans and strategies of other organisations that relate to and 
affect their area and adjoining areas.  South East Water welcomes this approach as the WRMP is one such plan. 
 
The DPD should acknowledge the water resource situation as described within the WRMP and should support South East Water in the implementation of the WRMP.  
The water efficiency measures included within the Pre-Submission Document go someway to achieving this but we have indicated through our further comments on this 
DPD where policy should be strengthened. 
 

Objecting 

Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

A Transport Assessment - Stage 1 2006-2026 has been submitted as evidence in support of the Core Strategy. The document identifies at Figure 1 and at supporting 
paragraph 4.3, that the principal road network in the Borough comprises the M3, A30, A322, A311, A319, A3046 and A325. The paragraph as currently worded omits to 
mention the A319, A3046 and A325 as forming part of the major road network in the Borough and as such is misrepresentative of the Boroughs main infrastructure. The 
Core Strategy as currently worded is therefore Unsound because it isn’t Justified by the evidence base. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The paragraph should be amended as follows: 
‘The major road network within the Borough comprises the M3 motorway, the A30, A322, A311 (Blackwater Valley Relief Road), A319, A3046 and A325.’ 
The proposed amendment corresponds with the advice set out in the supporting evidence base which Justifies the Core Strategy, thus making it Sound. 
( 

Objecting 

Chobham Parish 
Council 

Para 2.1 
The river Bourne runs into the river Thames, not the river Wey. 
 
Correct factual error. 
 
Para 2.2 
The villages of Bisley, Chobham, West End & Windlesham in Surrey Heath are all of a comparable size (population +/- 4,000), with Bisley being the smallest parish (not 
Chobham). 
 
Adjust wording accordingly 
 
Para 2.24 

Objecting 
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District Profile   
The reference to the quality of bus services in the villages is misleading. Bus services are noted as ‘improving’ from centres like Camberley, but ‘still poor’ in the 
villages. In the case of Chobham, bus services are not only ‘poor’ but are actually declining. The decline needs to be halted before services can be improved. 
 
Change emphasis of statement. 
 
Para 2.31  
 
Chobham has five village halls, the ‘senior’ of which is Chobham Village Hall. This should also be cited in the list. 
 
Include ‘Chobham Village Hall’ in the list. 
 
 

Surrey County 
Council – Planning 
Implementation Team 

District Profile – Transport: Para. 2.24 states “Rail connections to other towns in the Blackwater Valley are either poor or non existent. There is no regular direct link 
to London: passengers have to change trains at Ascot, Ash Vale or Aldershot”. This theme is reiterated in the Weaknesses table as “ Poor Quality rail provision”.  
However this is then contradicted in para. 5.49 which gives “close to good rail services” as an advantage of the Borough. 
 
To avoid this contradiction I would suggest the following wording in para 2.24:  “Rail services from Bagshot, Camberley and Frimley to London are slow and indirect 
compared to some nearby towns outside of the Borough. Although rail services are limited within the Borough, fast direct services are available from other close-by 
towns.” 

Objecting 
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Challenges   
English Heritage 
(South East Region) 

The SWOT analysis on page 18 notes the distinct sense of place and high quality built environment. Para. 3.6 refers to the challenge of protecting and enhancing the 
quality of the built environment, open spaces and public realm. The SWOT analysis mentions excessive development in urban areas and the threat of negative impact 
of growth on areas of high nature conservation interest, but no particular reference to threats to the historic environment. Para. 4.7 refers to historic character and 
assets, but only in relation to ‘remaining rural villages’. This opacity feeds through to the objectives and policies even though PPS5 ‘Planning for the Historic 
Environment’1 looks to LDFs to set out a positive and proactive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of the historic environment (Policy HE3). The Borough is 
not without nationally significant designated heritage assets, as identified in the Sustainability Appraisal Report of July 2010, although their contribution is treated 
superficially in the Development Management section of the consultation document (para. 6.101). 

Objecting 

GVA Grimley on 
behalf of Aitch Group 

It is noted that the Core Strategy identifies the maximisation of urban, brownfield land in sustainable locations as a key opportunity. We support this as a key priority and 
consider that the Core Strategy should seek to promote the sustainable development objectives of national and regional planning policy. PPS1, PPS3 and PPS4 
encourages land to be used efficiently and for the development potential of sites to be maximised. High density, mixed use developments should be encouraged in 
appropriate locations and where it can be demonstrated that no planning harm is created in the context of local infrastructure capacity, environmental impact and 
townscape context. 

Support 

Natural England 3.3  
Natural England is pleased to see that this document recognises the importance of ensuring that delivery of additional development and infrastructure does not cause 
harm to the environment.  

Support 

Surrey County 
Council – Planning 
Implementation Team 

Background 
 
The County Council has previously responded to the Revised Preferred Options document in a written response dated 7 November 2008 and a further response was 
made on 15 December 2008. In our latter response we expressed concerns about the need for infrastructure improvements, particularly with regard to the 
redevelopment of the Deepcut Barracks for residential development. Concerns expressed by the County Council focussed on the need to consider alternative options 
and the isolation and lack of connectivity with other urban areas within the Borough. The County Council is largely satisfied that these issues have been addressed and 
resolved document, although some further work is required as indicated below where detailed comments are set out below for specific parts of the document, under 
relevant topic headings: 
 
Transport 
 
Page 18: Under the head of ‘Opportunities’, mid way down, there is a bullet point which says “Reduce the need to travel and use of the private car to grow”. Whilst the 
first part of the point is supported, the phrase “use of the private car to grow” suggests that the Borough supports an increase in car usage. It is accepted that car 
bourne journeys may be the most appropriate in specific circumstances, however the phrasing here appears to contradict the general aim to reduce the need to travel or 
promote sustainable forms of travel. 
 
SWOT Analysis on page 18: I would suggest that “Close access to the national rail network” is added to Strengths and “poor quality rail provision” in Weaknesses is 
amended to say “limited direct access to the rail network within the Borough”. 
 
Weaknesses – I suggest that “poor local transport provision outside of Camberley” is amended to:  “relatively limited local passenger transport services outside of 
Camberley” 
 
Opportunities – Revise or delete the statement: “Increase role of sites for industrial use close to the primary road network” this statement is too ambiguous and would 
need clarification if it were to be retained in some form.  A caveat would have to be included to note that any such development must adopt a sustainable approach to 
transport.  New access to the Primary Route Network would be resisted.  Development alongside the Primary Route Network can also undermine the strategic role of 
that network. 
 
Threats – “Traffic congestion increases” and “Growing levels of traffic congestion”  say the same thing but traffic congestion has actually flattened off and is not 
currently increasing. These two threats could be combined into a single line saying:  “levels of traffic congestion” 
 

Objecting 

 



  12

 
Vision and 
objectives 

  

Chobham Parish 
Council 

Para 4.7 
Climate change pressures and the cost & availability of energy are likely to be serious constraints on economic growth. In the timeframe of this Core Strategy, this is 
very likely to affect working and commuting patterns and drive trends towards reduced travel, home working and local employment. It is unsafe, therefore, to project that 
there will be a trend towards increasing dormitory settlements in the villages to 2027. 
 
Ensure that the Core Strategy is sufficiently resilient to accommodate climate change and energy cost implications on its policies.  

Objecting 

English Heritage 
(South East Region) 

Objective (5) is quite clear in relation to biodiversity and national guidance (protect and 
enhance), but Objective (7) is less so in relation to the historic environment as ‘respect’ 
has a different and possibly weaker meaning. 

Objecting 

Environment Agency We strongly support objectives 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 9 and 10 as they show that sustainable development is important in the Borough and that the natural environment and its 
resources will be protected through the policies and objectives within the core strategy. 
 

Support 

Natural England 4.10  
We commend the inclusion of Objectives 5, 6 & 8 which promote the need to maintain and improve the natural environment within the Borough, along with Objectives 
10 and 11 promoting sustainable development and ways of living.  

Support 

Porta Planning LLP 
on behalf of Eton 
College 

 
We note that despite “44% of the Borough is Green Belt” and “nowhere in the Borough is more than 3km from the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area 
(SPA)”, paragraph 3.3 states that the overriding challenge for the Borough is:  
“…to deliver additional development and infrastructure that benefits the changing population but does not compromise the quality of life of existing residents or cause 
harm to the environment, in particular the SPA.”  
Vision and Objectives  
In principle, we support the Vision and Objectives. In particular, we support:  
1 ■ that part of the Vision that seeks to deliver “…housing that meets the needs and aspirations of all sectors of the local community”;  
2 ■ the objective of providing sufficient new housing to meet the Borough‟s need without causing harm to areas of importance for biodiversity (Objective 2); and  
■ the objective of providing housing that meets the needs of all sections of the community (Objective 3)  
 

Support 

Windlesham Parish 
Council 

We supported the vision and objectives detailed in 4.1 to 4.10, particularly the intention that Bagshot will remain a “district shopping centre” with limited scope for 
expansion of retail outlets, while Lightwater and Windlesham will be regarded as “local shopping centres” with less opportunity for increasing retail trade.  

Support 
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Key Diagram   
Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

The Key Diagram as currently annotated does not include the A319, A3046 and the A325. As a 
consequence the Key Diagram misrepresents the major transport network in the Borough and thus fails 
to adequately illustrate how the main settlements in the Borough (District, Local and Neighbourhood) 
are interconnect and connect with the M3. These principal movement corridors form an important part 
of the Council’s spatial strategy for growth and help to underpin the settlement hierarchy. It is 
therefore appropriate that these missing roads are identified. 
In addition this will also help put into context Policy CP11 (Movement) and its supporting paragraphs 
which identifies areas of growing pressure on the local road network, which includes roads identified as 
missing from the Key Diagram. 
The Core Strategy is therefore Unsound because the Key Diagram isn’t Justified by the evidence base. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Key Diagram should be amended to include the other missing A Roads which make up the major road 
network in the Borough. The missing A roads to be added are the A319, A3046 and the A325 in 
accordance with the evidence base which Justifies the Core Strategy thus making it Sound. 

Objecting 

Bell Cornwell LLP on 
behalf of Bacron 
Developments Ltd 

The draft Core Strategy confirms that the existing Local Plan Policy relating to the Blackwater Valley Strategic Gap (Policy RE4) is to be deleted.  This is consistent with 
PPS7 guidance. 
 
However, the Core Strategy Key Diagram indicates that the former BCA site lying south of the M3, east of Hawley Lane and north of Frimley Business Park - as 
identified on the attached aerial photograph - will lie outside the 'Primary Development Location' and will therefore remain as 'Countryside beyond the Green Belt'.  This 
is illogical when the strategic gap is to be deleted and Frimley Business Park to the south and the urban area of Frimley to the east, including Albany Park, is within a 
'Primary Development Location'. 
 
As can be seen from the photograph, the former BCA site is surrounded by existing employment areas and therefore forms a logical extension to those areas.  
Furthermore, development of this site would bring forward much-needed improvements to the junction of the M3 motorway and the Blackwater Valley Road (A331), 
without harming the character or appearance of the surrounding area. 
 
Modify the Key Diagram to include land south of the M3 and north of Frimley Business Park within the primary development location. 

Objecting 

Bell Cornwell LLP on 
behalf of Little Heath 
Nursery 

The Key Diagram identifies Chobham as a third tier ‘Local Centre’ - along with Windlesham, Lightwater and Frimley Green - while the smaller Green Belt settlements of 
West End and Bisley are only designated as ‘Neighbourhood Centres’. This seems to us to be an appropriate distinction to make, given the physical size and population 
of each settlement and the local services that they provide, including primary schools, shops and community facilities.  

On that basis, we consider that it is illogical that Chobham should be placed at a lower level in the spatial strategy hierarchy than West End or Bisley.  

Suggested Amendments  

The Key Diagram should be amended to show Chobham as inset within the Green Belt, not washed over, while maintaining its status as a Local Centre.  

 

Objecting 

Douch Mrs Judy In appendix 2 p71 policy H8 of Local Plan 2000 has been amended to return two reserve sites in West End to the Green Belt.  The key diagram shows these areas in 
white not green hash.  The decision to return these to green belt was taken by Full Council this July.  The SHLAA still has these 2 sites as Housing Reserve as does 
map 12B p98. 
 
Changes Necessary 
It would be misleading to the Inspector if these reserves are kept in, there is no reference to the Council decision.  The key diagram should show white as green hash.  
Map 12B p98 should be deleted or have appropriate comment made to reflect para 1 above. 

Objecting 

Jones Mrs Y The key diagram is inconsistent with its own key. Two areas in white are not referred to in the key map. This will be due to a recent decision by Borough Council to 
return the housing reserve sites in West End to the Green Belt. This white section of the map needs to be green hash. 
These two areas were set aside for housing when the West End and Bisley by pass was planned. When this failed to go ahead the land should have been returned to 
green belt, but failed at that time. This is a historic problem that needs to be corrected in the Core Strategy. Should the proposed by pass go ahead these two areas 
could be looked at again, but should not remain on this plan 
 
Part of the area of Kings Road is in flood zone 2  

Objecting 
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Key Diagram   
 
Replace the white area to the north of West End with green hash (designated green belt). 
 
This will render the DPD reflect current strategy 
 

Kempston Mr R In addition, on the Key Diagram on page 22, the area between The Strategic Development Site (pink) and Frimley / Frimley Green (Primary Development Location) 
does not have any colouring or hatching – when I attended the exhibition held earlier in the year at the Deepcut Centre I was assured that this MOD land had some 
level of protection.  This protection is essential to maintain a buffer between Deepcut and Frimley (as in CS4 para(xiii)), and offers a SANG location (as in CS4 para 
(xiv)). 
 

Objecting 

Kingston Miss B Two areas on the Key Diagram (map) are shown in white, when they should be marked with green strokes.  This area was returned to Green Belt by a recent decision 
by the Borough Council - to return the ‘reserved’ areas in West End to Green Belt. Originally these areas should have returned to Green Belt after planning for the 
Bisley and West End Bypass ceased.   
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The area on this Diagram shown in white should be redone to show green strokes, indicating Green Belt.  This would bring the DPD into line with the current strategy. 
 

Objecting 

West End Village 
Design Statement 
Steering Group 

The key diagram shows the two major reserve housing areas of West End in white.  Both should be in green has (green belt) in accordance with the detail in appendix 2 
page 71, policy H8 of the previous Local Plan 2000.  The resolution, to return the two sites to Green Belt, was ratified by a full Council meeting in July 2010. 
Research conducted by the VDS Steering Group shows 65% of respondents agree the housing reserve areas should be reclassified as Green Belt - see The Future of 
West End: The Residents' Viewpoint. 
Development in these areas would increase existing traffic problems and exacerbate flood risks in the southern park (Kings Road) which is in flood zone 2. 
The SHLAA still identifies the reserve housing sites.  These should be removed from that document. 
 
Changes necessary 
The two major reserve housing areas of West End currently in white on the key diagram (p22) should be in green hash (green belt): this should be amended to show the 
return of these two sites to Green Belt as stated previously.  There is also a map on page 98 (map 12B) which refers to these housing reserve sites which should be 
deleted as it is no longer appropriate. 
This will reflect current Council policy thus enhancing the accuracy of the current document. 
 
(West End Residents Viewpoint document available to view in hard copy at Surrey Heath Borough Council offices) 

Objecting 
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Core Policies   
CP1 Spatial Strategy   
Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

In principal we support the Council’s spatial strategy. However, as set out in the supporting Statement of Case, the Core Strategy should be flexible and support the 
relocation of Chobham Rugby Club and the redevelopment of the existing Club site for a mixed use development including residential. ‘The Open Space and Recreation 
Study – 2007’ submitted as evidence in support of the Core Strategy, specifically identifies the need for two further Rugby pitches at Chobham Rugby Club. However, the 
Club is located within the urban area of Chobham and bounded by development. Therefore this shortfall can’t be met on the existing Club site. The Club has therefore 
identified the need to move. The Policy as currently worded seeks to overly restrict the amount and type of development that is acceptable in Chobham, and doesn’t provide 
a positive framework for the delivery of quantitative improvements to the Club’s facilities, which the evidence base identifies are needed and can only be achieved through 
the relocation of the Club. 
 
The Core Strategy is therefore not Effective because the strategy is not flexible to deal with changing circumstances of the Club, which the plan should be able flexible 
enough to respond to. This is a test of Soundness which is required to be demonstrated in accordance with the advice set out in PPS12: Local Spatial Planning. Therefore in 
addition the Policy also fails to be consistent with the requirements of national policy. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Policy CP1 should be amended as follows. 
 
‘The settlement of Chobham is “washed over” by Green Belt (as shown on the proposals map). This village has limited capacity to accommodate any new development. The 
Borough Council will work with Chobham Rugby Club to move to a new location funded by an appropriate development on the existing site provided that it can 
be demonstrated that this is necessary for the future of the Club.’ 
  
The proposed amendments provide greater flexibility to support the relocation of Chobham Rugby Club if it can be demonstrated that the existing facilities are no longer 
appropriate. The proposed amendments are therefore more Effective and in accordance with National Planning Guidance. 
 
In addition, the proposed amendments respond to the ‘Justified’ test of Soundness, as providing the circumstances for Chobham Rugby Club to relocate which is the most 
reasonable strategy when compared against the alternative, i.e. to restricting the growth of and community benefits of the Club by constraining the Club on its current site if a 
more appropriate site can be found. 
 
The current Rugby Club site is a relatively large site in central Chobham and is the single most important site in the settlement. Therefore the future of the site is considered 
to merit specific mention in the Core Strategy. 
 
(Supporting Statement of Case available to view in hard copy at Surrey Heath Borough Council Offices) 

Objecting 

Bell Cornwell LLP on 
behalf of Little Heath 
Nursery 

We believe that Policy CP1 is unsound on the basis that it is inconsistent with national planning policy [PPG2] and is not justified.  

We object specifically to the approach to Chobham within the overall spatial strategy. Put simply, we consider that it is inappropriate to designate Chobham as a settlement 
that is washed over by the Green Belt while other settlements with an equivalent (or lesser) range of facilities – Windlesham, West End, Bisley – are inset. 

It is not appropriate to simple perpetuate the existing situation, which has been in place since the early 1990s; rather, the status of Chobham in the settlement hierarchy 
should be re-examined in the light of current circumstances.  

PPG2 ‘Green Belts’ [para 2.11] states that settlements should only be ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt notation where either no new building is to be allowed, or where only 
infilling is to be permitted, where the settlement can be either washed over or inset (i.e. excluded from the Green Belt). Where limited development is to be allowed, the 
settlement should be inset. 

As drafted, Policy CP3 states that Chobham should accommodate 40-60 dwellings in the plan period (or 2% of the total housing figure), while Bisley, West End and 
Windlesham each has an allocation of only 20-30 dwellings (1%). Again, this proposed distribution enforces our view that Chobham should be treated in a similar manner to 
these other settlements and therefore inset within the Green Belt, not washed over by it. 

Suggested Amendments  

Policy CP1 should be amended to reflect the status of Chobham and its potential to accommodate small-scale residential development. The ninth paragraph of Policy CP1 
should be deleted and the eighth paragraph amended to read as follows: 

“The smaller villages settlements of Chobham, Bisley, West End and Windlesham (including Snows Ride) and are inset within the Green Belt (as shown on the Proposals 

Objecting 
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Core Policies   
CP1 Spatial Strategy   

Map). These villages settlements have limited capacity to accommodate development and this will be achieved primarily through the redevelopment of existing sites, or, 
where appropriate, by an expansion of the settlement area (to be established in the Site Allocations DPD).”              

 
Consterdine Mr G CP1: Spatial strategy. I support CP1 as a whole, and in particular as it applies to the village of West End. The research among residents showed that 98% of residents 

believe the open countryside around the village should remain open, preventing villages merging. There was very strong support for the Green Belt, with 97% of residents 
supporting its restrictions, and among these two-thirds would prefer to see the restrictions strengthened. 
 
Moreover I believe that the ‘Reserve Areas’ in West End (to the east of Benner Lane, and south of Kings Road) should be returned to Green Belt status, as the Borough 
Council recently voted. In the residents survey mentioned above, 65% thought these areas should be returned to Green Belt, and another 30% thought there should be no 
development in these areas without significant expansion of the village infrastructure. 
 

Support 

Hanks Mr and Mrs G The spatial strategy (CP1) is too prescriptive and should be more flexible in its interpretation so as to allow development to occur more readily across the Borough.  Growth to 
all settlements throughout the Borough should be acceptable with each development site being reviewed and considered on it individual merits and benefits.  The spatial 
strategy could effectively sterilise certain areas within the Borough while overloading new developments into the West of the Borough leading to further distortion of services 
and facilities. 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning & 
Development 
Consultants 

These policies relate to general aims and objectives that are further considered in the core strategy, many of which are somewhat vague or replicate the requirements of 
legislative codes such as the Building Regulations. How can one create sustainable communities when the Council are proposing only one major housing development, the 
Princes Royal Barracks site, plus further housing comprising part of probably a number of mixed-use developments within the Camberley town centre. Elsewhere residential 
development will be limited to small, scattered sites comprising previously developed land and many commercial uses will be precluded on amenity grounds. 
 

Objecting 

Natural England With some concern we note this policy fails to acknowledge the biodiversity value which previously developed land (PDL) can often support, in particular Biodiversity Action 
Plan (BAP) species/ habitats and species which are scarce on a national, regional or local scale. Given that new development will come forward largely through 
redevelopment of PDL, it is crucial that the Core Strategy ensures that the biodiversity value of PDL must be adequately taken into consideration, as outlined in CP14 – 
Biodiversity and Nature Conservation which seeks to conserve and enhance biodiversity within Surrey Heath.  

Objecting 

Porta Planning LLP on 
behalf of Eton College 

2.1 Spatial Strategy  
The Challenges 
We note that despite “44% of the Borough is Green Belt” and “nowhere in the Borough is more than 3km from the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA)”, 
paragraph 3.3 states that the overriding challenge for the Borough is:  
“…to deliver additional development and infrastructure that benefits the changing population but does not compromise the quality of life of existing residents or cause harm to 
the environment, in particular the SPA.”  
Vision and Objectives  
In principle, we support the Vision and Objectives. In particular, we support:  
1 ■ that part of the Vision that seeks to deliver “…housing that meets the needs and aspirations of all sectors of the local community”;  
2 ■ the objective of providing sufficient new housing to meet the Borough‟s need without causing harm to areas of importance for biodiversity (Objective 2); and  
3 ■ the objective of providing housing that meets the needs of all sections of the community (Objective 3)  
 
In respect of housing land supply, we are concerned by the implications of the Council‟s decision not to continue with the housing targets contained in the South East Plan. 
Our objections to the housing provision figure, and way in which provision is proposed to be met (particularly the reliance on Princess Barracks Deepcut) at Policy CP3 is 
addressed separately.  
We also question the reliance on SANGs and have raised objection to Policy CP14 separately.  
In our opinion the present Core Strategy approach set out in Policy CP1 does not provide a sound basis on which to plan to meet local housing needs up to 2027. We also 
question whether the policy is effective in relation to achieving the Vision, given that it is not clear how the Site Allocations DPD will (could) meet the Core Strategy‟s Vision 
and Objectives should the release of Princess Royal Barracks Deepcut be significantly delayed (i.e. with the Site Allocations DPD required to be in conformity with the Core 
Strategy). In our opinion the delivery mechanisms and timescales for implementation of the policies is not clearly defined.  
Green Belt  
In our opinion, uncertainty within the current strategy approach and local circumstances here call for a more flexible policy approach to development. In this context, we 
consider that the Council should undertake a review of the general extent of its Green Belt so that all necessary options are properly explored before the Council determines 
how best it can provide sufficient new housing to meet the Borough‟s needs (Objective 2) and to meet the needs of all sections of the community (Objective 3). Such a review 
does not necessarily imply that Green Belt will need to be released to accommodate new development, but a full review of all of the measures open to the Council should be 
undertaken given the particular pressures on housing delivery facing the Borough. 
 

Objecting 
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Core Policies   
CP1 Spatial Strategy   

Policy CP1 should be amended to recognise that in order for the Borough to meet its development needs the spatial strategy should allow for the extent of the Green Belt and 
its existing boundary to be reviewed. 

The Camberley 
Society 

The last sentence of Policy CP1 provides that development in the Countryside Beyond the Green Belt which results in the coalescence of settlements will not be permitted.  
No justification has been given for limiting the prohibition of urban sprawl to extreme cases where settlements are actually casue to merge.  This part of the Policy is therefore 
ineffective because it fails to address intrusions into the countryside which do not in themselves result in coalescence.  It is contrary to national policy not to protect the 
countryside for its own sake.  
 
The sentence should be re-worded to: 
“In the Countryside beyond the Green Belt as shown on the Proposals Map development will not be permitted unless it is appropriate to a rural area or required by the rural 
economy. 

Objecting 

Woolf Bond Planning 
LLP on behalf of 
Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 

The final paragraph of draft Policy CP1: Spatial Strategy in the Core Strategy states: 
 
Within the countryside the current extent of the Green Belt (as shown on the Proposals Map) will be maintained. Any change to the boundaries of the Major 
Developed Sites will be considered through the site allocations DPD. Development in the Countryside beyond the Green Belt (as shown on the Proposals Map) 
which results in the coalescence of settlements will not be permitted.  
 
However Appendix 2 of the document then goes onto state that the reserved Housing Sites allocated under saved Local Plan Policy H8 are to be: 
 
“Deleted and sites to be shown on Proposals Map as being included in Green Belt.” 
 
These statements are contradictory, and the Appendix does not accord with national planning policy guidance nor is it supported by the sufficient evidence base 
documentation. This point is considered further within the further representation submitted regarding Appendix 2.  
 
 
The changes included within the representation submitted regarding Appendix 2.  

Objecting 
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CP2 Sustainable 
Development and 
Design 

  

Adams Hendry 
Consulting Ltd on 
behalf of South East 
Water 

South East Water welcomes the commitment in section (iii) to 'secure water efficiency in new development or improve on existing efficiencies within existing development'.  
South East Water considers that this is justified within the context of their statutory Water Resource Management Plan and the need to reduce the demand for water. 

Support 

English Heritage 
(South East Region) 

The explanatory text associated with the Vision, refers at para. 4.5 to the need to protect, and where the opportunity arises enhance, the built and natural environment. Policy 
CP14 deals with the conservation and enhancement of biodiversity, looking for opportunities for habitat creation and protection, but core policy on the historic environment is 
to be found in Policy CP2 ‘Sustainable Development and Design’, where development is required to ‘respect’ and enhance the historic environment. We accept that 
biodiversity is a major issue in the Borough, particularly given the implications of European designations, but there remains a need to secure conservation and enhancement 
of the historic environment in line with Government guidance. Respect for overall character is already dealt with in Policy CP1 and so we suggest that Policy CP2 (iv) be 
amended to  
Ensure that all land is used efficiently within the context of its surroundings and secures the conservation, and where appropriate, enhancement of urban, rural, natural and 
historic environments.  
Para. 5.6 includes reference to heritage, although only in the context of the countryside, and the national guidance in the associated footnote fails to pick up reference to 
PPS5 ‘Planning for the Historic Environment’. 

Objecting 

Environment Agency CP2 (Sustainable Development) refers to being climate change resilient, including improving water quality. Although we are not sure how water quality relates to climate 
change, it is certainly to be welcomed that you have recognised the importance of surface water and ground water quality.   
 
CP2 also implies the use of SUDS will be encouraged (by stating that all sources of flooding will be managed) but it does not explicitly refer to them. However, as this core 
strategy policy will be covered by a supplementary planning document the detail on this can be provided at this time.   
 
We are pleased to see that the policy recognises then need for water efficiency in new development and that efficiencies should be improved upon in existing development. 
 

Support 

MGA Town Planning & 
Development 
Consultants 

These policies relate to general aims and objectives that are further considered in the core strategy, many of which are somewhat vague or replicate the requirements of 
legislative codes such as the Building Regulations. How can one create sustainable communities when the Council are proposing only one major housing development, the 
Princes Royal Barracks site, plus further housing comprising part of probably a number of mixed-use developments within the Camberley town centre. Elsewhere residential 
development will be limited to small, scattered sites comprising previously developed land and many commercial uses will be precluded on amenity grounds. 
 

Objecting 

RSPB (South East 
Office) 

The RSPB welcomes the Council’s aims for sustainable development within the Borough. However, we wish to see the policy strengthened by the addition of clear targets. 
This would give developers certainty as to the levels of, for example, water and energy efficiency that the Council is striving for. Therefore, the RSPB considers Policy CP2 to 
be unsound because the lack of targets means that it lacks clarity and is not able to be monitored.  
 
The RSPB recommends addition of targets: 

• New residential development shall achieve CO2 reduction and water efficiency in line with Code Level 4 of the Code for Sustainable Homes, rising to Code Level 6 
from 2016. Refurbishments should achieve EcoHomes XB standard by 2012. 

This would bring Policy CP2 in line with Policy CP4 (Deepcut), which recognises the Government target for new development to be zero carbon by 2016. 
 

Objecting 

Surrey County Council 
– Planning 
Implementation Team 

Policy CP2 – Sustainable Development and Design: should be amended to promote the wider benefits of sustainable design, construction and demolition techniques. The 
supporting text should also be revised to provide some form of an explanation as to what these wider benefits are. These include reducing the demand for primary aggregate 
extraction elsewhere in the county (given that the County Council’s emerging Primary Aggregates DPD submitted to the SoS in June 2010 does not identify any preferred 
areas for mineral extraction in Surrey Heath), minimising the production of construction, demolition and excavation waste (CDEW), increasing the use of recycled aggregate, 
and reducing the disposal of CDEW to landfill. Such an amendment is necessary in order to reflect the intentions of Objectives 1 and 2 and Policy CW1 of the SWP, together 
with Objectives O1.1, O1.2 and O1.3 and Policy MC4 of the emerging Surrey Minerals Plan Core Strategy DPD submitted to the SoS in June 2010. Such an amendment 
would also usefully reflect the Site Waste Management Plan (SWMP) Regulations 2008 which include a mandatory requirement for developers to prepare and implement a 
SWMP for all construction projects over £300,000. PPS10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management states that proposed new development should be supported by 
SWMPs…to identify the volume and type of material to be demolished and/or excavated, opportunities for the reuse and recovery of materials and to demonstrate how off-
site disposal of waste will be minimised and managed.  
 

Objecting 
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CP3 Scale and 
Distribution of New 
Housing 

  

Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

The Council doesn’t have a five year housing land supply in accordance with the requirements of PPS3: Housing. The Core Strategy is therefore Unsound because it fails to 
be consistent with National Planning Guidance. 
The Statement of Case submitted in support of the representations has identified that the residential led, mixed use redevelopment of Chobham Rugby Club (to facilitate its 
relocation) could help contribute to meeting the current deficit. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Amend to take account of the redevelopment of the Chobham Rugby Club site.  
 
(Supporting Statement of Case available to view in hard copy at Surrey Heath Borough Council Offices) 

Objecting 

Bell Cornwell LLP on 
behalf of Little Heath 
Nursery 

We believe that Policy CP3 is unsound on the basis that it is not justified.  

We object to Policy CP3, specifically in the proportion and scale of development allocated to Chobham over the plan period. However, we do support the reference at bullet 
point (iii) to rural exception sites. 

For the reasons set out in our representations in respect of Policy CP1, we consider that Chobham is capable of accommodating additional residential development over the 
plan period, commensurate with its status as a Local Centre and the level of community facilities that it provides. Allowing a reasonable amount of new development over the 
plans period – including local needs affordable housing – will support, maintain and expand the range of services in Chobham, to the benefit of the whole community.  

Suggested Amendments  

The housing figures set out in the table within Policy CP3 should be revised to allow the limited expansion of Chobham. We consider that an allocation of c100 dwellings (4%) 
would be commensurate with the Chobham’s status in the settlement hierarchy and its potential for sustainable growth over the plan period.             

 

Objecting 

Cameron Mr I Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

Chedd Mr M Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt Objecting 
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CP3 Scale and 
Distribution of New 
Housing 

  

Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Chobham Parish 
Council 

The housing allocation for Chobham (40-60 units = 2% growth) is inconsistent with Policy CP1 (‘The settlement of Chobham is “washed over” by Green Belt … This village 
has limited capacity to accommodate any new development.’) The new dwelling figures cited in Policy CP3 for Chobham (40-60 units = 2%) are twice the level (20-30 units = 
1%) proposed for the other three villages (Bisley, West End & Windlesham). 
 
Chobham is actively pursuing proposals to develop a small cluster of Affordable Housing in the village, which could contribute up to 30 new dwellings. If successful. the 
proposed figures could be achievable. However, if the proposed schemes fail, there is no other mechanism that could provide up to 60 new dwellings in the village in the 
timescale of the Core Strategy. 
 
The figure quoted for Chobham should be qualified as being contingent on the successful provision of an appropriately sized Affordable Housing scheme. 
 

Objecting 

Consterdine Mr G CP3: Scale & distribution of new housing. I support the principles behind this strategy, and in particular the allocation shown for the villages of Bisley, Lightwater, West End 
and Windlesham, viz 20-30 houses each. This is an amount which the villages might reasonably accommodate over the time-period. The existing infrastructure is not able to 
deal with a greater number. For example, the education facilities are already at bursting point. In West End the residents’ survey found that 65% of households with school 
age children, and 81% of households with pre-school age children, are already concerned about the availability of school places now or in the near future. This rises to 88% 
and 98% respectively if major housing development takes place. Similarly with traffic: 77% of residents already regard the current volume of traffic as a problem. 
 

Support 

Daley Mr K I consider the following paragraphs and policies in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
Policy CP3. Scale and Distribution of new housing: Unjustified.. 
 

Paragraph 2.16 of this DPD states: 
That the 2001 census figures showed a population in Surrey Heath of 80,314 and also projected that this number would increase to 87,500 by 2026 an increase of 
7186. 

 
Paragraph 10.3.16 of the Sustainability Appraisal Report accompanying this DPD states: 
That between April 2001 and March 2009 2,024 net dwellings were built. 

 
Table 10.4 of the Sustainability Appraisal Report accompanying this DPD states:  

Objecting 
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CP3 Scale and 
Distribution of New 
Housing 

  

The 2001 census indicated the the number of dwellings of all types in Surrey Heath as 32,825, against a population of 80314 this equates to an average occupancy 
rate of 2.44 persons per dwelling. 
Figures from the: 
Surrey Planning Collaboration Project 2006 Surrey Heath Borough Council Annex B. 
Planning Obligations and Infrastructure Provision Code of Practice. 
Basis for Calculating Formulae and Standard Charges. 
which outlines the financial contributions expected from developers according to the types of 
dwellings being proposed.  

 
Housing Unit Occupancy 
1 bed   1.31 persons per dwelling 
2 bed   1.76 ----------Ditto----------- 
3 bed   2.51 ----------Ditto----------- 
4 bed   2.86 ----------Ditto----------- 
5+ beds  3.73 ----------Ditto----------- 
Providing an average standard occupancy rate of 2.43 persons per dwelling. 

 
Paragraph 5.3 Footnote 5. 
Deepcut Devlopment Project. Backround Paper May 2010. 
uses an occupancy rate of 2.4 persons per dwelling as the basis for calculating the amount of 
open space required for the existing population of deepcut plus the additional population added by 1000 new dwellings. 

 
If the lowest occupancy rate indicated of 2.4 persons per dwelling is used it would appear that the number of additional dwelling required above the 2001 census 
figures would be: 

 
Number of dwellings required to house a population of 87,500 = 36,458 
Number of Dwelling (2001 Census)     = 32,825 
Number of extra dwellings required between 2001 and 2027 =   3,633 

 
Minus dwelling completed between 2001 and 2009   =   2,024 
Number of dwelling still to be provided by 2027   =   1,609. A difference of 893. 

 
The number of dwellings still to be provided by 2027 is significantly different from that used in paragraph 5.15 of this DPD (2502 dwellings). If the additional housing 
requirements as indicated in paragraph 5.15 of this DPD are adhered to then it would appear that by 2027 there will be a significant oversupply of housing. 

 
 Additional comment regarding Policy CP3. 

Housing Trajectory Appendix 1. of this DPD shows:  
That if development proceeds at the pace  predicted then from 2015/2016 there will be an increasing housing surplus, and by 2027 there  will be a oversupply of 995 
dwellings. 
Cumulative Projected Completions: 3494. 
Cumulative Housing Requirement: 2499. 

 
Donald Mrs J Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 

Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government's plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans.  The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt. 
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: "We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves." 
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history.  It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want." 
 

Objecting 
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CP3 Scale and 
Distribution of New 
Housing 

  

In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration.  
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required.  The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable development to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. 
 
Housing Targets 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026.  This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous 
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies. 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development.  Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous.  Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here.  Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy's central aims of providing sustainable 
development.  Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council's existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill.  It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough. 
 

Esperanca Mrs S Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

Gray Mrs C Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government's plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans.  The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt. 
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: "We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves." 
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history.  It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want." 
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration.  

Objecting 
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The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required.  The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable development to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. 
 
Housing Targets 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026.  This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous 
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies. 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development.  Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous.  Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here.  Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy's central aims of providing sustainable 
development.  Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council's existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill.  It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough. 
 

Green Mr C Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government's plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans.  The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt. 
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: "We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves." 
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history.  It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want." 
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration.  
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required.  The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable development to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. 
 
Housing Targets 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026.  This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous 
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies. 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development.  Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous.  Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here.  Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy's central aims of providing sustainable 
development.  Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council's existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill.  It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough. 
 

Objecting 

Gumbrell Mr A Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt  
 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government‟s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  

Objecting 



  24

CP3 Scale and 
Distribution of New 
Housing 

  

 
Housing Targets 
  
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy‟s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council‟s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

GVA Grimley on 
behalf of Defence 
Estates 

Please note that our comments in respect to Policy CP3 should be read within the context of our main representation to Policy CP4. 
 
Following the revocation of the South East Plan, Surrey Heath is proposing a local housing target of 2,502 dwellings between 2010 and 2027, in its Pre-Submission Core 
Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD. Policy CP3 identifies the proposed scale and distribution of housing and proposes that a significant proportion of 
SHBC’s housing needs will be met through the allocation of land at PRB for some 1200 dwellings, representing 48% of the total need. 
 
Defence Estates is supportive of SHBC’s local housing requirement and agrees that the redevelopment of PRB can make a significant contribution to meeting SHBC’s 
identified needs. 
 
Paragraph 5.12 of the supporting text to Policy CP3 describes the particular constraints to development the Borough faces. Paragraph 5.16 records that due to these 
constraints that at 1 April 2010, thatSHBC are able to demonstrate a housing supply of only 2.89 years and that given the ongoing difficulties of securing sufficient SANGs to 
facilitate development and mitigate potential harm to the SPA, that this position is unlikely to improve in the short term. 
 
As a result, the Council have a shortfall over the plan period of 2502 units, which represents 75% of the total housing allocation. 
 
Whilst Policy CP3 seeks to identify broad location for development beyond PRB, where development may be located, the policy fails to deliver certainty in respect of specific 
and deliverable sites that can come forward for development within the first 10 years of the plan period as required under the guidance in PPS3. 
 
The particularly weak housing supply position in Surrey Heath, as highlighted by SHBC, demonstrates the importance of the Princess Royal Barracks site to the delivery of 
new homes throughout the plan period. 
 
In addition, given that PRB is uniquely able to deliver its own mitigation strategy in terms of the provision of SANGS and ANGST, it is logical that the land available for 
residential development is used as efficiently as possible. 
 
PPS3 places significant emphasis on the need to use land as efficiently as possible, advising at paragraph 45 that the efficient use of land is a key consideration in planning 
for housing. 
 
SHBC have sought to address this requirement through Policy CP3 (i) which seeks to ensure that the reuse of previously developed land is undertaken as efficiently as 
possible. 
 
The policy does not however, make a specific provision to require that the redevelopment of PRB is undertaken with similar efficiency. Many of the areas of PRB which are 
suitable for development however, are of course also previously developed land. 
 
It is considered therefore, that it would be illogical for policy CP3 not to require the similar efficient use of land at PRB in accordance with national planning policy. 
 
In this respect, it is requested that Policy CP3 is amended, to require the use of all land that is utilised for housing within Surrey Heath and at PRB to be undertaken with 
maximum efficiency, taking into account the specific characteristics of each site in order that the site is able to deliver as many homes as possible. 
 
Suggested Amendments 

Objecting 
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The reason discussed above demonstrates why the changes will ensure that the DPD is sound. 
 
Policy CP3 should be amended, to insert the following words to replace the existing text: 
 
(i) Promoting the most effective use of previously developed land on land proposed for 
allocation at PRB and land in settlement areas 
 
(ii) Allocating the Princess Royal Barracks for redevelopment for 1400 new homes 
 
(Copy of full representation available to view at Surrey Heath Borough Council offices 

Hanks Mr and Mrs G The Scale and Development of Housing (CP3) is insufficient for the needs and requirements of the Borough.  The reduction in the housing target from that proposed in the 
South East Plan is unjustified and unreasonable and seems to be driven from the potential housing provision of the major strategic site at Deepcut.  Additional housing sites 
are available throughout the Borough and the housing targets should be increased in line with the previous number provided for in the South East Plan. 

Objecting 

Higgins Mr M Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

Higgins Mrs C Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 

Objecting 
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at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Highways Agency SUBMISSION CORE STRATEGY 
Having reviewed the proposed Submission Core Strategy we wish to make the following comments in line with the national policy set out in the revised Planning Policy 
Statement 12 (PPS12) document (June 2008).  Specifically, we have considered the soundness of the Core Strategy in relation to paragraphs 4.36 to 4.38 and 4.52 of 
PPS12.  We hope that you find this useful, and we would be happy to discuss any of the points raised below in further detail. 
 
CP3:  Scale and Distribution of New Housing 
In respect of housing land supply, we note that the Council has decided not to continue with the housing targets contained in the South East Plan and that the ability of the 
Borough to accommodate further housing will be explored through the Site Allocations Development Plan Documents.  However, Policy CP3 indicates that within the plan 
period 2010-2027 the Borough will make provision for up to 2502 dwellings.  Given that 831 have already been completed and 3333 dwellings were required in the South 
East Plan it appears that the Core Strategy to 2027 is still making provision for as much housing as was proposed in the South East Plan. 
 

Objecting 

Houghton Mr G  
Policy CP3. Scale and Distribution of new housing.  
I consider Policy CP3 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: Unjustified.  
 
Paragraph 2.16 of this DPD states that the 2001 census figures showed a population in Surrey  Heath of 80,314 and also projected that this number would increase to 
87,500 by 2026 an  increase of 7186.  
 
Paragraph 10.3.16 of the Sustainability Appraisal Report accompanying this DPD states that between April 2001 and March 2009 2,024 net dwellings were built.  
 
Table 10.4 of the Sustainability Appraisal Report accompanying this DPD shows that the  2001 census indicated the number of dwellings of all types in Surrey Heath as 
32,825, against  a population of 80314 this equates to an average occupancy rate of 2.44 persons per dwelling.  
 
Figures from the:  
Surrey Planning Collaboration Project 2006 Surrey Heath Borough Council Annex B.  
Planning Obligations and Infrastructure Provision Code of Practice.  
Basis for Calculating Formulae and Standard Charges.  
which outlines the financial contributions expected from developers according to the types of  dwellings being proposed.  
 
Housing Unit Occupancy  
 
1 bed     1.31 persons per dwelling  
2 bed     1.76 ----------Ditto-----------  
3 bed     2.51 ----------Ditto-----------  
4 bed     2.86 ----------Ditto-----------  
5+ beds 3.73 ----------Ditto-----------  
Providing an average standard occupancy rate of 2.43 persons per dwelling.  
 
Paragraph 5.3 Footnote 5.  
Deepcut Development Project. Background Paper May 2010.  

Objecting 
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uses an occupancy rate of 2.4 persons per dwelling as the basis for calculating the amount of  open space required for the existing population of Deepcut plus the additional 
population added  by 1000 new dwellings.  
If the lowest occupancy rate indicated of 2.4 persons per dwelling is used it would appear that the  number of additional dwelling required above the 2001 census figures 
would be:  
 
Number of dwellings required to house a population of 87,500  = 36,458  
Number of Dwelling (2001 Census)      = 32,825  
Number of extra dwellings required between 2001 and 2027   = 3,633  
Minus dwelling completed between 2001 and 2009    = 2,024  
Number of dwelling still to be provided by 2027    = 1,609.  
 
A difference of 893 dwellings from that mentioned, 2502 dwellings, in this DPD.  
 
The number of dwellings still to be provided by 2027 is significantly different from that used in  paragraph 5.15 of this DPD (2502 dwellings). If the additional housing 
requirements as indicated  in paragraph 5.15 of this DPD are adhered to then it would appear that by 2027 there will be a  significant oversupply of housing.  
 
Housing Trajectory Appendix 1. of this DPD shows that if development proceeds at the pace  predicted then from 2015/2016 there will be an increasing housing surplus, 
and by 2027 there  will be a oversupply of 995 dwellings.  

Indigo Planning on 
behalf of McKay 
Securities Group 

It is unsound for the Council to place such a large proportion of its new housing on a single site at Deepcut. Although the proportion allocated to Deepcut has been reduced 
to 48% of the total, locating such a large amount of the overall housing target on a single site increases the risk that its delivery will fail if that site should fall away for any 
reason. 
It is acknowledged at paragraph 5.14 of the Core Strategy that it is not certain that the Deepcut site will come forward and therefore the LPAs housing strategy and objectives 
will not be achieved. If the site does not come forward the objectives of CP2 will not be met and there is no replacement planning strategy to allow for alternative housing 
growth. Indeed the CS policies are designed to be very restrictive everywhere apart from Deepcut, to focus development pressure on that one site which there 
in substantially increases the risk. This is unsound. This imbalanced approach to the housing supply is inconsistent with national policy and the Government’s objective to 
ensure that the planning system delivers a flexible, responsive supply of land for housing. Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing (PPS3) states that Local Planning Authorities
should identify sufficient specific sites for housing that is deliverable over the next five years. 
In paragraph 5.16 the LPA acknowledges that it is unable to demonstrate a stable five-year supply of deliverable land for housing in accordance with PPS3. Furthermore, 
deliverable sites must be suitable for development of new sustainable housing. However, The Deepcut site is acknowledged by the Council to be neither easily accessible 
nor well-connected to public transport. In addition it has poor access to community facilities and services and is not an efficient use of land. Due to these inconsistencies’ with 
national policy the Core Strategy is unsound 
The quantum of housing associated with the Deepcut site should be reduced by increasing the amount of housing provided in other settlements and reducing the overall 
proportion made by the Deepcut site. Policy CP4 makes clear that the Deepcut site is unsustainable and it has only been selected on the basis of its size. As a result, this 
policy is unjustified making it ineffective and unsound. 
 
The Council acknowledges that it cannot meet its five year land supply even with the Deepcut site. This in itself strongly indicates that the split between the settlements 
means the strategic policies provided by the Core Strategy needs to fundamentally re-address the location of new housing to encourage its supply and allow new housing to 
come forward. 
PPS3 argues that Local Planning Authorities are required to identify sufficient specific deliverable sites to deliver the housing required in the next five years. If the Council is 
unable to demonstrate and maintain a rolling five-year supply of deliverable land for housing in accordance with PPS3 the Core Strategy is inconsistent with national policy. 
The failure of the Core Strategy to provide a five year housing supply plus the acknowledged unsustainability of the largest housing site within the Borough are both strong 
indicators that the Core Strategy is unjustified, as a result this will make the policy ineffective and it is therefore unsound. 
 
The policy is unsound and should be amended to reflect the above comments or be deleted. 
The sites allocated for housing should be re-addressed to reflect the above comments, the Core Strategy should be amended to show this. 
 

Objecting 

Kingsley Miss S The number of additional dwellings being proposed is no longer  determined by the requirements of the South East Plan(Revoked) but might well be seen as the councils 
wish to benefit from possible Government cash incentives to build new homes. I am concerned that there appears to be no evidential data to support the proposed number of 
3,333 additional dwellings required by the year 2027. There are vast numbers of unoccupied dwellings in the Borough, this issue should be addressed ahead of building 
additional homes in an already over-populated area. 

Objecting 

Langston Mr B Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 

Objecting 
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numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Langston Mrs J Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  Too often 
development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to provide a 
proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without addressing the 
already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village would be 
further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable development. Large 
scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and limited infill. It would 
also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

Mallindine Mrs A Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government's plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans.  The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt. 

Objecting 
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Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: "We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves." 
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history.  It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want." 
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration.  
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required.  The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable development to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. 
 
Housing Targets 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026.  This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous 
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies. 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development.  Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous.  Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here.  Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy's central aims of providing sustainable 
development.  Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council's existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill.  It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough. 

Moore Mr S Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning & 
Development 
Consultants 

I note that provision for housing has been reduced from 3740 units down to 2502 units following the Government’s decision to abandon RSS’s, the reduced level of housing, I 
understand, being determined mainly because of apparent difficulties in securing SPA SANGS sites. I note in paragraph 5.13, the Council will be seeking to acquire land off 
Lake Road and St Catherines Road. In the current financial climate where will the funding come from? Is this an appropriate location bearing in mind its relationship with 
nearby urban areas at Frimley and Frimley Green and mediocre access by vehicles and via the existing footpath system from such urban areas? Have the Council fully 
investigated other sites as possible SANGS? It would, I consider, be useful if the criteria applied to identify SANGS were identified within the proposed submission document. 
I gather Natural England have set down the criteria focusing on site area and the need to provide dog walkers with a route of sufficient duration and length. I am most 
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concerned that the Council appear not to be actively seeking a SANGS site in the eastern part of the Borough that would allow for some housing to be provided in the eastern 
settlements if future SANGS provide in the western part are deemed to be too distant. 
 
General Comments 
Emerging local development framework policies place emphasis upon the redevelopment of existing sites, but financial constraints and excessive financial demands will 
significantly reduce the viability of redeveloping many sites. Housing targets may only be achieved by releasing more “green field” sites abutting existing settlement areas. 

Moore Mrs J Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

Natural England We find policies CP3: Scale and Distribution of New Housing and CP4: Deepcut unsound because we do not consider them consistent with national policy. Specifically 
we are concerned with the wording in both which states that the site will provide “some 1200” new dwellings. Work is still ongoing between Natural England, the Council and 
other stakeholders to agree an acceptable bespoke Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) solution for the site and the final number of houses will be dependent 
on this. To make these policies sound the wording should be changed to “up to” 1200 as is used elsewhere in policy CP3 to describe the total number of new dwellings 
planned for in the Borough.  

Objecting 

Pearman Mr J Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  

Objecting 
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The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Pearman Ms S Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

Porta Planning LLP on 
behalf of Eton College 

Scale and distribution of new housing  
The Challenges  
We note that despite “44% of the Borough is Green Belt” and “nowhere in the Borough is more than 3km from the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA)”, 
paragraph 3.3 states that the overriding challenge for the Borough is:  
“…to deliver additional development and infrastructure that benefits the changing population but does not compromise the quality of life of existing residents or cause harm to 
the environment, in particular the SPA.”  
Vision and Objectives  
In principle, we support the Vision and Objectives. In particular, we support:  
4 ■ that part of the Vision that seeks to deliver “…housing that meets the needs and aspirations of all sectors of the local community”;  
5 ■ the objective of providing sufficient new housing to meet the Borough‟s need without causing harm to areas of importance for biodiversity (Objective 2); and  
6 ■ the objective of providing housing that meets the needs of all sections of the community (Objective 3)  
The ability of the Borough to provide new housing  
In respect of housing land supply, we are concerned by the implications of the Council‟s decision not to continue with the housing targets contained in the South East Plan.  
 
Specifically, we are concerned that following the revocation of the South East Plan, a reduced local housing target of 2,502 dwellings for the period 2010 - 2027 is proposed 
(ie a target of 147 completions per annum). This is lower than the target for Surrey Heath under the South East Plan, which was 187 dwellings per annum derived from a total 
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requirement of 3,740 dwellings for the period 2006 - 2026. This reduction in target is, in our opinion, at odds with Policy CP8: Employment which states that the Borough 
Council will seek to make provision for up to 7,500 new jobs in the period up to 2027, despite housing affordability being “still a major concern” (paragraph 3.2) and the 
borough already suffering from “high property prices and land values” and “lack of affordable housing” (page 18).  
 
Princess Barracks Deepcut is expected to deliver “some 1,200 [units]” (i.e. 48%) of this housing target (Policy CP3: Scale And Distribution Of New Housing) even though the 
Council is sufficiently concerned about the availability of this site that it has included a statement in the Core Strategy that “if by 2013 it is clear that insufficient housing sites 
are coming forward or that the release of Princess Royal Barracks Deepcut for development will be significantly delayed, then the Council will seek to identify sufficient 
alternative sites as part of the work on the Site Allocations DPD”.  
 
We also question:  
1 ■ whether the Council has acquired (or has the ability to acquire) land off Lake Road/St Catherine‟s Road, Frimley Green to provide an additional large SANG in the 
west of the Borough (paragraph 5.13 refers); and  
2 ■ what the alternative(s) is (are) should:  
3 ■ the Council not be able to acquire this land; and/or  
4 ■ further provision of SANGs is needed.  
 
Our concerns in relation to SANGs and the Green Belt are addressed separately. 
 
Given these uncertainties, in our opinion the present Core Strategy approach does not provide a sound basis on which to plan to meet local housing needs up to 2027.  
 
We also question whether the document is effective in relation to achieving the Vision, given that it is not clear how the Site Allocations DPD will (could) meet the Core 
Strategy‟s Vision and Objectives should the release of Princess Royal Barracks Deepcut be significantly delayed (i.e. with the Site Allocations DPD required to be in 
conformity with the Core Strategy). In our opinion the delivery mechanisms and timescales for implementation of the policies is not clearly defined.  
 
In our opinion, uncertainty within the current strategy approach and local circumstances here call for a more flexible policy approach to development.  The housing provision 
figure in Policy CP3 should be increased to a figure equivalent to at least the figure set out in the South East Plan (ie 3,179), and the wording of the policy should be 
amended to recognise the contribution that new residential development on small sites (including sites within 400m of the Special Protection Areas or Special Areas of 
Conservation subject to appropriate tests and controls designed to ensure that the Council can demonstrate that it is still able to meet the requirements of the European 
Directive) could make to meet this level of provision. 
 

Robinson Mr G Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government's plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans.  The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt. 
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: "We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves." 
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history.  It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want." 
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration.  
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required.  The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable development to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. 
 
Housing Targets 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026.  This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous 
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies. 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development.  Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous.  Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
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would be further detrimental to the quality of life here.  Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy's central aims of providing sustainable 
development.  Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council's existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill.  It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough. 
 

RPS Planning on 
behalf of Sentinel 
Housing Association 

 on behalf of Sentinel Housing Association an objection is raised to Policy CP3 of the Pre Submission Core Strategy and Development Management Policies DPD 
and in particular the number of dwellings proposed for the plan period. 
 
Planning officers presented a draft version of the Submission Core Strategy to the Council’s Executive Committee on 29 June 2010. Planning officers recommended it 
be approved for public consultation and subject to the consultations responses received, the document be subsequently submitted to the Secretary of State. Planning officers 
commended to the Committee “local housing targets of 3096 new homes for the period 2010 to 2027 to ensure a 15 year supply of housing land from the date of adoption 
with an emphasis on family housing”. 
 
The figure of 3,096 houses for the plan period was based on the research that informed the South East Plan and acknowledged the need to protect sites of importance for 
biodiversity such as the Special Protection Area (SPA) and that the Council is working toward identifying sufficient Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS) to 
enable the Council to meet this housing target.  
The planning officer’s report and version of the Submission Core Strategy was based on the firm evidence to support housing need in the Borough that was rigorously 
researched and examined as part of the preparation of the South East Plan. The Government decided to abandon the Regional Spatial Strategies. The Government’s 
decision is now subject to a legal challenge (Cala Homes v Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government). Nonetheless, the South East Plan housing figures 
were based on a robust assessment of housing need and demand and tested through consultation and public examination before being adopted. 
 
In anticipation of the Government’s intentions. The Surrey Heath Borough Council Executive Committee did not accept the officers recommendation and instead decided that 
the number of new houses to be provided between 2010 and 2027 be reduced to 2,502 additional dwellings. The reason for this was “the government announcements on the 
future of Regional Spatial Strategies and the housing targets within them and together with the constraints imposed by the Special Protection Area and the difficulties in 
identifying Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space.” 
 
The Executive Committee also resolved that the sites at West End and Windlesham as reserve housing sites be deleted, with the replacement or deletion of Policy H8 
once the Core Strategy is adopted, and these sites included in the Green Belt. This decision was based on representations from local residents. 
 
As already indicated above on 6 July 2010 the Government announced the abolishment of Regional Spatial Strategies which included the South East Plan. In a letter dated 6 
July 2010 to all LPA Chief Planning Officers in England, the Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG) advised “Local planning authorities will be 
responsible for establishing the right level of local housing provision in their area, and identifying a long term supply of housing land” and also that “Local planning authorities 
should continue to develop LDF core strategies and other DPDs, reflecting local people’s aspirations and decisions on important issues such as climate change, housing and 
economic development.” The letter also confirmed that LPA’s should maintain a 5-year supply of housing. 
 
The resolution of the Executive Committee was considered by Surrey Heath’s Full Council on 14 July 2010 which resolved to accept the Executive Committee’s decision. 
Consequently the Submission Core Strategy has been published for consultation on the basis of 2,502 new dwellings being provided between 2010 and 2027 and the 
proposed deletion of the reserve housing sites at West End and Windlesham and the inclusion of these sites in the Green Belt. 
 
As mentioned earlier, the government’s decision to abolish RSS’s is subject to a legal challenge. The Government also released a revised version of PPS3 in June 2010 
amending the definition of previously developed land. The revised version of PPS3, advises that “Local Development Documents and Regional Spatial Strategies policies 
should be informed by a robust, shared evidence base, in particular, of housing need and demand, through a Strategic Housing Market Assessment and land availability, 
through a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment.” (Paragraph 11 of PPS3). 
 
A Strategic Housing Market Assessment was jointly commissioned by Surrey Heath Borough Council, Rushmoor Borough Council and Hart District Council in June 2008. 
David Couttie Associates undertook the assessment. The published results indicate that for Surrey Heath Borough there is an annual affordable housing need shortfall of 632 
dwellings and market demand shortfall of 348 dwellings (Table 1-1 of the North West Surrey and North East Hampshire Strategic Housing Market Assessment Report 2008). 
It should be noted that these figures are after allowing for turnover in existing housing stock. 
 
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment clearly demonstrates that there is a need and demand for more housing in the Borough and consequently the proposed reduction 
in housing numbers now proposed in the Submission Core Strategy is inappropriate. 
 
Perhaps a little oddly, the Council has since the release of the Submission Core Strategy for consultation, now released for consultation a Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment (SHLAA). Whilst seeking a housing target of 2,502 new dwellings for the period 2010 – 2027 the SHLAA identifies sites that could supply 4179 houses (net) for 
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the period 2010 – 2025 (Table 1 of the August 2010 Draft SHLAA). 
 
This demonstrates that the Borough has potential to provide land for more than 2502 dwellings in the period 2010 - 2027. 
 
The Submission Core Strategy seeks to justify the reduction in housing based on the need “to ensure no harm is caused to the European sites” (paragraph 5.12 of the 
Submission Core Strategy). The Submission Core Strategy recommended housing provision figure of 2502 is based on the number of houses the Council anticipates being 
built with the current availability of SANGS. The 2502 figure includes a prediction for some 1200 dwellings at the Princess Elizabeth Barracks, Deepcut assuming such a 
housing development can provide ‘its own’ SANGS. Paragraph 5.13 of the Submission Core Strategy goes on to add that the Council is working towards providing sufficient 
SANGS to deliver the housing allocation up to 2027. 
 
Sentinel Housing Association and RPS consider this to be a fundamentally incorrect means of calculating housing figures for the Borough because: 
 
It fails to take account of the potential for new SANGS to be identified in the ‘plan period’ which was recognised by the Council’s Executive Committee at its meeting on 15 
June 2010 where it was agreed “there may be a need for a further large SANGS within the Borough” (minutes of the Executive Committee held on 15 June 2010) and officers 
were advised to continue negotiations for the potential purchase of land at Frimley Green for SANGS purposes. 
 
• It fails to take account of any adopted Supplementary Planning Guidance on SANGS and advice in the Council’s December 2009 report titled Issues and Options for 
provision of SANGS within Surrey Heath which acknowledges that the reserve housing sites can provide SANGS 
 
• It fails to take account of other housing sites (and not just Deepcut) that could be brought forward with their own identification of SANGS and ability to deliver these identified 
SANGS 
 
• It fails to take account of housing needs and demands identified in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment as commended by PPS3. 
 
• It fails to take account of housing land availability as identified through the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment as commended by PPS3. 
 
The housing targets set by Policy CP3 of the Submission Core Strategy are therefore, insufficiently robust and have not been based on a credible evidence base. The 
housing figure of 2,502 dwellings needs to be re-examined. 

Sadler Mrs L Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  

Objecting 
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Scrutton Miss K Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 

Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government's plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans.  The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt. 
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: "We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves." 
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history.  It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want." 
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration.  
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required.  The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable development to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. 
 
Housing Targets 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026.  This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous 
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies. 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development.  Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous.  Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here.  Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy's central aims of providing sustainable 
development.  Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council's existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill.  It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough. 
 

Objecting 

Skyrme Mr N Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government's plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans.  The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt. 
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: "We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves." 
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history.  It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want." 
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration.  
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required.  The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable development to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. 
 
Housing Targets 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026.  This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous 
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies. 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development.  Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous.  Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here.  Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy's central aims of providing sustainable 
development.  Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council's existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill.  It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough. 
 

Objecting 
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Skyrme Mrs J Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government's plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans.  The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt. 
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: "We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves." 
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history.  It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want." 
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration.  
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required.  The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable development to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. 
 
Housing Targets 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026.  This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous 
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies. 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development.  Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous.  Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here.  Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy's central aims of providing sustainable 
development.  Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council's existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill.  It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough. 
 

Objecting 

Terence O'Rourke on 
behalf of Crown Golf 

Policy CP3: Scale And Distribution Of New Housing provides for the delivery of 2,502 new dwellings within existing settlements and at the Princess Royal Barracks Deep Cut, 
although exceptionally small scale affordable housing schemes may be acceptable as rural exception sites outside the settlement boundaries of rural villages.  
 
Paragraph 5.14 states that: “If by 2013 it is clear that insufficient housing sites are coming forward or that the release of Princess Royal Barracks Deep Cut for development 
will be significantly delayed, then the Council will seek to identify sufficient alternative sites as part of the work on the Site Allocations Development Plan Document.” 
 
However, paragraph 4.46 of Planning Policy Statement 12: Local Spatial Planning (PPS12) states that in the arena of the natural and built environment many issues may 
change over the timeframe of the core strategy. Plans should be able to show how they will handle contingencies when, for example, insufficient housing sites come forward 
or the implementation of Deep Cut is delayed. We contend that the core strategy should be prepared for such scenarios and demonstrate alternative strategies to secure the 
delivery of 2,502 dwellings in the plan period up to 2027. The local planning authority should not rely on a possible review in 2013 when it is preparing its Site Allocations 
DPD. In our view, this approach is unsound as set out in PPS12.  
 
The strategy for delivering housing is heavily reliant on the Princess Royal Barracks Deepcut coming forward without delay, with 1,200 dwellings (48% of the total provision) 
allocated. If the implementation of Deepcut is delayed significantly and/or insufficient housing sites come forward elsewhere, it is likely that the local planning authority will 
have a significant shortfall of housing supply. We consider that the housing delivery strategy requires greater flexibility in order to be “sound”.  
 
In this regard, the core strategy must identify a number of contingency housing sites to enable the local planning authority to deliver 2,502 dwellings during the plan period. 
The core strategy should therefore include a policy that would allow contingency sites to come forward when necessary. We contend that such a policy should reference 
suitable sites.   
 
The local planning authority has a number of potential housing sites identified in the latest draft of its SHLAA (September, 2010), one of which is the Pine Ridge Golf Centre 
site (HLAA ID: 346). The local planning authority considers that Pine Ridge has a capacity for approximately 200 units.  
 
Crown Golf is owner and operator of Pine Ridge Golf Centre. The estate is located on the settlement edges of Camberley and Frimley, and approximately 1km north of 
Deepcut and outside of the green belt. It provides an 18 hole golf course, golf shop, driving range, several bars and function rooms, and a six-lane ten pin bowling centre. 
Crown Golf is committed to continuing its investment in the golf club estate in order to improve the range and quality of facilities that it provides. However, as part of this 
continuing investment, Crown Golf believes there will be opportunity to release land surplus to requirements. 

Objecting 
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The golf course estate is not undeveloped greenfield land, but is a manufactured landscape that is served by drainage, road and building services infrastructure. The site can 
deliver part of the local planning authority’s housing requirement. Crown Golf would reorganise the golf holes in order to release land adjacent to the urban edge.  
 
Review of sites adjacent to existing settlements should form a key part of the local planning authority’s housing delivery strategy, facilitating a sustainable form of settlement 
growth. Such a review should favourably consider sites on the fringes of existing settlements and those which do not comprise undeveloped greenfield or green belt land. 
 
Pine Ridge Golf Centre can deliver land for housing and this could also include private retired homes, sheltered accommodation and/or extra care housing. The housing 
could be designed to complement Frimley’s role as a local service centre and be designed to integrate with the existing community.  
 

The Camberley 
Society 

The presentation of the figures in the 'table' at the beginning of CP3 is unsound. The total of the low housing figure given for each area is 2560, not significantly different from 
the target of up to 2502. However, the total of the high figures is 2860. This is 14% higher than 'up to 2502'. To claim that 'the' total overshoots the target by 5% is the result 
of rounding errors is wrong. The overshoot lies between negligible and 14%, and nothing more can be said based on the presented figure. Since even the totalled minimum 
figures exceed the 'up to 2502' target, the words 'up to' seem unduly cautious. They hint that a lower figure would be acceptable. Given the overall uncertainty in this matter, 
to quote a target to four significant figures may be arithmetically correct, but it is not a sound reflection of the real circumstances. The soundness of the figures seems to be 
further undermined by Appendix 1 - Housing Trajectory. It shows that projected (not maximum) additional completions will total 3494 by 2027. It is not clear why 
this apparent surplus of about 1000 dwellings is intended. 
For soundness, a better match between the uncertainties in the numbers in the opening table in CP3 and the spurious precision of quoting a maximum target of 2502 
completions is needed. Reference to rounding errors should also be deleted. If the target is 'up to' 2502, there should be a corresponding statement to define the minimum. If 
the Housing Trajectory in Appendix 1 is correct, an explanation should be included to clarify why the target of 2502 does not appear, and why it seems that completions are 
projected to exceed this figureby almost 1000 dwellings. 
 

Objecting 

The Camberley 
Society 

Policy CP3 (i) is to provide new housing by promoting the use of previously developed land in settlement areas and ensuring the most effective use of that land.  This Policy 
is inneffective and inconsistent with national policy because it does not resolve the issue of whether "previously developmed land" includes existing residential gardens. 
 
The words "...including existing residential gardens..." sould be inserted in the Policy after the words "previously developed land" because, notwithstanding recent changes in 
national policy, the Borough Council's housing land availability studies have included such sites. 

Objecting 

West End Action 
Group 

Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  Too often 
development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to provide a 
proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without addressing the 
already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village would be 
further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable development. Large 
scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and limited infill. It would 
also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 
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Wells Mr F Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

Wells Mrs P Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

West End Action Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt Objecting 
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Group Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

West End Parish 
Council 

The proposal to supply 2500 new homes (assuming new build) across the Borough could be more detailed for ordinary public to understand and buy into regarding 
justification.  The figures for directly adjacent Boroughs also need to be stated for a perspective view and likely impact on Surrey Heath. 
 
The housing figures should be focused on needs of young and old. 

Objecting 

West End Village 
Design Statement 
Steering Group 

The WE VDS Steering Groups support CP3, CP5, CP13, CP14 and DM11. Support 

West End Village 
Society 

Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. The VDS survey showed 97% of respondents endorsing the green belt with over 66% would like 
restrictions strengthened. 
 
Housing Targets and No Infrastructure 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a legacy from the previous  
Administration’s top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development in the past, driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular 

Objecting 
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the need to provide a proper infrastructure to support any new development, schools, shops, doctors surgery, transport etc. The proposal to significantly develop the Benner 
Lane site without addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through 
routes of the village would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing 
sustainable development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of 
natural and limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough 

Windlesham Parish 
Council 

We support the policy on the scale and distribution of new housing development, and in particular the concentration of development at Princess Royal Barracks Deepcut 
upon relinquishment by MOD.  
 
We believe the level of housing proposed for Bagshot, Lightwater and Windlesham is appropriate, given the number of dwellings already approved for Notcutts.  

Support 

Woolf Bond Planning 
LLP on behalf of 
Taylor Wimpey UK Ltd 

The basis for the housing provision in Policy CP3 appears on the one hand to have been calculated having regard to a calculation of the capacity of urban sites in the various 
settlements in the district, taking no account of other opportunities that may be available on other land (reserved sites and other land). This would include opportunities on 
Greenfield sites, possibly subject to a Green Belt review. As noted in our other objections, no such review has been carried out.  
 
The other justification for the level of provision proposed in Policy CP3 relates to paragraphs 5.15-5.17 and relates to a constrained housing requirement figure limited by the 
current lack of SANGS provision on the district.  
 
Neither approach is justified or appropriate and totally ignores the primary function of plan making which is to seek to meet housing need. There is no analysis of housing 
need in the Core Strategy.  
 
The plan in these terms is fundamentally unsound and in addition to an analysis of housing need there should be at the very least a method statement indicating how the 
provision of additional SANGs could be addressed by relevant parties. It is accepted, as referred to at paragraph 5.13 that there are proposals for an additional SANG in the 
western part of the District, but there needs to be the possibility of other opportunities and options secured in a positive manner to address the SPA protection issue 
elsewhere in the District. This would enable a way forward to addressing the issue of housing need including additional account of Greenfield capacity (and reserved sites). 
We consider a wholesale review of the Core Strategy policies to be necessary in this respect, as amplified also in our other objections.  
 
 
Suggested Changes 
 
There needs to be a clear analysis of housing need and the opportunities available to meet the same. This should include a method statement for the provision of additional 
SANGs so that this is not a reason for failing to beet identified housing needs.  

Objecting 

Wretham Mr K Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government's plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans.  The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt. 
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: "We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves." 
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history.  It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want." 
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration.  
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required.  The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable development to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable. 
 
Housing Targets 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026.  This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous 
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies. 
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development.  Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous.  Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here.  Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy's central aims of providing sustainable 

Objecting 
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development.  Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council's existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill.  It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough. 
 

Young Mr K Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 
limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
 

Objecting 

Young Mrs M Locally driven planning policy and the Green Belt 
Following the general election and the appointment of Eric Pickles as Communities and Local Government Secretary, I note that he has wrote to every local planning 
authority (LPA) highlighting the government’s plans to abolish regional spatial strategies and give the LPAs more autonomy without the encumbrance of regional housing 
numbers and plans. The Secretary of State was keen to point to the importance of the protection of the Green Belt.  
 
Furthermore the Secretary of State has commented: “We've promised to use legislation to scrap top-down building targets that are eating up the Green Belt, but I'm not going 
to make communities wait any longer to start making decisions for themselves.”  
 
He also said "I have written to all councils to let them know that they can make planning decisions in the knowledge that 'regional strategies' will soon be history. It will no 
longer be possible to concrete over large swathes of the country without any regard to what local people want."  
 
In the light of the letter sent to SHBC by Mr Pickles, it would seem highly irresponsible therefore to continue to follow the housing targets set by the previous administration. 
The financial cost of preparing the Core Strategy will only increase if abortive work is required. The cost to the community of allowing unsustainable developments to the sites 
at Benner Lane and the Chobham Tank Factory would be immeasurable.  
 
Housing Targets  
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a hangover from the previous  
administrations top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular the need to 
provide a proper infrastructure to support the new development. Looking at West End as an example the proposal to significantly develop the Benner Lane site without 
addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through routes of the village 
would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing sustainable 
development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of natural and 

Objecting 
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CP3 Scale and 
Distribution of New 
Housing 

  

limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough.  
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CP4 Deepcut   
Adams Hendry 
Consulting Ltd on 
behalf of South East 
Water 

South East Water welcomes the requirement for residential development at Deepcut to achieve water efficiency in line with Code Level 6 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.  
This requirement is justified within the context of Policy CP2 and will assist South East Water in delivering its commitments within the Water Resource Management Plan to 
reduce water demand. 

Support 

Aldrich Ms P I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  
  

•  The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless major and significant improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.   

• The development should take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is too high. 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut. 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut. 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’. 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development SHBC has, in 

the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough.  
• Not enough green spaces can be included in the development if the proposed density of housing is allowed. 
• Not enough consideration has been given to the heath infrastructure – doctors & hospitals etc are overstretched already. 

  
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR).  
  
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impact developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
single-track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.   
 
This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times, and having lived for 20 years in Frimley Green (moving out just over 3 years ago) I 
have spent many hours sitting along DBR & in traffic jams through Frimley Green, I cannot imagine the impact that this extensive development will have on these roads and 
the local communities. 
  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR unless significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside along with safety improvements to the Guildford Road, B3012.  
  
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at all local 
railway stations but especially Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped.  
 

Objecting 

Baker Mrs M I am very concerned that I will not be able to get out of my drive in the morning. What with the school being redeveloped right next to my property plus 1200+ homes in 
Deepcut, I think the area will become gridlocked. 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
· The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 homes 
per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- This was not the case at Dettingen Park in Deepcut 
where some items are still outstanding. 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut. We accept the 
need to a local shop/supermarket but it should only adiquatly serve the needs of local residents rather provide an alternative to other larger supermarkets in the wider area. 
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
· Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 

Objecting 
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The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. One such route as suggested many times before would be Brunswick Road. 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
Finally as Deepcut is to take a disproportionate amount of SHBC's housing targets I believe that restrictions should be placed to ensure planning permission on any other 
development in the village would not be granted other than on improvments to existing properties. 
 

Bale Mr A I write with reference to Policy CP4 Deepcut in the above document and consider it to be unsound. 
 
As someone who attended and took part in the recent community planning event, the main concern was that improvements must be made to local roads before any re-
development of the Princess Royal Barracks. 
 
If the rural nature of Deepcut’s setting is to be maintained, the number of dwellings must be kept to a minimum, and at no time was a 6000 sq metre supermarket proposed, 
merely a “shop” to fit in with the new village centre. 
 
Any future development in Deepcut, as the recent Dettingen estate demonstrates, puts a huge impact on local roads, namely Old Bisley Road, The Maultway and Lake Road. 
These roads cannot sustain another 2500 cars (approximately) and alternate routes must be put into place, namely Brunswick Road which would connect Deepcut direct to 
Brookwood enabling commuters to get to the station more easily. 
 
If there is an accident on any of the above roads, or Guildford Road or Gapemouth Road, which is a regular occurrence, Deepcut residents find themselves almost 
completely cut off and practically stuck. 
 
Any future development of Deepcut must take the form of a “rural village”, with green space maximised throughout, and the protection of the Basingstoke Canal, a site of SSI, 
should take priority. 
 

Objecting 

Bambridge Mr P I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
 
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
 
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
 
 
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
 
 
Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times. 
 

Objecting 
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The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Barnard Mr A I am writing to confirm that I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above consultation to be unsound.  I feel that it fails to effectively 
implement the Borough Council's vision for the development of the Princess Royal Barracks in the following ways: 
• The preamble to CP4 and Paragraph (1) talk of "the delivery of an expanded rural settlement" and "the rural nature of Deepcut's setting", but providing the proposed 1200 

net new dwellings is likely to create a mini-town rather than retaining a rural settlement.  The proposed density of 33 homes per hectare is too high and for the vision to be 
realised this figure must surely be reduced.  The aim should be, as far as possible, to only build on the existing footprint. 

• New community infrastructure, Paragraph (vi), will be essential, but it is vital that this is in place before the development is fully completed and not left as an unconfirmed 
and undated add-on, as happened to the traffic calming measures in Deepcut Bridge Road when Dettingen Park was built. 

• Paragraph (x) is laudable in its aim to reduce the impact of traffic but it is very vague on how this might apply to car transport.  The Borough Council has already identified 
the poor accessibility of the site and it will be imperative to carefully consider and plan for a potentially large increase in car transport.  The existing roads infrastructure is 
in a relatively poor state, with even the main access road, Deepcut Bridge Road, unsuitable for a large increase in traffic.  A vague assertion that "improvements are 
needed to the surrounding highway network" goes nowhere near to tackling the problem.  One of the least favourable solutions would be to turn Deepcut Bridge Road 
into a dual carriageway which would not only be intrusively noisy but would cut off adjoining roads, like Woodend Road, from the new development.  A great deal of 
further thought needs to go into framing transport solutions that minimise the impact of car traffic. 

• Paragraphs (xi) and (xii) focus on avoiding any new development having an impact on European sites and biodiversity, but transplanting such a large settlement to a site 
so close to such sensitive areas makes this very difficult to achieve.  The creation of SANGS would certainly play a part, but the proposed number of dwellings is really at 
the crux of this and needs to be re-assessed.   

Paragraph (xiii) rightly talks of maintaining the countryside gap between Deepcut and Frimley Green, but this seems to be strangely at odds with the Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessment in another part of the Core Strategy which identifies land off Lake Road, Frimley, as being capable of providing space for 200 dwellings.  Developing 
this site off Lake Road would immediately destroy the gap between Deepcut and Frimley Green and suggests that the impacts of different parts of the Core Strategy on the 
proposed Deepcut development needs more careful scrutiny. 

Objecting 

Basham Mr & Mrs A We consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
 
 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• The wording (Para x CP4) is TOO WEAK. Unless major and significant improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge and Brunswick Road) it 
will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• Any Planning Gains achieved, as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities, unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4), about the size of Waitrose in Frimley, is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut. 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge road. This is a 
narrow road, which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes in Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow SINGLE-
track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  

Objecting 
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The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on Deepcut Bridge Road, The Maultway, 
The Red Road and the A322 leading to junction 3 of the M3. Unless significant improvements and enhancements and made to Deepcut Bridge Road and the surrounding 
road network the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. Defence Estates must look at and fund alternative 
routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from the above mentioned roads. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund improvements in public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood Station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
Any affordable housing on the PRB site should be carefully considered in terms of its location in relation to privately owned properties. The PRB site would certainly benefit 
from 'pepper potting' the affordable housing in order to create an even distribution of all types of housing and hopefully thereby minimising any 'ghetto' type areas or 
mentalities. The development will only work as a cohesive community if all residents feel equally valued.  
 

Bean Mr D & Mrs B I consider Policy CP4 in the proposed submission document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:- 
 

(a) Unless major and significant improvements are made to local roads (especially Lake Road and Brunswick Road) it will not be possible to sustain 1200 new homes on 
the site. 

(b) The development should take the form of a rural village with the maximisation of green space. 
(c) The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket is too large for a rural village location. 
(d) Affordable housing should be spread throughout the development not restricted to one area. 
(e) The Basingstoke Canal, a site of SSSI, should be protected at all times. 
(f) Public transport needs to be improved to encourage more residents to use it. 

 

Objecting 

Blackwater Valley 
Friends of the Earth 

i) Policy CP4 – Deepcut is in contradiction with Policy CP11 – Movement, as the policy does not adequately demonstrate that a development the size planned for 
Deepcut can be made sustainable. The number of extra car trips that will be generated without the public transport infrastructure available means that the size of 
development is environmentally unsound. 

ii) The policy is unsound as there has been no studies that adequately demonstrate that a development of 1200 houses can provide “a safe and high quality 
environment reflecting the rural nature of Deepcut’s setting”. 

For a development of this size, there should be a stand alone study looking at the environmental implications and adequate provisions for sustainable transport. 
 

Objecting 

Boast Mr D I am writing to register my concern regarding some of the points contained in the Proposed Submission Document CP4 and would make the following points:  
• Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements/changes are made to the local roads, it will not be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  My concern is, 

because of these necessary changes, Deepcut Bridge Road would become a major traffic hotspot, and would the proposed fix to this be to make it into a Dual 
Carriageway. This would go completely against the “rural setting” Deepcut enjoys. 

• As I do not object to the building of new homes in the area, I am pleased to see the importance of the new development being called a “rural village” (para 1, CP4). 
However, the addition of 1200 dwellings at a ratio of 33 homes per hectare is to high a density and would seriously undermine the concept of a rural village.   

• Any Planning Gains achieved, as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities-unlike previous developments in Deepcut. 

•  Recent studies have shown affordable housing should be spread throughout a development rather than placed into one localised area. It is clearly discriminatory to 
place these houses all together as previous developments in Deepcut. If you care to investigate Dettingen Park you will find the upkeep of the estate to be good. 
However, the “Affordable Housing” area (enclosed behind 4ft iron fencing) has a communal area that is poorly maintained. My work takes me to different areas on the 
Dettingen Park estate and it is clear the quality of finish and services to be very poor and not to the standard of the rest of the estate. This should not be allowed to 
happen on the new development. 

• I also feel some of the comments in item 5.19 to be misguided. It speaks of “poor local facilities”, “distance from local centres” and “poor accessibility by local 
transport”. We have a community centre, Spar, newsagents, café and takeaways. You will find most residents find this more than acceptable by way of local facilities 
in a “rural village”. However I do feel a small/medium-sized supermarket would be of benefit to the development. Regeneration of local buildings is a different matter. 
You will also find that a few miles from either Camberley or Farnborough centres is also not a problem for residents. In fact you will find this is the reason people move 
to a “rural village”. With respect to local transport, no one used it when it was here, so I don’t see any reason for that to change, except maybe residents of affordable 
housing and the elderly.  Far greater links to Brookwood station would need to be initialised for this to work. Whilst I feel additional local transport is never a bad thing, 
serious consideration should be given to the strategic planning behind its introduction. 

Objecting 
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• The plans for development of the Lake Road area are of great concern to me. I would like to know the very real flood risk of clearing that many trees away from a 

hillside that runs directly down into the Basingstoke canal and surrounding properties. Also the proposed plans for the roads both along Bellew and Blackdown Roads, 
as they are Unadopted.  

 
Boothroyd Miss E I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 

 
• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 

and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
I am happy to give evidence orally to a Planning Inspector in any planning inquiry which might take place in regard to the Core Strategy. 
 

Objecting 

Brown Mr & Mrs 047/01/CP4/1 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
· Deepcut should remain in the form of a ‘rural village’ and so 1200 new homes on the site is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any major redevelopment of the road infra-structure to adequately cater for the increase in vehicle traffic that MUST HAPPEN given 1200 new homes would destroy the 
above mentioned premise that Deepcut remain a ‘rural village’. 
· Many of the other requirements associated with creating 1200 new homes would also change the ‘rural’ nature of Deepcut e.g. a new supermarket similar in size to 
Waitrose in Frimley. 
· And not to mention the requirement for more doctors and teachers in the area that would be required  
 

Objecting 

Brown Mr C I am writing following reading the above document with respect to the potential development of Deepcut.  
I am surprised at the Councils current strategy which I believe to believe is ill conceived and as a long term resident of Deepcut, the development of Dettingen Park as 
already had considerable impact of the area, without talk of a further 1200 new homes etc. 
The current road network around the area, and its layout, already struggles and certain times of the day to cope with the traffic load within the area and the use of the term 

Disagree 
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“rural village” within the document I find somewhat laughable and certainly the person who thought of this has a considerable different perception of a village than I do. 
I very much doubt that my comments will have any great sway on the Councils plans. However if such goes ahead, I for one will be moving out of the area.  
 

Bryant Mrs & Mrs C I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  
�The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. These roads already have difficulties and you can not proceed along the road easily with the 
existing levels of traffic let alone the outcome if you have another 1200 homes .The solutions proposed are highly optimistic in relation the current economic environment and 
also the likely outcome which would in all probability amount to gridlock from 2016 onwards  
�The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development.the current plans somewhat stretch the definition of "rural ".  
�Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be rigorously enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut.  
�Affordable housing (Para ii CAP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’.  
�Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development.  
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough.  
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR).  
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside.  
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station, I have personally experienced on many occasions the problem that if you arrive at Brookwood Station after 8am there are no parking spaces available. At 
present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. The expansion of the proposed development to the west of DBR to my 
mind is unnecessary and undermine the quality of life for existing residents. This will replace existing woodland with housing. This undermines the character of the existing 
settlement by transforming a relatively "rural " area" into high concentration housing, why not keep the development to the east without the same impact on existing 
developments?  
The current plans appear to have the primary objective of maximising housing numbers with relatively little realistic consideration given to a massive inflow of traffic which will 
have to be absorbed within the existing infrastructure. The idea that cycle paths will reduce the impact of traffic is fanciful. The proposals as they stand would only accelerate 
the "declining enviromental quality " refered to in the above mentioned document. 
 

Objecting 

Brydges Mr M I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

 
• The playing field adjacent to Woodend Road must be kept as a playing field as it is used by a number of residents and Mytchett Boys Football Club. It also offers 

Objecting 
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park facilities to children of residents on that side of Deepcut Bridge Road thereby avoiding the need for them to cross the dangerous road. 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Burrow Mr M I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
· In you Core Strategy Policy, 5.19 makes reference to the Deepcut Site, I quote ‘ 
The site is located at Deepcut, a small settlement with poor local facilities and declining environmental quality. The site is not a highly sustainable location due to the poor 
local facilities, distance from local centres and poor accessibility by public transport and other non-car modes’. I would urge the council to continue to search for a more 
appropriate site. 
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Your own investigations have already shown that the vast majority of residents already living in that area use their 
cars to get to work. Improving pedestrian/cycle walkways and public transport will make no difference to people working outside of the area, which will in fact be most of the 
residents. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, Brunswick Road and the junctions at Red Road with The 
Maultway and The Maultway with the A30) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
· The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road and those 
roads leading to and from the area such as The Maultway and Red Road.. 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Red Road, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
Your own enquiries have already indicated that a great deal of the traffic generated by this site will head North and join The Maultway to gain access to both Red Road and 
The London Road A30. As a local resident for over 20 years I have seen traffic numbers increase year on year with little or no attempt by the council to resolve the issues. It 
regularly takes me 20 minutes to go just 1.5 miles from Buttermere Drive to the A30. Without road improvements another 2,000 – 2500 vehicles on the road in the area will 
make this journey quite ridiculous.  
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Byrne Mr & Mrs G We do not feel that the infrastructure, such as roads, utilities etc as it currently stands is adequate to support a further proposed 1200 homes. Objecting 
Byrne Mr J 1 Concern that the size of the development is too great because the infrastructure existing or planned will not make the settlement sustainable (as admitted in the Objecting 
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Core Strategy document). In particular traffic in Frimley Green and the Red Road roundabout is likely to become a major problem – the proposed measures in section x of 
CP4 are not likely to yield practical results as they are fanciful in the context of Deepcut. 
 
2 Section xiii (‘Maintain the countryside gap...”) needs much more detail to be an effective policy – it is vital to achieve the aim of creating a Rural Village. In 
particular with the withdrawal of policy RE3 (Countryside beyond the greenbelt) there is a danger that this aim may be lost without specific guidance. 
 

1. Reduction in the target number of houses for Deepcut to a level more manageable. 
2. Mandate that the forthcoming SPD for Deepcut  limits development to the selected new areas released by the MOD with development elsewhere prohibited to prevent 

settlement spread. 
 

Cadby Mr and Mrs I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
One suggestion we put forward is that Lake Road is made a no through road. This road is already heavily used, and the potential increased volume of traffic would not be 
sustainable, and also increase the noise pollution.  
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.   

Objecting 

Carroll Mr & Mrs We object to the core strategy for the Deepcut/Princess Royal development for the following reasons: 
 
In the past, Surrey Heath Borough Council has accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the least sustainable locations for major new housing in the Borough due to, 
amongst other things, its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the dangerous nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
The DBR is a narrow road and the traffic flow has been severely impacted by the addition of 342 new homes in Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow single track 
railway bridge at one end and at the other end to a roundabout, which is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times. 
 

Objecting 
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The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 new dwellings on the Princess Royal Barracks (PRB) site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR unless 
significant improvements and enhancements are made to the DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes 
on the PRB site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense Estates must determine and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development Brief for the site before the site is occupied. The Developers need to fund improved parking at Brookwood train station as well as funding to public transport to 
assist commuters using Brookwood train station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as the early and late bus services have been stopped.  In addition they 
need to fund better bus services to various local centres, such as Camberly, Woking, Farnborough and Guildford. 
 
Developers should not build affordable homes that are isolated from the rest of the development, but should be integrated into the whole project.   
 

Chignell Mrs A I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road,  
Brunswick Road and The Maultway) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

• Despite previous requests, SHBC have consistently refused to impose speed restrictions on The Maultway. Residents of this road are already faced with traffic at 
all times of the day travelling at excessive speeds, despite this being classed as a B Road, and the presence of a number of schools in the area, and it being a 
popular area for cyclists and dog walkers. 

• Traffic volumes and traffic noise  on The Maultway, particularly at peak times, have already become intolerable, and residents find it difficult to leave their own 
drives in the morning. This situation has been exacerbated by the previous Deepcut development. Poor links between Mytchett and Frimley Green mean that this 
road has become a ‘rat run’ for drivers from these areas. 

• The increased number of police cars on blue lights in recent years would tend to lead to the assumption of increased crime in the area since the development on 
the Dettingen Barracks site. 

 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 

Objecting 



  52

CP4 Deepcut   
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
The local schools, doctors and dentists practices are already at peak capacity, and SHBC would need to give consideration and provide funding to augment the schools and 
medical facilities to cope with an addition of some 3000 plus people. 
 
 

Clegg on behalf of 
Jehovah's Witnesses 
living in the local 
authority area 

This policy is considered sound and legally compliant as it recognises the need for community infrastructure including a place of worship for any new development on land at 
Princess Royal Barracks Deepcut. This is in line with national planning policy, specifically; 
 
'Diversity and Equality in Planning' Page 21, Box - "Definition of Sustainable Communities" states that: "Sustainable communities meet the diverse needs of existing and 
future residents, their children and other users, contribute to a high quality of life and provide opportunity and choice". 
 
PPS1 at page 8 states that: "Plan policies should: ...take into account the needs of all the community, including particular requirements relating to...religion..." 
 

Support 

Cockram Ms R  Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 

Objecting 
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Collins Mr & Mrs The wording  at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. 

 
Having been a resident of Deepcut for the last 16 years – I consider the Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound, 
  
To us the most important reason,  is that - MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to the local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road & Brunswick Road).  
 
Every morning there is a huge amount of traffic that takes a short cut along Bellew & Blackdown Road  – to avoid the traffic along DBR. 
Bellew & Blackdown Road (are both private and unadopted ) the residents in these are roads are mainly elderly,  and with the significant amount in traffic which we can 
expect if 1200 homes are built on the PRB these roads could be even busier – already the road surfaces are crumbling and are full of pot holes. There has been a slight 
attempt at traffic calming in Blackdown Road. Burt still cars speed along – it is an accident waiting to happen. 
 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside.  
Brunswick Road  could be opened up through to Pirbright. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
We feel that should 1200 new homes be built in Deepcut and the expected number of cars to be in excess of 2000, our quality of life in Deepcut could be highly impaired. 
 
We moved to Deepcut for the village life – we also recognise that changes are always going to happen – but they should be for the better not for worse. 
 

Objecting 

Corser Mrs M I consider the Policy CP4 to be unsound for the following reasons :-  
There needs to be MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements made to local roads in Deepcut & Heatherside it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
The development should take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and a much lower number homes, 1200 is TOO HIGH. Other developments locally were required to 
build less houses per hectare. 
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments (monies promised have 
paid and there is no benefit evident to resident. 
The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - is too big and will attract even more traffic into the area – roads around Heatherside/Deepcut are already at 
capacity – road surfaces suffering major damage due to excessive traffic 
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be spread throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
 

Objecting 

Cottell Mrs D I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

Objecting 
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• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Cox Mr D I wish to raise concerns over the proposals regarding; 
1. Density of housing leading to loss of “village feel” which was a key point in the proposals and consultation 
2. Resultant traffic increase with no change to current roads 
3. Size of new supermarket which appears to be too large for the catchment 
 

Objecting 

Cox Mr M Please find to follow my response with regards to the proposed policy CP4 on Deepcut.  
I CONSIDER POLICY CP4 TO BE UNSOUND BECAUSE:  

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads in Deepcut, Frimley Green, Mytchet 
(and especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick Road as well as The Maultway & Lake Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density 
of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development.  

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut.  

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut. 
I do hope that these issues will be considered fully because Deepcut's infrastructure is not sufficient to cope with such a large development, and the village feel will 
disappear, and this really is not acceptable. 
 

Objecting 

Cox Ms M I CONSIDER POLICY CP4 TO BE UNSOUND BECAUSE:  

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads in Deepcut, Frimley Green, Mytchet 
(and especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick Road as well as The Maultway & Lake Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density 
of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development  

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
I do hope that these issues will be considered fully because Deepcut's infrastructure is not sufficient to cope with such a large development, and the village feel will 

Objecting 
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disappear, and this really is not acceptable. 
 

CPRE (Surrey Heath 
Branch) 

The redevelopment of the Princess Royal barracks site at Deepcut provisions [1] to [xv] is inspirational and impractical as there is unlikely to be a source of funding to pay for 
them. A sufficient source of funding is omitted. This should be included.  

Objecting 

Crocker Mrs J I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development and the woodland area between Brunswick 
Road and the Canal maintained a a Green Lung area as the destruction of this would mean the habitat deprivation of a number of species including bats.  

 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, the top end of 
Brunswick Road, The Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Curtis Mr J I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 

Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1,200 homes on the site. Indication of the scale and scope of improvements should be included in the submission 
document.  These indications should demonstrate how the potential increase in traffic will be accommodated, particularly at peak times. 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1,200 new homes on the site at a density of 
33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development.   

Objecting 
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• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities - unlike previous developments in Deepcut. 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut.  Clarity must be 
provided as to the access and parking that would be provided to support this retail space. 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’.  Consideration must be given to existing residents 
to ensure that the location and volume of affordable housing does not adversely impact their existing environment and property values. 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise from its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2,000 – 2,500 vehicles implied by 1,200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1,200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  It should be further noted that no improvements were made to DBR, or other arteries, following the Dettingen 
development.  Therefore the existing network is being challenged with servicing more like 1,500+ new homes and 3,500+ vehicles. 
 
Defence estates must look at, and fund, alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is developed.  They need to indefinitely fund improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
As a result of the very serious and significant omissions noted above I formally object to the submission document in its current form and urge the planning authority to 
reconsider the both the volume of additional housing and how it will be supported. 
 

Curtis Mrs K I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 

Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1,200 homes on the site. Indication of the scale and scope of improvements should be included in the submission 
document.  These indications should demonstrate how the potential increase in traffic will be accommodated, particularly at peak times. 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1,200 new homes on the site at a density of 
33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development.   

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities - unlike previous developments in Deepcut. 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut.  Clarity must be 
provided as to the access and parking that would be provided to support this retail space. 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’.  Consideration must be given to existing residents 
to ensure that the location and volume of affordable housing does not adversely impact their existing environment and property values. 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise from its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
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DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2,000 – 2,500 vehicles implied by 1,200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1,200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  It should be further noted that no improvements were made to DBR, or other arteries, following the Dettingen 
development.  Therefore the existing network is being challenged with servicing more like 1,500+ new homes and 3,500+ vehicles. 
 
Defence estates must look at, and fund, alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is developed.  They need to indefinitely fund improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
As a result of the very serious and significant omissions noted above I formally object to the submission document in its current form and urge the planning authority to 
reconsider the both the volume of additional housing and how it will be supported. 
 

Daley Mr K I consider the following paragraphs and policies in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
Policy CP4 Deepcut. -        Unjustified 
 
Item (i). 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’  and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development. 

Item ii. 
• Affordable housing  should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

Item iv. 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

Item (x). 
• The wording is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick Road) it will 

NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. 

 
Additional comments regarding Item (x). 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
 The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE-track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times, it 
also impacts quite heavily on the Wharf Road/Sturt Road roundabout in Frimley Green reached via Lake Road. This road and Wharf road are also narrow roads unsuitable 
for increased traffic loads.  
 
The further 1920+ vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings at average of 1.6 vehicles per dwelling on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR 
UNLESS significant improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new 
homes on the PRB site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
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Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood and Ash Vale stations. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
  
Item (xv). 

• The Basingstoke Canal Authority is already experiencing difficulties in maintaining the canal in a fully operational condition due to a past and present shortfall in 
funding, which is mainly attributable to Surrey Heath Borough Council. Without adequate funding now and in the future further deterioration is inevitable.  

General Comments regarding Policy CP4. 
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
 

Daniel Mr & Mrs A I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos' 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Davies D Ll Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

Objecting 



  59

CP4 Deepcut   
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
 

Davies Mr & Mrs J I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
· The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
· Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Davies Mr T I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
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and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
 

Davies Ms S I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos' 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
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The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Deach Mr P I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
· The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 homes 
per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- This was not the case at Dettingen Park in Deepcut 
where some items are still outstanding. 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut. We accept the 
need to a local shop/supermarket but it should only adiquatly serve the needs of local residents rather provide an alternative to other larger supermarkets in the wider area. 
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
· Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. One such route as suggested many times before would be Brunswick Road. 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Deas Mrs S I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
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• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Deepcut Liaison 
Group 

1. The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Measures to reduce traffic impact were promised as part of the Dettingen Park development and those 
implemented have been shown to be ineffective.  Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick 
Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.   The MOD must be made to look at and fund alternative routes out of the development. The residents 
suggest that Brunswick Road is reopened to spread the traffic to routes other than Deepcut Bridge Road, The Maultway, Frimley Green and Mytchett. 
 
2. The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. The example plans in the capacity study use 30 homes per hectare which is a considerable density for a rural development.  Green 
space should be maximised throughout the development. 
 
3. The proposed supermarket (Para iv CP4) needs to be big enough to serve the village, but no larger.  The size of Waitrose in Frimley is too big and will attract even more 
traffic into Deepcut.  
 
4. Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’.  
 
5. The First text paragraph CP4 assumes the site will deliver the total of ‘some 1200 net new dwellings’.  The studies to support this need to be discussed with the Deepcut 
resident’s representatives to justify the increase from the 900 previously discussed.  The proposed number of new homes in Deepcut has increased by 300 since the spring 
consultation whilst the dwelling requirement for the period 1/4/2010 to 31/3/2027 for SHBC has decreased from 3097 to 2502.   It seems perverse that the proposed numbers 
for Deepcut have increased given the previous open acknowledgement by Surrey Heath that this is an unsustainable site. 
 
6. The development MUST be supported by adequate new infrastructure, especially in the form of road enhancements, for it to be sustainable.  
 
7. Apart from the points commented upon the strategy and the vision for Deepcut and the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the 
sustainability of the development.   
 
8. The Council are to be commended for their efforts to consult the local residents.  These actions need to be continued in an active way as the development planning 
continues 
 
1. Changes required to First text Para:  
Replace "This site will provide some 1200 net new dwellings..." with "This site has the capacity to potentially provide up to 1200 net new dwellings provided that issues of 
traffic congestion resulting from additional cars used by new residents and other infrastructure issues can be comprehensively resolved before planning permission is granted 
for any development..."  
 
2. Possible Changes required to CP4 Para (i):  
 
(i) A safe and high quality environment reflecting the rural nature of Deepcut’s setting with densities and green space appropriate to such a rural nature  
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3. Possible changes required to CP4 Para (ii)  
 
(ii)A target of 35% of housing provision to be affordable. Housing mix shall reflect identified need in accordance with Policy CP6.  Affordable homes to be ‘pepper potted’ 
throughout the development. 
 
4. Possible changes required to CP4 Para (iv):  
 
(iv)Improved provision of retail and associated Class A uses totalling approximately 6,000 square metres with no individual unit to exceed 3000 square metres  
 
5. Changes required to CP4 Para (x):  
 
(x) Major measures to reduce the impact of traffic upon and arising from the Deepcut development which will include significant improvements to the surrounding highway 
network, alternative routes out of the development, providing enhanced Deepcut Bridge Road and    the Maultway, reducing demand for travel, improved public transport 
provision, a safe integrated footpath/cycle route network linking to neighbouring settlements and key services all in order to mitigate the impact of the increased traffic which 
will be developed by the new homes at Deepcut. 
 
6. Sustainability of 1200 net new dwellings  
 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough but, at the same time one of 
the most likely for development due to its likely availability as a development site, its suitability in Special Protection Area terms and its partly Brownfield nature. The site’s 
sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR).  
 
Possible addition to first text Paragraph CP4:  
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes in Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end which, it is generally accepted, forms one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times. 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR unless significant improvements 
and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network and alternative routes out of the development are found. Without such major improvements, the 
provision of 900 - 1200 new homes on the Princess Royal Barracks site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  
 

Dettingen Residents 
Association 

I am writing  on behalf of the Dettingen Park Residents Committee which comprises of 242 members who all reside at Dettingen Park in Deepcut. As well as the details given 
below, Dettingen residents are very concerned about being able to get out of the estate in the morning as 1200 extra houses in the area will bring the Maultway and Deepcut 
Bridge Road to a stand still. Following a members meeting where the Core Strategy was discussed please find below why members consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed 
Submission Document related to the above to be unsound: 
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
· The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 homes 
per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- This was not the case at Dettingen Park in Deepcut 
where some items are still outstanding. 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut. We accept the 
need to a local shop/supermarket but it should only adiquatly serve the needs of local residents rather provide an alternative to other larger supermarkets in the wider area. 
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
· Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. One such route as suggested many times before would be Brunswick Road. 

Objecting 
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Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
Finally as Deepcut is to take a disproportionate amount of SHBC's housing targets I believe that restrictions should be placed to ensure planning permission on any other 
development in the village would not be granted other than on improvments to existing properties. 
 

Deverell Mr P I am in receipt of the notice concerning the re-development of Princess Royal Barracks, Deepcut. I was away for a long weekend in the West Country and on my return home 
found your notice through the letterbox (with other mail), this allowing less than 48 hours notice for comments. This is just not acceptable if you wish for genuine public 
consultation, this lack of notice makes a mockery of any attempt at such consultation.  
 
I do not own a computer nor can I afford to buy one! (at my age - 77), so I cannot consult the reference you give nor can I, at the moment, fit in any attempt to penetrate the 
Knoll Road Council Offices to view your plans.  
 
However, I do wish to offer support to the talk of woeful traffic problems outlined in your document. Years ago, there was a branch rail line from Brookwood Station linking all 
three Camps - Bisley, Pirbright and Blackdown/Deepcut - terminating at Blackdown Camp: better by far than more roads!!? - go by rail, much more environmentally friendly, 
as I am sure you will agree.  
 
I would also enter a plea for retention of all existing (sports) playing fields. With our nation (particularly the youth) sliding inexorably towards obesity, all playing fields should 
be retained and fully utilized. One feels sure that playing field exercise a subtle, irresistible attraction for developers - and in some cases, planners. Resist temptation - do not 
concrete over playing fields - once they are gone they are gone for ever.  
 
I shall be raising my complaint about lack of notice with our elected representatives.  

Objecting 

Dilkes Mr P Dear sir/madam,  
Being a resident of Deepcut living on Lake Road, I am somewhat stunned to read of the proposed development to build a staggering 1200 new homes on the existing site of 
the army barracks in Deepcut. Not just such a number of homes but apparently a supermarket of an equivalent size to that of the existing Waitrose in Frimley.  
Without appearing to display superior intelligence to this proposed plan, I can wholoheartedly vouch to the fact that the existing road network in the surrounding area in no 
way would be able to support and sustain the increased levels of traffic, as the previous development at Dettigen pushed this completely to crisis point. The roads of 
Brunswick, Deepcut Bridge,Lake Road and the Maultway are profiled as impossible to upgrade or enhance what is presently there. The public transport network in the region 
is at best relatively sparse and poor culminating in the fact that households are more than likely to possess at least two motor vehicles. Extending that point it beggars belief 
that this proposal relates to the building of a new supermarket in an area that is handsomely served by all the major supermarket chains in the near vicinity. As well as not 
being required, the traffic network , already unsustainable, would never be able to encompass the extra burden placed upon it by such a commercial site.  
The increased noise levels, traffic fume pollution(possibly above acceptable levels) and innappropriatness of the heavy duty delivery vehicles,would lead one to believe that 
these proposals have not been well thought out as even remotely viable.  
I believe that Deepcut and its surrounding environment is ring fenced as a rural village community , unable to withstand further development without considerable expense to 
the taxpayer. In the present austere economic climate I cannot believe that these building proposals would have any governmental credence whatsoever and I for one would 
clearly raise this issue through regulation government channels.  
Much of these building plans would appear to be adjacent to sites of special scientific interest a factor I believe that would again provoke animosity and concern to many 
people living in the area. I am bound to relate to the fact that the Core strategy document CP4 is as presented too bereft of detail as to sustainability with unsubstanciated 
spin as to the concept of affordable housing. 
 

Objecting 

Donovan Mrs J I am writing in objection to plans to build 1200 new homes on the Dettingen Park site in Deepcut. 
 
I believe that the current infrastructure of the road networks around Surrey Heath, and in particular this area, cannot cope with an estimated 2000-2500 additional vehicles. At 
present, one accident on a vital route can congest the area for hours at a time. The access to Deepcut Bridge Road can also be of considerable danger, in addition to the 
weakness of the bridge over the railway line. Without major road and public transport improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site should be considered 
as unacceptable and unsound. I also believe that over-development of this site and the surrounding road network would be detrimental to the area and would affect the lives 
of people already living in the Deepcut area. 
 
The number of additional dwellings being proposed is no longer  determined by the requirements of the South East Plan(Revoked) but might well be seen as the councils 
wish to benefit from possible Government cash incentives to build new homes. I am concerned that there appears to be no evidential data to support the proposed number of 
3,333 additional dwellings required by the year 2027. There are vast numbers of unoccupied dwellings in the Borough, this issue should be addressed ahead of building 
additional homes in an already over-populated area. 
 
The site is also close to recognised SSSI’s and is also in close proximity to West End Common which is recognised as a Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area. This 
area supports internationally important populations of rare birds, including the Woodlark, Nightjar and Dartford Warbler. These need to be given great thought when any 

Objecting 
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planning on this site is considered. 
 
Furthermore, I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
If a planning application is approved Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from 
Deepcut Bridge Road, The Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should also recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Drakeley Mr & Mrs M 
L 

We consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document (above) to be unsound. Our main concern relates to transport - local roads are inadequate already with 
Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR) accident prone. The parking at Brookwood railway station is inadequate and as Farnborough is no better we have often taken to travelling to 
London by car.  
 
Devastating fires are a threat from the heath with recent major incidents in 2003 resulting in evacuations - in Deepcut as close as 100-200yards from our home and- in 
Heatherside in 2010 and earlier years. Imagine the traffic chaos of a mass evacuation with the residents using DBR to leave the area.  
 
We are less concerned, than some neighbours, about the impact of a local small supermarket as this will be a valued community facility and there are already good shopping 
facilities in nearby communities that will minimize the number coming into Deepcut.  
 
To summarize we lay out below our key concerns. 
 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

Objecting 
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• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defence estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Draycott Mr H I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
 

• More though should be given to this high density plan in the endeavour to prevent the certain anxiety for the thousands of present residents and prospective 
buyers on the proposed site. If the access points were wide open spaces, your proposed plan might have some credence. On all points the access areas would be 
chaotic. Is this what you plan for the future? The cost would be astronomical to remedy. Save us all time and money and think again before you implement this 
over ambitious plan.  

 
• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 

and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
 

Objecting 
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• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defence estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Eccles Ms G Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and  Brunswick Road ) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 

Objecting 
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Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Edgar Mr & Mrs We consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. 
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements 
MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
 
The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut Affordable housing 
(Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development SHBC has, in the 
past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park.  
The road leads to a narrow SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst 
traffic delays at peak times. 
 
 
As  residents on The Maultway we are seriously affected by the traffic which backs up from the Red Road roundabout, every weekday morning, blocking our drive. Turning 
right from our drive is EXTREMELY DANGEROUS as the traffic from the Red Road roundabout comes around the bend, which is shielded from our view by the stationary 
backed up traffic. To make matters even worse there are no speed limitations on The Maultway and the vehicles often come around the bend at speeds in excess of 60 mph.
We have already been involved in two accidents and numerous near misses due to this. 
 
There have already been many accidents on The Maultway and several deaths. Do we have to wait for a certain number of deaths before something is done about speed 
limitation? 
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Ellis Dr & Mrs B I have read the proposed policy CP4 and consider it to be seriously unsound.  
It skates over the question of the catastrophic effect of the huge increase in road traffic that would inevitably result. As local residents for more than 35 years we have seen 
traffic increase to levels that are already causing serious problems. The idea of having a further 1200 households,no doubt having more than that number of motor vehicles, 
trying to move in and out through Deepcut is a very long way indeed from "sustainable" - its madness. Suggestions that this will be in any significant way alleviated by public 
transport is, frankly, fairyland. Where has this ever proved to be the case? Do you know that Deepcut Railway bridge is single lane? It is already a bottleneck.  
We understand the desparation of the Council in trying to meet quotas for housing but this is far, far too large a number and no real thought has been given to the traffic 
problems. Dettingen Park produced enough problems and that is little more than a quarter the size of what is proposed here. 
 

Objecting 

Else Mr C R I consider Policy CP4 in Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound: 
 
1. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 
homes on the site.  
2. Defence Estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes away from Deepcut Bridge Road.  

Objecting 
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English Heritage 
(South East Region) 

Policy CP4 Deepcut includes criteria to protect European Sites (xi) as well as features and 
sites of local importance for biodiversity (xii), but the only heritage feature recognised is 
the Basingstoke Canal and its setting. It is not entirely clear from the diagram on page 30, 
but the grade II listed Garrison Church of St. Barbara either abuts the PRB site, or is within 
it. Either way, it is within Deepcut and this significant building and its setting must be 
protected and it warrants mention if the policy extends specifically to include locally 
important biodiversity. 

Objecting 

Environment Agency CP4 (vii) 
We are pleased that you have acknowledged the risk of ground and surface water flooding at Deepcut,  However, as well as considering this the policy should also consider 
managing the residual flood risk from a breach in the Basingstoke Canal as PPS25 requires that you consider the risk of flooding from all sources and your own SFRA 
highlights Deepcut as a potential breach location. 
We recommend that an extra section is included in policy CP4 section (vii) to recognise the risk of breach from the canal so as to make potential developers aware that it 
something which they will need to consider.  This is to ensure consistency with PPS25 which requires developers to consider all sources of flooding. 
 
CP4 (xiii) 
We support the policy aims to have energy and water usage in new homes to reach code for sustainable homes level 6.  This is particularly important in the South East of 
England which is a water stressed area with low water resource availability and high water usage. 
 
 
CP4 (xii) 
We support measures to avoid new development having an impact upon the features and sites of local importance for biodiversity as this accords with the requirements of 
PPS9 which is to protect all biodiversity.  This should include ditches and watercourses on site.    
 
CP4 (xv) 
We support your proposal to enhance the setting of the Basingstoke Canal and improve linkages to it.  Any plans to enhance the setting and improve linkages to the 
Basingstoke Canal need to take account of the biodiversity and SSSI status of the canal.   Any plans to use the drainage system to provide additional water supply to the 
canal must ensure the water is of suitable chemical and biological quality for the SSSI. 
 

Objecting 

Flick Mr M I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 

Objecting 
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Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Franklin Ms D I consider Policy CP4 in the proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The local roads are unable to support the increased traffic from the development. There would be increased traffic going down through Frimley Green and Mytchett to 
obtain access to Blackwater Valley Road causing increasing problems and gridlock on an already busy stretch of road. Especially through the railway bridge on Sturt 
Road which is frequently congested when problems on other surrounding roads.. 

• There are no provisions for schools or health services. This area already has a problem with access to secondary school places and the extra housing will put extra 
pressure on those resources, making it increasingly difficult for children in Frimley Green and Mytchett areas to gain access to local secondary schools. 

• There are already significant waiting lists for children’s services such as Speech Therapy and Educational Experts and the proposed development will also have an 
impact on existing children waiting for help.Facilities need to be in place before the proposed development takes place. 

 
• The area has had frequent problems with power shortages and water issues during periods of drought therefore is already struggling to supply demand.. 

 

Objecting 

Fuller Mr D I know that everything has been said but I want to add the support of my wife Carol & I to those who are expressing deep concern about a development which is being 
proposed without regard to the infrastructure. If this goes ahead, thousands of additional cars will use already overcrowded & dangerous roads such as Guildford Rd, Red 
Rd, Maultway etc etc. There will be more congestion & pollution.  
I know that we need more housing units in Surrey Heath. With the help of our MP I’m trying to persuade Natural England to ‘excuse’ the stretch of A30 from Kings Ride to 
Meadowsfrom the restrictions that prevent us from allowing housing development on the Cinema & DOY site, & possible conversion some empty offices to residential. 
At least town centre residents have access to public transport, such as it is.  
It is farcical that we have to find SANGS to allow us to develop town centre brownfield sites - who invented this policy? I long for Eric Pickles to pickle it. 
Until we have new roads & rail links, possibly a ‘halt’ near Sainsbury to serve the estates in that part of town, large developments are to my mind inadvisable. 
 

Objecting 

Galloway Mr S I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
· In you Core Strategy Policy, 5.19 makes reference to the Deepcut Site, I quote ‘ 
The site is located at Deepcut, a small settlement with poor local facilities and declining environmental quality. The site is not a highly sustainable location due to the poor 
local facilities, distance from local centres and poor accessibility by public transport and other non-car modes’. I would urge the council to continue to search for a more 
appropriate site. 
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Your own investigations have already shown that the vast majority of residents already living in that area use their 
cars to get to work. Improving pedestrian/cycle walkways and public transport will make no difference to people working outside of the area, which will in fact be most of the 
residents. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, Brunswick Road and the junctions at Red Road with The 
Maultway and The Maultway with the A30) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
· The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road and those 
roads leading to and from the area such as The Maultway and Red Road.. 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Red Road, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
Your own enquiries have already indicated that a great deal of the traffic generated by this site will head North and join The Maultway to gain access to both Red Road and 
The London Road A30. As a local resident for over 20 years I have seen traffic numbers increase year on year with little or no attempt by the council to resolve the issues. It 
regularly takes me 20 minutes to go just 1.5 miles from Buttermere Drive to the A30. Without road improvements another 2,000 – 2500 vehicles on the road in the area will 
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make this journey quite ridiculous.  
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Gardiner Mr & Mrs I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Gay Mr M I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
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DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
 
 

Gibbons Mr S i consider policy cp4 to be unsound for the following reasons  
the wording at paragraph x in policycp4 is to weak unless major improements are made to local roads  
it will not be possible to sustain 1200 new homes . the whole area already is far too busy. i also feel  
affordable houseing should be pepper potted throughout the new develpment. 
 

Objecting 

Gove MP Rt Hon 
Michael 

A number of my constituents have been in touch with me raising their concerns about proposals for the above development.  I share their views that 1200 new homes on this 
site would have a huge impact on the area's infrastructure and would be simply unsustainable. 
 
I have always shared SHBC's view that the village of Deepcut is one of the least sustainable locations for any major new housing in the Borough.  The isolation of the site 
from major centres in the Borough and the unique nature of Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR) are two good baseline reasons why such a development should not be approved.  
DBR is a narrow road which has one of the Borough's worst traffic delays at peak times.  The road leads to a narrow SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a 
roundabout at the other end.  To address the traffic problems (which arose because of the traffic impact of the 342 new homes at Dettingen Park) two new roundabouts have 
been installed in recent times. 
 
Defense Estates would need to investigate and fund alternative routes out of any such development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge 
Road - The Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside.  THe traffic increases (2,000 - 2,500 vehicles) arising from an additional 1200 new dwellings on the PRB site 
could not be sustained with the current infrastructure.  There would need to be provision for significant improvements and enhancements to DBR as well as to the 
surrounding road network. 
 
It is imperative that developers of the PRB site recognise the site's isolation from other major centres within the Borough so that we have detailed and planned improvements 
to infrastructure before this development is approved. Improvements to public transport access would also need to be agreed including an increase in parking allocation at 
Brookwod Station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport because early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
It is my view that Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above should be amended.  This document serts out the proposed planning policies and 
strategies that the Borough will follow up to 2027 and is, therefore, critically important to all who live in Surrey Heath.  I would recommend the following amendments: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 needs to be strengthened. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially 
Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick Road) 1200 cannot be sustained on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) but this implies a far lower number of homes than the proposed 1200 at a density of 
33 homes per hectare - this is far too high a density - green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - will, I fear, attract even more traffic to Deepcut - something more akin to a small convenience store 
would be more appropriate for a 'rural village' type development. 
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• To avoid any possibility of 'ghettos' affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development; 

 
I would be very grateful to receive your views on this proposal so that I can reassure my constituents that every aspect of the impact of such a major extension to the village 
will be carefully considered by SHBC before approval is granted for such a development. 
 

Gray Mr & Mrs I consider the CP4 policy in the submission document relating to the above to be illogical for the following reasons:- 
 

• Apparent lack of key improvements to the main road system in and around the village to handle the expected increase in traffic. Major and significant improvements 
need to be made to all local areas, Deepcut, Frimley Green, Heatherside and Mytchett in order to sustain residents and traffic of the 12000 homes proposed.  Since 
the development of the Dettingen Park Estate the traffic has increased tenfold.  One of my main concerns is the amount of traffic that now uses the road in which I live 
as a cut-through.  Blackdown Road is an unadopted road and according to highways the local authority does not have any jurisdiction over this road.  However, traffic 
is still allowed to use this road without the council paying for its upkeep or a willingness to shut off this road.  Yes, it is partially owned by the Military and in the past 
they have been agreeable to a section of this road being cut off.  If further housing was to go up in around Deepcut this road would become a bigger ‘death trap’.  
Since living here (approx 20 years) I have had two cats knocked down by speeding cars and a neighbour her dog. 

• Green spaces should remain throughout the development and around the Deepcut village and should be spoilt as little as possible.  
• Any planning gains achieves as part of S106/278 agreements must be properly enforced by the local authorises unlike the previous development, Dettingen Park. 
• Any proposed supermarket of 6000 sq metres will attract too much traffic for the area. 
• Council/Housing association houses should not be located in one area; they should be dotted throughout the development, so not to have a ‘them and us’ culture 

which is happening on Dettingen Park Estate with the private housing and also the army accommodation.  This is causing bad feeling amongst residents. 
• The public transport service was not looked at and revised when hundreds of people moved into the Dettingen Park Estate.  This MUST be looked at for both bus and 

train services.  At present residents that do not have access to private vehicles have the choice of only two bus services which offer a very poor and limited services, 
the numbers 35 and 48 which run one an hour.  These buses also do not operate after 7.30pm or on a Sunday.  It is all very well making Camberley Town Centre the 
place to go with cinema and bowling attractions but how do you expect our young people to assess them after 7.30pm or on a Sunday.        

• I have lived in Deepcut for approx 20 years and enjoy the relationship we currently have with the military and will miss their presence and support in offering help with 
local vigilantes etc.  I hope that the local authorises can continue to provide such service and support for current residents in the future. 

 

Objecting 

Gray Mr A Representation on Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document relating to the aboce to be unsound on the grounds that it is not effective as it will not lead to sustainable 
development. 
 
As a frequent user of Deepcut Bridge Road, I am very concerned about the significant increase in traffic congestion that will result from the proposed 1200 new homes.  The 
roads are not suitable for this level of traffic particularly given the single track bridge at the southern end of Deepcut Bridge Road.  Any new development needs to allow for 
significantly less than 1200 homes and also needs to include an additional access route to the east such as Brunswick Road.  I believe it would be ill advised to proceed with 
the current development proposals without careful consideration of the implications of the traffic congestion for local residents.  I also consider that the rural nature of 
Deepcut village will be adversely impacted by the number of new homes proposed. 

Objecting 

Greenway Mr P I OBJECT to the Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document in relation to the above for the following reasons: 
 

1. Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is not force-full enough. Unless LARGE improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road) it will not be 
possible to withstand 1200 new homes on the site with all its increased traffic that it will most certainly generate. 

 
2. The Policy states the development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely mean a lower number than 1200 new 

homes being built. Green space should be at a maxim inside the development for a better lifestyle of the occupants and visitors alike. 

 
3. The proposed supermarket (Para iv CP4) will undoubtedly attract even more traffic into the Deepcut area to add further to the congestion. 

 

Objecting 



  74

CP4 Deepcut   
4. The Council must ensure affordable housing (Para ii CP4) is spread liberally throughout the development rather than located all in one particular place within it.

 
Surrey Heath Borough Council has, in the past, agreed that the village of Deepcut is one of the least sustainable areas for major new housing in the Borough and this must 
surely still be the case. 
 
Deepcut Bridge Road is a narrow road which has recently had two new roundabouts and the increase in traffic from the 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to 
a narrow single track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This is accepted by the Council, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak 
times and a further major increase in vehicles due to the development will be intolerable to its users.  
 
Therefore, significant improvements must be made to Deepcut Bridge Road and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the figure of 1200 new 
homes on the PRB site should be considered as totally unacceptable. 
 
The developers must look at, and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other directions and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s Development brief for 
the site before the site is fully occupied.   
They must fund improvements in Public transport to assist commuters, for example a bus shuttle service from the site to Brookwood station and return to overcome the 
problems of the now already full parking spaces at the station.  At the moment commuters are restricted from using Public transport as the early and late buses have been 
terminated. 
 
The consideration might also be given to the re-opening of the Bisley branch line from Brookwood station! Although I do appreciate this would incur substantial cost, but 
would not be impossible to reinstate and nevertheless provide an important transport link for  those residents of the new development taking them into London and 
surrounding areas to obtain work.   
 

• Apart from the above the other Paragraphs in CP4 are fully supported as being extremely important to the future life of the development. 

 
Greenway Mr S I have lived in Deepcut on Lake Road for nearly 40 years and have been following the development plans for the village with interest. During my time here I have seen many 

changes including the development at Alma Dettingen, Deepcut and the construction of the Blackwater Valley Road. These projects, coupled with the general increase in 
traffic volume, have lead to a huge rise in traffic along our road, especially at peak times, and whilst the traffic calming measures have had some effect on the speeds, 
crossing the road is still hazardous and the noise level has risen inexorably. Getting into or out of the Deepcut area at peak times is now a time consuming affair: whether you 
exit via Frimley Green, Deepcut railway bridge or Red Road roundabout you face long queues of traffic. 
 
Paragraph (x) in Policy CP4 of the Proposed Submission Document relating to the above proposals is unsound because it does not state that major and significant 
improvements MUST be made to the local roads and their connections to the main roads in Surrey Heath. Additional new homes on the site without these improvements will 
make the lives of both existing and new residents intolerable. Surely the MOD could improve access to the area they want to see developed by re-opening the road through, 
or round Pirbright Camp, to Brookwood and Woking. (It used to be open to the public in the 1970s.) It goes without saying that, unlike previous developments in Deepcut, any 
road improvement planning gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be enforced by the local authorities.  
 
In Lake Road we have the benefits of large gardens with many mature trees, presenting a pleasant rural environment. High density residential developments such as Alma 
Dettingen are out of keeping with the existing landscape. We would like to see the PRB "rural village" having a much lower density of houses than 33 per hectare which is 
much too high. Private open space is just as important as public green space. Larger gardens with adequate off street parking will accommodate a far more pleasant village 
than Alma Dettingen, where even emergency vehicles find it hard to pass because of the on-street parked cars.  
 
The need for affordable housing is understood, but it should be provided in a way which does not make particular areas of the village prone to unmaintained poor housing 
"ghettoes". Buildings which look like houses but contain, say, four 2-3 bedroom flats could sit comfortably alongside family detached homes.  
 
Whilst a small supermarket in the new village would be acceptable, in that it would provide an essential amenity to local residents and reduce traffic to other food shops 
outside the area, 6,000 sq.m. appears to be too large, probably leading to additional in-coming traffic.  
 
Apart from the points commented on above, the other paragraphs under Policy CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development.  
 
I trust the Council will reconsider the wording of this important document.  

Objecting 
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Greenway Ms M I have lived in Deepcut on Lake Road for nearly 40 years and have been following the development plans for the village with interest. During my time here I have seen many 

changes including the development at Alma Dettingen, Deepcut and the construction of the Blackwater Valley Road. These projects, coupled with the general increase in 
traffic volume, have lead to a huge rise in traffic along our road, especially at peak times, and whilst the traffic calming measures have had some effect on the speeds, 
crossing the road is still hazardous and the noise level has risen inexorably. Getting into or out of the Deepcut area at peak times is now a time consuming affair: whether you 
exit via Frimley Green, Deepcut railway bridge or Red Road roundabout you face long queues of traffic. 
 
Paragraph (x) in Policy CP4 of the Proposed Submission Document relating to the above proposals is unsound because it does not state that major and significant 
improvements MUST be made to the local roads and their connections to the main roads in Surrey Heath. Additional new homes on the site without these improvements will 
make the lives of both existing and new residents intolerable. Surely the MOD could improve access to the area they want to see developed by re-opening the road through, 
or round Pirbright Camp, to Brookwood and Woking. (It used to be open to the public in the 1970s.) It goes without saying that, unlike previous developments in Deepcut, any 
road improvement planning gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be enforced by the local authorities.  
 
In Lake Road we have the benefits of large gardens with many mature trees, presenting a pleasant rural environment. High density residential developments such as Alma 
Dettingen are out of keeping with the existing landscape. We would like to see the PRB "rural village" having a much lower density of houses than 33 per hectare which is 
much too high. Private open space is just as important as public green space. Larger gardens with adequate off street parking will accommodate a far more pleasant village 
than Alma Dettingen, where even emergency vehicles find it hard to pass because of the on-street parked cars.  
 
The need for affordable housing is understood, but it should be provided in a way which does not make particular areas of the village prone to unmaintained poor housing 
"ghettoes". Buildings which look like houses but contain, say, four 2-3 bedroom flats could sit comfortably alongside family detached homes.  
 
Whilst a small supermarket in the new village would be acceptable, in that it would provide an essential amenity to local residents and reduce traffic to other food shops 
outside the area, 6,000 sq.m. appears to be too large, probably leading to additional in-coming traffic.  
 
Apart from the points commented on above, the other paragraphs under Policy CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development.  
 
I trust the Council will reconsider the wording of this important document.  

Objecting 

Griffiths Mr T I consider Policy CP4 in the proposed submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  
The site is not suitable and will bring about too many vehicles in the area. I have to use deepcutbridge road every day and this road is not suitable for the extra traffic the new 
house will bring.  
Also I raise concerin in the effect the extra houses will bring to house prices in the area.  
So to surmrise: I am against any plans for development! 
 

Objecting 

Guthrie Mr J & Mrs P As local residents of Heatherside for 40 years and having seen much housing development during that time, we wish to voice our concerns over the possible building of 
some 1200+ homes on the Deepcut Barracks site. 
Whilst recognising the permanent need for more housing, local conditions and residents opinions should be taken into account. 
1. TRAFFIC  
There are often queues of greater than half a mile on weekday mornings along The Maultway stretching back from the Red Road junction beyond Cumberland Road towards 
Deepcut. Presumably this will be the route from the new ‘village’ to the M3 so what provision is being made? 
2. DENSITY OF HOUSING 
A “rural village” should not have the density of housing that is proposed. 
3. There must also be concerns over local schooling, GP surgeries, Frimley Park Hospital all of which are currently stretched to capacity.  
While it is obviously a ‘fait accompli’ that the site will be developed for housing, it should be kept in tune with local areas with a far lower density of housing and particularly 
more thought to point (1) above. 
 

Objecting 

Guy Mr G I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. Similarly there are already long traffic jams on The Maultway in the morning rush 
hour - sometimes from the Red Road all the way back to Cumberland Road 

 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

Objecting 
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• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. Further down towards Red Road, The Maultway frequently becomes grid-locked in the morning 
rush hour. My house backs onto The Maultway & I often finish up looking at my house from the traffic jam. This is already unacceptable for a B road. 
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. I believe there should be a new road built from the SE end of the new development across MOD land & linking directly 
with the roundabout at the southern end of the Lightwater by-pass.  
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
I have already written to Surrey County Council complaing about road noise on the Maultway since it was re-surfaced some 3 or so years ago. This has completely ruined the 
use of my back garden as I can no longer hear myself speak there. I have has no response from either Surrey CC or my MP about this. This new development will make life 
impossible for me - I might as well live adjacent to a motorway.  
 
 

GVA Grimley on 
behalf of Defence 
Estates 

1.1 GVA Grimley is instructed  on behalf of Defence Estates, the owners of Princess Royal Barracks to provide this statement in respect of Surrey Heath Borough Council 
(SHBC) Core Strategy Pre Submission Version Policies CP3, 4, 6 and 12.  
 
1.2 The release of the Princess Royal Barracks for development is part of the national Defence Training Review and is one of three sites planned to be released for 
development across the south east which includes Arborfield Garrison near Wokingham and Bordon Garrison in East Hampshire. Together these sites, when developed 
could provide in excess of 8,000 new dwellings which will make a significant contribution to meeting local housing demand across the south east, along within the needs of 
the communities in which they are located.  
 
1.3 The decision of the Ministry of Defence (MOD) to release Princess Royal Barracks was announced within a ministerial statement on 8 January 2008 and confirmed within 
the letters dated 3 March 2009 and 19 June 2009, from Defence Estates and which confirms that Princess Royal Barracks will be made available for development. The 
letters are attached as Appendix 1 and explain that military personnel and operational activity will be moved to alternative locations within the defence training and military 
estate. This remains the latest position.  
 
1.4 The key issue is that the landowner, Defence Estates has confirmed that the land will be released for disposal and is a willing seller. In addition there are no difficulties in 
respect of land ownership, tenancies or other technical issues that would prevent disposal.  
 
1.5 The release of the land at Princess Royal Barracks will bring forward around 111 hectares of land, much of which is currently developed and can be identified as 
previously developed land. The site also contains significant areas of woodland, including areas of local nature importance, a church and sports facilities.  

Objecting 
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1.6 The release and subsequent redevelopment of the site will have a significant spatial impact upon housing delivery within the Borough and will play a vital role in ensuring 
the delivery of new homes through the plan period and which will be critical in meeting housing needs.  
 
1.7 Given the constraints imposed upon the Borough through the Special Protection Area, and SHBC’s acknowledged shortfall in housing supply, Princess Royal Barracks is 
of critical importance to the delivery of new homes within Surrey Heath and also has the potential to make a major contribution to the delivery of affordable housing and 
community facilities.  
1.8 This representation is provided within the context of the ongoing and constructive dialogue that has taken place over the last 2 years with SHBC, regarding the potential 
redevelopment of Princess Royal Barracks. This has seen significant progress and agreement reached between SHBC and Defence Estates, as landowner, on many of the 
key issues relating to the proposed redevelopment of Princess Royal Barracks that are now raised through Policy CP4 and other policies contained within the Core Strategy 
Pre Submission Version.  
 
1.9 In this respect, the identification of the site for new housing development to deliver some 1200 new dwellings, retail and other ancillary facilities to contribute to the 
delivery of an expanded rural settlement at Deepcut is broadly welcomed and supported in principle.  
 
1.10 Notwithstanding this general level of support, Defence Estates does have concerns regarding the following key issues which need to be addressed; 
  

• Defence Estates is concerned that Policy CP3 fails to recognise the importance of ensuring that all available land that is suitable for residential development, including 
the land at Princess Royal Barracks, is utilised as efficiently as possible in accordance with national planning policy within PPS3  

 
• Defence Estates has concerns that the Viability Assessment for Princess Royal Barracks prepared by Adams Integra and which is part of the Council’s evidence base 

is inadequate and that reliance upon the information contained within the report would prejudice the delivery of the site. Insufficient evidence is available to justify the 
Viability Assessment and its conclusions. It is essential that sufficient evidence is available at Core Strategy stage to provide reasonable certainty that the 
development will be delivered. In this respect neither Policy CP4 nor Policy CP12 on Infrastructure Delivery provide a sufficient framework to guide delivery  

 
 

• The proposed mix of market housing under Policy CP4(ii) and CP6 is not commercially realistic. This would threaten delivery as the mix of units would have reduced 
market appeal that would take considerably longer to sell. In addition, the mix of units proposed would result in most of the houses being built to an unacceptably low 
density, given the potential lower land take that would be required through the construction of such a high proportion of one and two bedroom units.  

 
• Defence Estates considers that the capacity of the land available for development at PRB exceeds 1200 dwellings and is concerned that Policy CP4 as currently 

drafted would not ensure that site is utilised as efficiently as possible. It is therefore, not consistent with guidance in PPS1 Delivering Sustainable Development and 
PPS3 Housing and the requirements of Policy CP3 (i).  

 
 

• The proposed SPD boundary for Deepcut, as shown in the plan accompanying Policy CP4, includes large areas of military training ground which will remain 
operational and should not therefore be subject to any form of policy requirement that would encourage increased public access above the current MOD policy.  

 
• Defence Estates is concerned that Policy CP4 fails to define clearly the “countryside gap which exists between Heatherside and Deepcut and that this may prejudice 

the redevelopment of existing previously developed land in this location.  
 
 
1.11 As a result, whilst supporting the general principles behind Policy CP4, Defence Estates consider the policy as currently drafted is unsound for the following reasons;  

• Not consistent with national policy;  
• (ii) Not Justified; and  
• (iii) Not Effective.  

 
1.12 Whilst this representation responds predominantly to Policy CP4, it is necessary in the context of providing a reasoned and comprehensive case to make representation 
to related policies including CP3, CP6 and CP12. Brief separate representations are made to each of these but are cross referenced to this main representation to Policy 
CP4.  
 
1.13 In addition, whilst the Council’s Core Strategy Evidence Base contains the many documents required to support and justify policies, it is also necessary to rely upon the 
separate and more detailed evidence base prepared by the Council in respect of Deepcut and specifically in  relation to the issues regarding capacity.  
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1.14 The remainder of this representation is structured as follows:  
 

• Section 2 comments on the policy context in terms of the need for new housing and constraints to supply in relation to Policy CP3.  
• Section 3 explores SHBC’s evidence base and in particular examines the approach taken in respect of land use assumptions and housing mix in relation to CP4 and 

CP6 and examines how the redevelopment of PRB could evolve to maximise the delivery of new homes.  
• Section 4 deals with our concerns in respect of delivery based upon the Viability Assessment of Deepcut prepared by Adams Integra and the Infrastructure Delivery 

Plan under Policy CP12.  
• Section 5 sets out our concerns in respect of the SPD boundary and countryside gap between Heatherside and Deepcut.  
• Section 6 indicates the changes to policy that Defence Estates considers are necessary to make the Plan sound.  

 
2. USE OF LAND FOR NEW HOUSING – POLICY CP3  
 
2.1 Following the revocation of the South East Plan, Surrey Heath is proposing a local housing target of 2,502 dwellings between 2010 and 2027, in its Pre-Submission Core 
Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD. Policy CP3 identifies the proposed scale and distribution of housing and proposes that a significant proportion of 
SHBC’s housing needs will be met through the allocation of land at PRB for some 1200 dwellings, representing 48% of the total need.  
 
2.2 Defence Estates is supportive of SHBC’s local housing requirement and agrees that the redevelopment of PRB can make a significant contribution to meeting SHBC’s 
identified needs.  
 
2.3 Paragraph 5.12 of the supporting text to Policy CP3 describes the particular constraints to development the Borough faces. Paragraph 5.16 records that due to these 
constraints that at 1 April 2010, that SHBC are able to demonstrate a housing supply of only 2.89 years and that given the ongoing difficulties of securing sufficient SANGs to 
facilitate development and mitigate potential harm to the SPA, that this position is unlikely to improve in the short term.  
 
2.4 As a result, the Council have a shortfall over the plan period of 2502 units, which represents 75% of the total housing allocation.  
 
2.5 Whilst Policy CP3 seeks to identify broad location for development beyond PRB, where development may be located, the policy fails to deliver certainty in respect of 
specific and deliverable sites that can come forward for development within the first 10 years of the plan period as required under the guidance in PPS3.  
 
 
2.6 The particularly weak housing supply position in Surrey Heath, as highlighted by SHBC, demonstrates the importance of the Princess Royal Barracks site to the delivery 
of new homes throughout the plan period.  
 
2.7 In addition, given that PRB is uniquely able to deliver its own mitigation strategy in terms of the provision of SANGS and ANGST, it is logical that the land available for 
residential development is used as efficiently as possible.  
 
2.8 PPS3 places significant emphasis on the need to use land as efficiently as possible, advising at paragraph 45 that the efficient use of land is a key consideration in 
planning for housing.  
 
 2.9 SHBC have sought to address this requirement through Policy CP3 (i) which seeks to ensure that the reuse of previously developed land is undertaken as 
efficiently as possible.  
2.10 The policy does not however, make a specific provision to require that the redevelopment of PRB is undertaken with similar efficiency. Many of the areas of PRB which 
are suitable for development however, are of course also previously developed land.  
 
 2.11 It is considered therefore, that it would be illogical for policy CP3 not to require the similar efficient use of land at PRB in accordance with national planning 
policy.  
2.12 In this respect, it is requested that Policy CP3 is amended, to require the use of all land that is utilised for housing within Surrey Heath and at PRB to be undertaken with 
maximum efficiency, taking into account the specific characteristics of each site in order that the site is able to deliver as many homes as possible.  
 
3. UNDERSTANDING DEVELOPMENT CAPACITY AND MIX – POLICY CP3, CP4 AND CP6  
 
3.1 The release of the land at Princess Royal Barracks will bring forward around 111 hectares of land, including significant areas of previously developed land. The site also 
contains significant areas of woodland, including areas of local nature importance, a church and sports facilities.  
 
3.2 The subsequent redevelopment of the site will have a significant spatial impact upon housing delivery within the Borough and this will play a vital role in ensuring the 
delivery of new homes through the Council’s plan period. This will be critical in meeting housing needs.  



  79

CP4 Deepcut   
 
3.3 Given the constraints imposed upon the Borough through the Special Protection Area, Princess Royal Barracks is of critical importance to the delivery of new homes 
within Surrey Heath and has the potential to make a major contribution to the delivery of affordable housing and community facilities.  
 
3.4 It is therefore, important that the evidence base underpinning the Core Strategy is robust and to this end, Defence Estates can confirm the constructive dialogue that has 
taken place over many months to support SHBC in demonstrating that the redevelopment of PRB is feasible.  
 
3.5 Whilst Defence Estates is therefore, fully supportive of the proposed redevelopment of PRB, there are however, several areas within the SHBC evidence base and Pre 
Submission Core Strategy, where elements of the policy justification are not considered sufficiently robust to underpin the future deliverability of the proposed development.  
 
3.6 The following provides a breakdown of key issues which Defence Estates considers  
hould be addressed through alterations to Policies CP4 and CP6.  
 
Development Capacity  
3.7 SHBC’s Background Paper Deepcut Development Project Capacity Study May 2010 has sought to explore the potential development capacity of the site. This document 
has informed SHBC’s position in respect of development capacity and has directly informed the proposed allocation of the site for 1200 dwellings through Policy CP4.  
3.8 The study has identified the extent of previously developed land and id 
ntified potential areas for development. The report identifies the level of physical and community infrastructure that may be required to support the proposed redevelopment 
of PRB.  
3.9 Within the Deepcut Capacity Study, SHBC have subsequently undertaken two studies in order to understand the potential capacity of the site.  
3.10 SHBC have prepared a land use budget based upon a “numerical” approach and which identifies that around 36 ha would be available for development. A capacity of 
1200 dwellings is identified and which would be delivered at a density of 33ddh.  
3.11 In addition, SHBC have also commissioned a design led approach undertaken by iCUBE and which is provided at Appendix 2 of the Capacity Study. This capacity 
exercise, looking at the potential for residential development of the Princess Royal Barracks, Deepcut, aimed to show that it is possible to deliver a ‘rural village’ concept at 
acceptable densities, plus provide the necessary POS, all within the site boundary.  
3.12 The iCUBE capacity study illustrated that up to 1200 new dwellings of mixed tenure and sizes are possible within the rural village vision at a density of around 33dph. 
This would result in the development of around 36 hectares of land for residential development.  
3.13 The SHBC Capacity Study has assisted both Defence Estates and SHBC in identifying the potential capacity of development that can be accommodated at PRB and the 
land take required to deliver the proposed level of housing, retail, community facilities, infrastructure and open space.  
3.14 The work undertaken by Defence Estates has however, identified that errors exists in the SHBC capacity work, which as a result fails to accurately reflect the full extent 
of land available for development and therefore the capacity of the site.  
3.15 The key areas of concern in respect of the capacity work are outlined below;  
 
Definition of density  
3.16 The SHBC Capacity Study has not utilised the PPS 3 definition of elements that should be included in calculating development density and has as a result identified 
particular land uses that would normally be included in calculating the land that is actually available for use for development. This has resulted in the Council underestimating 
the potential development capacity at PRB.  
3.17 In this respect, SHBC’s land use budget included within table 6.1 at page 37 of the Deepcut Development Project Capacity Paper has included a land use budget for the 
following elements;  

Use  
 

Suggested Land take (ha)  
 

SUDS  
 

1.90  
 

Strategic Road  
 

2  
 

Amenity green space  
 

5  
 

 
3.18 Defence Estates considers that these elements should be included within the assessment of land available for development in accordance with the definition given in 
PPS3 where such elements fall within the housing areas on site.  
 
3.19 In terms of SUDS, Defence Estates commissioned an Interim Flood Risk Assessment June 2009 prepared by ENTEC and which confirms that the areas of land likely to 
be assigned to SUDS s would be around 1. 9 ha. This report is included in Appendix 3.  
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3.20 The SUDS however, will fall within open space areas across the site, along with housing areas and will not be specific land uses in their own right. Where drainage 
systems fall within the housings areas, Defence Estates considers that these should be included with the housing environment through the construction of SWALES or 
through the use of permeable hard surfaces. The land would not require elements that can be described as strategic and which would be calculated outside of the PPS 3 
definition.  
3.21 SHBC have also assumed that 2 ha of land would be required to deliver a strategic road. In this respect, the work undertaken by Defence Estates has demonstrated that 
there would be no need for a strategic road. The delivery of road infrastructure associated with the development of PRB should therefore fall within the PPS3 definition. This 
position is also supported by SCC. The Revised Transport Assessment prepared by Defence Estates is attached is Appendix 5 and clarifies that a new strategic road is not 
required  
 
3.22 SHBC have also identified green amenity space as a separate land take. Defence Estates consider that the delivery of green amenity space would run through the site, 
utilising land along roads, green space within the housing areas, retention of trees etc and that these should be included within the housing areas calculated for PPS3 
purposes as set out in PPS3.  
 
3.23 Notwithstanding this position, given SHBC’s desire that a village green should be provided as a single 2 ha block, Defence Estates are agreeable to this land being 
separately set aside from the calculation of residential areas.  
 
Density of development  
3.24 A study of the character of Deepcut has been produced by SHBC and which forms part of the evidence base. A separate study was also prepared  on behalf of Defence 
Estates and which is included within Appendix 5. The report has sought to build Defence Estates’s understanding of local character and variations in density and appearance 
in order to assist in understanding the development capacity of PRB.  
3.25 The study has reviewed key issues such as urban form, density, landscape, architectural style, parking arrangements and open space. The character study has selected 
a sample of nine housing areas surrounding the site, which in fact covers most of the existing developed areas of Deepcut.  
3.26 The study has identified that a range of densities exists from very low, with small areas of housing around Lake Road being predominantly bungalows in very large 
gardens, through to areas of medium density housing within the existing built areas. Density ranges from very low at 5-9ha, to medium densities at an average of 32 dph, 
ranging from 20-43dph.  
3.27 SHBC’s study, Deepcut Character Appraisal undertook a similar exercise and concluded that average densities were in the region of 28dph.  
3.28 On this basis, the studies conclude that the character of the area includes typical densities of between 28-32dph.  
3.29 Defence Estates has also reviewed densities that have been achieved in other residential developments across the borough over 10 units since 2000. The outcome of 
the study is attached at Appendix 6 and demonstrates that the average density achieved has been around 35.7 dph. This includes both apartment schemes and housing 
developments.  
3.30 The SHBC Capacity Report has been informed by the Deepcut Character Appraisal and suggests that 1200 units can be provided on 36 ha of land at an average 
density of 33dph.  
3.31 On the basis of the above evidence, it is concluded that the capacity of PRB should be informed by typical average densities of up to 35dph, reflecting the nature of the 
surroundings and typical pattern of development in the locality, whilst enabling the SHBC vision to be delivered, along with securing the efficient use of land at PRB. 
Defence Estates Capacity Modelling  
3.32 Defence Estates have undertaken a separate land use budget and masterplanning exercise, utilising SHBC’s and iCUBE’s conceptual proposals, but removing the 
anomalies in respect of land take.  
3.33 It is appreciated that this necessarily strays into matters of detail that are appropriate to the SPD and will require public consultation and testing through the SPD 
process. However, it is necessary to demonstrate at Core Strategy level that the use of developable land at PRB will be utilised as efficiently as possible in order that the 
opportunity to deliver new housing is maximised, given the shortage of alternatives acknowledged by SHBC.  
3.34 The work undertaken by Defence Estates is illustrated in the concept plans included as Appendix 2 which demonstrates that the natural capacity of the site is higher, 
whilst importantly maintaining SHBC’s aspirations in respect of community facilities and open space.  
3.35 The conceptual masterplanning work indicates that the amount of land within the main body of the southern part of the site is larger than the 36ha calculated by SHBC. 
This larger area results from a more detailed assessment of site areas and not from any significant changes to the principle of residential areas as shown by the Council in its 
Capacity Study for PRB (May 2010).  
3.36 In this respect, Defence Estates have prepared three development scenario’s which have followed the design led approach undertaken by ICUBE and which has sought 
to explore the capacity of the site, whilst satisfying SHBC’s aspirations in respect of the appearance and density of development.  
3.37 These show the appropriate land use requirements to secure a development of 1,200, 1,300 and 1,400 dwellings. In assessing the land use requirements to support 
these levels of housing, we have used SHBC’s requirements as set out in their report, Social and Community Needs Assessment. It is not clear if this paper forms part of 
SHBC’s evidence base, but its content is highly relevant to both the infrastructure delivery plan and to understanding the future needs of the expanded Deepcut village. This 
paper considers three scales of growth at Deepcut based upon 900, 1,200 and 1,500 houses and indicates the range of supporting facilities that would be required to serve 
the development, and in some cases, the expanded Deepcut village as a whole.  
 
3.38 The concept plans are illustrated at Appendix 2, whilst the land use budget is demonstrated for each option in the table below. The concept plans demonstrate that the 
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land uses and infrastructure requirements can be accommodated on the land available. In addition, the technical notes attached at Appendix 5 relating to transportation 
assessment and environmental considerations confirm that an increase in housing numbers could be accommodated without detriment. At Appendix 4 we attach a 
sustainability assessment matrix to assess the impact of up to 1400 dwellings against the SHBC objectives.  
Table 1 – Land Use Budget  
Option  
 

1 2  
 

3  
 

No. of dwellings 1,200 1,300 1,400 
Density 30 32 34 
Residential 40.6 40.6 40.75 
Retail 2ha 2ha 2ha 
Employment (via 
retail & community 
infrastructure) 

0 0 0 

C2 care home 
(Officers Club 
development 
opportunity site) 

0 0 1.25ha 

SANGS 35.94ha 35.94ha 26.8ha 
ANGSt Met by SANGS 

although additional 
15.18ha available 

Met by SANGS 
although additional 
15.18ha available 

22.84ha 

Parks and Gardens 2.26ha 2.26ha 1.76ha 
Sports facilities 
including NEAP & 
MUGA 

8.4ha 8.4ha 9.18ha 

Amenity 
greenspace (village 
green provided in 
addition to amenity 
within housing area 
net density) 

2ha 2ha 2ha 

Children and young 
people 

LAP & LEAP within 
PPS3 net definition 

of density 

LAP & LEAP within 
PPS3 net definition 

of density 

LAP & LEAP within 
PPS3 net definition 

of density 
Allotments 0.95ha 1.0ha 1.10ha 
Early years Within education / 

community 
Within education / 

community 
Within education / 

community 
Primary school 2FE – 2.12ha 

19,000sqm 
2FE – 2.12ha 
19,000sqm 

2FE – 2.12ha 
19,000sqm 

Library Co-locate at 
community centre 

Co-locate at 
community centre 

Co-locate at 
community centre 

GP/Dentist Include in retail 
land take 

Include in retail 
land take 

Include in retail 
land take 

  
3.39 The outcome demonstrates that the capacity of the site, taking into account the SHBC vision has been inaccurately measured and that as a result the use of land at 
PRB would not be optimised by the proposed allocation for 1200 dwellings.  
 
3.40 The land use options for 1200 and 1300 dwellings have utilised similar areas to those envisaged by the Council and iCUBE in the capacity study for residential use. The 
1400 dwelling option introduces land at Bellew Road and north of Alma Dettingen, which Defence Estates also considers are suitable for residential development. Whilst 
these areas include land involving existing playing fields, replacement sports facilities are provided in accordance with SHBC’s requirements to meet the needs of the 
expanded settlement.  
 
3.41 The Defence Estates measurements demonstrate that around 41 ha of land would be available for residential development as illustrated within the conceptual 
masterplans at Appendix 2.  
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3.42 The outcome of this exercise has resulted in a better understanding of the potential capacity of development and suggests that the site can accommodate 1400 
dwellings, retail and community facilities and open space, with the application of similar densities to that envisaged by SHBC/ iCUBE.  
 
3.43 The concept plans are submitted only to illustrate our case that higher numbers can be achieved and to test their impact on viability. It is fully recognised that the detail 
will be discussed and developed through the SPD process.  
 
3.44 Defence Estates therefore request that Policy CP3 and CP4 are amended to increase the allocation of land at PRB to deliver 1400 new dwellings.  
 
Housing Mix  
3.45 Policy CP6 has defined a target housing mix for market intermediate and social housing based upon the desire to begin rebalancing the housing stock in the borough in 
order to meet the identified needs from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment.  
 
3.46 The mix of units identified is set out below:  
 
(Copy of full representation available to view at Surrey Heath Borough Council offices) 
 

Hastings Mr & Mrs R We have lived in Deepcut for the last 22years and have seen many changes, some good and some not so good. We feel that the proposed changes do not take into account 
the serious issue of the increased traffic, lack of pre-school and school places in the area, also the increased pressure it would put on the medical services. We would like to 
object very strongly to the huge amount of houses proposed. 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 

Objecting 
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Heale Mrs M Policy CP4: Deepcut Paragraph (x) 
MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements must be made to local roads. 
 
Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR) is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impact of 342 new homes at Dettingen Park.  The road leads 
to a narrow SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and a roundabout at the other.  At peak times, this has one of Surrey Heaths worst traffic delays. 
 
Additional homes at Princess Royal Barracks (PRB) site will worsen the traffic situation at DBR unless SIGNIFICANT improvements/enhancements are made to DBR and 
surrounding network.  Without MAJOR improvements, any extra homes on PRB site is unacceptable. 
 
Defense establishment must look to (& fund) development to spread traffic onto other routes away from DBR, The Maultway, Heatherside & Frimley Green. 
 
The developers of PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements (as indicated by Surrey Heath 
Borough's Development Brief)  BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in public transport (identified as a weakness - page 18). 
 
Policy CP4: Deepcut Paragraph (i): The development should be a 'rural village'.  Green space must be maximised throughout the development.  The density of 33 homes per 
hectare is TOO HIGH 
 
Policy CP4: Deepcut Paragraph (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), (vi), (vii), (viii), (ix), (xi), (xii), (xiii), (xiv) and (xv): are totally, wholeheartedly endorsed as critically important 
 
In addition; any planning gains achieved by S106/278 MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities - experience at Dettingen Park has shown this to be essential. 

Objecting 

Hearn Ms J As i live in deepcut i must write to protest at the amount of new housing you intend to build here. Trying to get out of the junction from lake road at Frimley Green is 
impossible now from 3.30pm. I cannot imagine what it will be like when 1200 more homes with their occupants will be driving along deepcut bridge road etc. The Traffic noise 
on Deepcut bridge road is bad at rush hour times. In the last 4 years the level of traffic has increased and with it the noise, along Deepcut bridge road.. This is a village, and 
should be kept like it. We have no need of Pubs, shops etc, let alone 1200 new homes. 
 
Dettingen park is a small development and has not greatly altered the village. People who move here know what to expect in the way of local services and shops and must 
be prepared to go to other area for schools, shops and entertainment etc.  
 
Village life is not geared for 1200 houses development. It will no longer be a village, which is ironic ,as you have recently erected a village sign.  
 
As an active member of the local community I am not happy with the increase of noise from pop pop bikes and the youths who hang around and have been working to 
improve this>i can not imagine what levels of problems we will have to deal with if you build 1200 new homes without al the entertainment and facilities that a town would 
offer. 
 
Please listen to the local residents and take our wishes into account. After all we live here, you dont. 
 

Objecting 

Heath Ms M I live in Buttermere Drive and my garden backs on to the Maultway. I am a keen gardener and over the past twelve years I have become aware of the increase in traffic and 
subsequent traffic noise on the Maultway. This has begun to affect my enjoyment of my garden and the quiet inside my home-I can now hear traffic noise when I am in my 
house. I hope the planned development of Deepcut Barracks will not include the development of the Maultway into a duel carriageway or any similar alterations. I hope it 
would be possible to build another route out of the proposed development and plan to allevieate traffic flow on the Maultway. 
 

Objecting 

Hennessy Mrs L I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

Objecting 
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• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
 

Hicks Mr M Being a local resident in Hillsborough Park which is just off the Upper Chobham Road I have the following serious concerns relating to the local roads which will be severely 
impacted by the proposed new development at Deepcut and which should be addressed at the same time as the site development.  
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, 
Brunswick Road and the Maultway/Red Road Roundabout) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, The Maultway/Red Road Roundabout, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. In addition substantial improvements should be made to the existing roads to 
reduce the impact of the additional houses on the existing bottlenecks in the area 
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Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. The parking at Brookwood station needs to be 
increased as the existing car park is full up most mornings and there is a waiting list for season ticket holders.  
 
I look forward to these issues being addresses in your plans for this development 

Hicks Mr P U I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development. 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  I 
live between the roundabouts facing the road and 2000 new cars would significantly impact my quality of life. 
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside.  I already queue every morning and do not want my journey time to increase. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
 

Objecting 

Hicks Ms F Being a local resident in Hillsborough Park which is just off the Upper Chobham Road I have the following serious concerns relating to the local roads which will be severely 
impacted by the proposed new development at Deepcut and which should be addressed at the same time as the site development.  
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, 
Brunswick Road and the Maultway/Red Road Roundabout) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
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• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, The Maultway/Red Road Roundabout, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. In addition substantial improvements should be made to the existing roads to 
reduce the impact of the additional houses on the existing bottlenecks in the area 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. The parking at Brookwood station needs to be 
increased as the existing car park is full up most mornings and there is a waiting list for season ticket holders.  
 
I look forward to these issues being addresses in your plans for this development 
 
  

Highways Agency  
CP4: Deepcut 
Within CP4, the HA are pleased to observe that bullet point ‘(x)’ seeks to address mitigation measures to reduce the impact of traffic at Deepcut, which is identified as ‘not a 
highly sustainable location due to the poor local facilities, distance from local centres and poor accessibility by public transport and other non-car modes.’  However, as CP4 
also specifies the number of new dwellings to be located at Deepcut, we refer to our comments regarding CP11 and the associated evidence base. 
 
(CP11:  Movement 
We are aware that you are working with Hart District Council, Rushmoor Borough Council and Surrey County Council in preparing a joint transport evidence base to support 
your Core Strategy, which, unlike the previous Transport Assessment from 2007, will now include development at Deepcut.  The preparation of an effective evidence base 
will be important for the HA in evaluating the soundness of the Core Strategy, in accordance with the revised PPS12 paragraphs 4.51 - 4.52, which relate to the soundness of 
the document. Given the HA’s continued involvement in the preparation of the evidence base, we anticipate making further comments in due course on the acceptability of 
the evidence base, and therefore the likely soundness of the Core Strategy.) 
 
On the basis that a completed Evidence base has not been provided to date, it is considered that at present, the DPD is unsound as required by paragraph 4.36 of PPS12.  
The HA must therefore submit a representation that the proposed Core Strategy is not sound as it is ‘not founded on a robust and credible evidence Base’ and therefore is 
not ‘justifiable’.  
 

Objecting 

Holland Mrs K  I consider policy CP4 be unsound for the following reasons: 
• The Policy Context (page 6, vi) states that new development should be concentrated in existing towns and villages. Deepcut is not an existing village - it does have 

its own parish church or school or even it’s own postal address. The Core Strategy refers to Deepcut repeatedly as a small settlement, and that is what it is, a 
hamlet of civilian housing and shops that developed around the PRB with Dettingen Park more recently grafted (i.e. not integrated) on. 

• SHBC have stated that they wish to develop Deepcut as a rural village. A density of 30-40 homes per hectare does not fit with most people’s definition of a rural 
village but with that of a high-density housing estate. None of the existing rural villages in Surrey Heath have a density of houses any where near this level 
yet Deepcut more than any of the other Surrey Heath villages is characterised by the heathland for which the borough is named. Imposing a density of this level will 
compromise this heathland and the very nature of the borough forever. There is a real danger of creating an isolated high-density housing estate just to meet the 
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number of new homes quota target.  

• The government has clearly signalled its intention to abolish Regional Spacial Strategies, so why are SHBC still imposing a housing quote on an unsustainable area 
next to natural heathland? This goes against the new government policy of abolishing RSS and putting communities in charge of local planning. Residents were not 
consulted on 1200 homes we were consulted on 900-950 new homes. Any increase from 900-950 units to 1200 should therefore trigger a new consultation process 
as the last was based on a false premise.  

• Residents were told at the consultation workshops that only ~30 hectares were available for building (the rest being existing heathland or other green areas) and 
that a density of ~30-35 homes per hectare would be likely (hence the previous target of 900-950). 1200 new homes on 30 hectares would result in a housing 
density of 40 houses per hectare - that is a very high-density housing estate (greater than Dettingen Park) and NOT a rural village. The alternative is to build on 
more hectares than the available 30 but this would require building on existing heathland or other green space and would therefore significantly harm the local 
environment and further endanger rare birds, flora & fauna. If SHBC are planning on building on greenfield land then the residents must be re-consulted as we were 
told that development would only be on existing brownfield sites during the consultation workshops. 

• Deepcut is, and will continue to be, primarily residential and residents have to travel a number of miles to go to work either locally or in London. There is only one 
main road out of Deepcut to access the West and it takes an average of 30 minutes to get past the Red Road/Maultway roundabout in the mornings. If there are 
any road traffic delays on the A30 or M3 it can take over an hour. Whereas the road to Brookwood Station is not only notorious for its dangerous bends but can 
only be accessed by passing over the Deepcut Bridge which only allows for traffic to pass in single file and has limited visibility of oncoming traffic. An additional 
1200 homes will lead to a significantly increase in the number of vehicles and a corresponding increase in accidents along the Pirbright Bends and long traffic 
delays along the Maultway and Deepcut Bridge Road. The existing road infrastructure cannot cope with this additional load. Reducing the number of available car-
parking spaces and trying to force down the number of cars per household whilst allowing for bus routes and a footpath/cycle route as part of the schedule 106 will 
not solve the problem (you cannot change the local car ownership culture by planning policy – Surrey Heath has the 2nd highest rate of car ownership in the South 
East) it will just lead to dangerous double parking, long traffic jams and non cost effective bus routes as evidenced by 9 years on the Dettingen Park development 
(a housing estate which can only be easily accessed by car, and yet where there is a huge shortage of car parking spaces, dangerous double parking and no 
sustainable public transport). 

• If any significant number of homes are to built then these traffic issues must be sensibly addressed i.e. reopening the rail link from Deepcut to Brookwood (this 
would address the lack of a regular direct link to London in the borough) and also reopening the road from Deepcut to Brookwood which would allow traffic to 
bypass the dangerous Pirbright Bends and the unsafe Deepcut Bridge. 

• The suggestion that the canal could be used as a cycle route/footpath link to Brookwood station is sensible on a nice warm summer’s evening but not on a dark, 
wet, stormy winter’s night or morning. Are SHBC really suggesting that women will walk 3+ miles to and from Brookwood Station in the dark alongside a canal? 

• The council needs to sort out the existing problems created by the Dettingen Park development before it creates any new ones.  

• There is already a changing room and sports pitch – but it hasn’t been used in 9 years. 

• The cycle/footpath routes that formed part of the Schedule 106 have STILL to be implemented. 
 
 

• Reduce the target number of houses back to 900-950 or re-consult with all residents 
• State how many hectares will be built on and map where these will be 
• State the density of housing per hectare and how this will be compatible with the definition of a rural village 
• State categorically that no building on greenfield land will take place 
• Outline a detailed plan for future road access in & out of Deepcut 
• Outline a detailed plan for commuter transport improvements i.e. rail links 
• State how the heathland will be protected from the new development 
• Fully implement the Dettingen Park 106 agreement before any further development 

 
Hopkins Mr D P I think it is a good idea to have some type of development after the army move away. Deepcut does need some sort of re-generation as the village itself is some what 

shabby. 
However, the idea of having another Dettingen slapped in the middle of deepcut is ludicrous. Dettingen has 342 homes, this proposal is for 1200 new homes. 
Deepcut is a semi rural location, with one B-road that runs through the village and eventually ends up at a single lane, weak bridge. This road already serves 3 large housing 
estates, Dettingen, Cheylesmore and Heatherside as well as Frimley Green, for cars needing access for the Red Road. This road is never in a good state of repair and has a 
huge volumne of traffic for its size. The traffic in the morning at 8am is crazy, a typical morning can see you waiting for 20-30 minutes to get the Maultway roundabout. 
Other concerns include the schooling facilites, local schools are already way over subscribed and with a young daughter, iam very concerned about this. With the potential for 
hundreds more children moving to the area, the schools simply could not cope. 
Being a semi-rural area, the idea of having a huge housing estate built is ridiculous. The area is a place of natural beauty, lots of trees and wildlife. People come from a far to 
walk dogs, the area is very popular a like with mountain bikers, orienteering and walkers. Being a mountain biker myself, this would be a travesty to build a concrete jungle. 
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I do however understand the army are selling and need to maximise their income. Not at the expense of building 1200 houses, the area just would not and cannot cope. 
The area must retain a semi rural feel to it and any new development must be built into the surrounding green and wooded area, as oposed to knocking down vast areas of 
woodland. 
Having spoken to many neighbours in my road, iam not just speaking for myself. Another major concern is the prospect of more housing association homes. Dettingen, for 
example, has lumped all these type of homes together in one area. These are very untidy, shabby and cause an almost 'ghetto' type feel, seperating these homes from 
privately owned homes gives, a them against us feel to the area, which cannot happen again. Any new development that happens must disperse these housing association 
homes throughout the development and not contain them in one area. 
Another major concern is the youth of the area. The woodend road swing park has in the past experienced large gangs of teenagers congregating late at night. Causing lots 
of noise, drunken behaviour, lots of litter and the teenagers cars and skooters roaring up and down the road at all hours. Many of these teenagers are from Dettingen, with 
little else to do, other than take over swing parks and generally make a nuisance of themselves. The reason for this is, being a semi-rural village, there is not much to keep 
these teenagers occupied. My point being, any developments that may happen, must include provisions for this, i.e youth clubs, extra policing for the area, and i dont mean 
those plastic coppers, maybe a skateboard park, 5-a-side football pitches etc. This is an absolute must for any new development, as this was completley overlooked for the 
Dettingen development. 
As a final word on this matter, you need to seriously think this one through. I would welcome some re-generation to deepcut, some new housing etc, but it must fit in with the 
surrounding woodland and the facilities must be up to the standard, roads, schools, shops, the whole infrastuctutre would need changing for even the smallest develpment. 
As for 1200 new homes, you will need to think again and this cannot and will not happen. 
 

Horton Ms F I would like to raise my objections to the Policy CP4 proposed submission document.  
 
I have the following objections: 
 
• The document policy CP4 does not refer to the issues regarding the additional traffic in enough detail or weight. The current road infrastructure will be unable to cope with 

the additional traffic from 1200 new homes. This will mainly affect Deepcut Bridge Road which is the only road in and out of the village and therefore requires additional 
improvements. It is vital that Brunswick Road is returned to public use.  

• The development must remain a rural village (Para i CP4). The development must not change the character of Deepcut. This includes ensuring that green open spaces 
are a key element of any future design. The current proposal of 1200 homes on the site with a density of 33 homes per hectare is too high. This should be a premium 
development providing plenty of open spaces including those between each of the homes.  

• The local authority must properly enforce any planning gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements. Previous agreements were not enforced on previous 
developments.  

• The new proposed new supermarket (para iv CP4) with a floor plan of 6000 sq metres is far too large. The residents consultation requested a series of small individual 
shops. These will not be able to survive if a supermarket is built on the same development. Please provide a series of small 'village' shops as previously agreed at the 
residents forums.  

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be provided throughout the development and not all in one area. These residents should not feel isolated and discriminated and 
feel that they are a separate community within the development.  

 
The existing road in the village will be inadequate to cope with the vast number of additional vehicles that will drive through the village especially during rush hour. This will be 
exacerbated by the lack of a railway station and inadequate public transport.  
 
Deepcut Bridge road is a single carriageway at one end of a series of roundabouts at the other. These both already create significant bottlenecks during rush hour, and any 
additional vehicles will make this situation unacceptable.  
 
Due to the lack of parking at Brookwood station, many commuters will have no alternative but to drive rather than use public transport.  
 
Defence estates must make an undertaking to provide additional routes through the development. This includes reopening Brunswick road as a public road.  

Objecting 

Houghton Mr G I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  
 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Item (i), CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 
33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development.  
 
• Affordable housing (Item ii, CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’  
 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Item iv, CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut  
 
• The wording at Item (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick 
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Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
• Item (xv) in Policy CP4 regarding the Basingstoke Canal.  
The Basingstoke Canal Authority is already experiencing difficulties in maintaining the canal in a fully operational condition due to a past and present shortfall in funding 
which is mainly attributable to Surrey Heath Borough Council. Without adequate funding now and in the future further deterioration is inevitable.  
 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut  
 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development  
 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough.  
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR).  
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE-track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times, it 
also impacts quite heavily on the Wharf Road/Sturt Road roundabout in Frimley Green reached via Lake Road. This road and Wharf road are also narrow roads unsuitable 
for increased traffic loads.  
 
The further 1920+ vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings at average of 1.6 vehicles per dwelling on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR 
UNLESS significant improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new 
homes on the PRB site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  
 
Defence estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood and Ash Vale stations. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped.   

Hutchinson D H The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road, it will not be possible to sustain 1200 homes on this site.  This could mean that there will be over 20000 cars on the road. 
Frimley Park Hospital and the Doctors Surgery at Frimley Green would struggle to cope with the increase in population. 

Objecting 

Hyde Mr H I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
• The wording at point (x) CP4 should be stronger (we do not have the road improvements promised 10 years ago,) therefore Any development of any significant size must 

bring with it MAJOUR & SIGNIFICANT road improvements, Since the development of 342 New homes at Dettingen Park Deepcut My 12 mile journey to Woking in the 
morning can frequently take over 1hr. There is no alternative to the car in Deepcut.  

• Para (i) CP4 The development should rightly take the form of a rural village, however any development should respect the setting of our rural village instead of 
overwhelming it by urban sprawl. The figure of 1200 is far too high and would only be reached by destroying the character of the existing village. Indicative layouts 
produced at the last focus group meeting showed vast areas of woodland removed which would be unacceptable. 

• Any planning gains as part of a S106/278 must be legally binding and prepared and double checked by a qualified competent and experienced person so that this time 
they are enforceable. 

• A 6000sq ft supermarket would only attract more cars and is unnecessary, other local forms of local employment should be found 
 
Deepcut is one of the lease sustainable locations in the Borough, with the least number of amenities, Yet under Community Facilities 2.29-2.42 seems to score 
disproportionately high as opposed to the real situation, (the few shops we have, primarily takeaway's, will probably disappear when the army camp closes,) The map of page 
22 is grossly inaccurate and a distortion of the truth as the development of a large supermarket, which we don't even want, would not elevate our facilities to a par with 
Lightwater, Windlesham, Chobham and Frimley green as illustrated. Our facilities would probably be fewer than the neighbourhood centre's identified on the plan all of which 
are better connected either on or near A roads.  
 
The quantity of housing proposed for Deepcut should be significantly reduced for the following reasons 
 
• page 66 as currently proposed there would be an over provision of 922 homes which is probably a conservative under estimate 
• The proposal would mean Deepcut taking a disproportionately large amount of new housing compared to other locations in the borough 
• If 922 homes more than necessary are built at this stage then vital land that could be reserved for future housing when needed, will have been lost, we should only be 
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meeting the predicted needs and not swamping the area with yet more unwanted houses and flats. This is too much too soon and does not consider future needs 

• 1200 new homes in Deepcut are not required and is only fuelled by the greed of the MOD and Surrey Heath Borough Council, both of whom stand to benefit substantially 
financially.  

 
Deepcut is a pleasant rural village in a unique wooded setting which is about to be engulfed in an ugly overwhelming urban sprawl, We are not against the redevelopment of 
the brown field aspects of the barracks but would like a more sensible and sensitive redevelopment of the site rather than the huge number of houses proposed.  
Please save our rural village and the quality of life we moved to the area to enjoy.  

Indigo Planning on 
behalf of McKay 
Securities Group 

The Core Strategy demonstrates a circular logic and the only rationale for selecting Deepcut is to secure the infrastructure benefits that will accrue from it. However, if the site 
were not selected in the first place the infrastructure would not be required so that is not a proper justification. Also because of the tariff system for planning obligations, each 
new residential development will be required to provide the appropriate infrastructure contribution anyway. Therefore, there is no real justification for selection of the Deepcut 
site, given its unsustainable location, of its acknowledged poor local facilities, distance from local centres and poor accessibility by public transport and other non car modes. 
Sustainable development is the core principle of PPS1. The statement argues that LPAs should consider development in an integrated manner when preparing development 
plans, and ensuring that policies in plans reflect this integrated approach. For example, by focusing development near to major public transport interchanges. Through 
allocating the majority of new housing on the Deepcut site the Core Strategy does not distribute new housing in a sustainable and integrated way, therefore it is 
not consistent with national policy. 
The split between Deepcut and the other sites for housing should be rebalanced to minimise reliance on this single, unsustainable site, to allow greater flexibility and increase 
prospects of achieving planning objectives through a more robust site selection process based on more sites making smaller contributions, and thus suffering from less risk of 
failure. For these reasons, the Core Strategy is unclear and unjustified making it ineffective and unsound. 
 
The balance between Deepcut and the other sites for housing should be rebalanced, the Core Strategy should be amended to reflect this. 
 

Objecting 

Janson Emil RE CP4  
 
I have read the policy document on the web and believe it to be unreasonable on several accounts  
 

1. There is no solution offered to prevent a further worsening of traffic congestion, or to increase the safety of travellers and public in Deepcut where speed bumps and 
rat runs make the village a completely unsuitable host to more traffic.  

2. 35% affordable housing is a high proportion and the recent evidence at the new Alma Dettigen estate suggests that by grouping all the affordable housing in one 
patch- this patch soon becomes dirty and unmaintained. Deepcut does not need any more shoddy areas developing. It has enough already.  

3. There is no track record of any local council success in establishing a workable, useful and affordable public transport system and current bike routes are a joke, 
stopping and starting with plenty of danger spots where the bike track goes back into pot hole riven roads.  

4. I have no issue with the plans for a decent size supermarket as long as it is centrally located and the council delivers a vision of accessibility and walkability to this 
outlet.  

5. The building of new housing should be spread more evenly by using more batrrack space in the vicinity of Brookwood which has a better road network. 
 

Objecting 

Kempston Mr R I have reviewed the subject document and consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak.  Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  These road improvements MUST be made before the homes are completed. 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para (i) CP4), and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH.  Green space should be maximised throughout the development. 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities - unlike previous developments in Deepcut. 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para (iv) CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut. 

• Affordable housing (Para (ii) CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’. 

Objecting 
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• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development. 

• It is not clear whether the ‘place of worship’ at Para (vi) is in addition to the existing Regiment’s Church in DBR – this is a major landmark in Deepcut and MUST 
be retained, see DM17 Heritage page 63. 

In addition, on the Key Diagram on page 22, the area between The Strategic Development Site (pink) and Frimley / Frimley Green (Primary Development Location) does not 
have any colouring or hatching – when I attended the exhibition held earlier in the year at the Deepcut Centre I was assured that this MOD land had some level of protection.  
This protection is essential to maintain a buffer between Deepcut and Frimley (as in CS4 para(xiii)), and offers a SANG location (as in CS4 para (xiv)). 
 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park.  The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site (using the 1.988 cars per household in Section 2.2) will worsen the already poor traffic 
situation on the DBR (and roads including St. Catherine’s Road) unless significant improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network.  
Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  CS4 should comply with the 
statements in DM11 Traffic Management and Highway Safety (page 57). 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, St. Catherine’s Road, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport, as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
My doctor’s surgery is The Frimley Green Medical Centre, and is always very busy, and must not be relied upon to provide similar services for the proposed development – 
new facilities MUST be available as the homes are completed. 
 
 

Kingsley Miss S Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
 
I am writing in objection to plans to build 1200 new homes on the Dettingen Park site in Deepcut. 
 
I believe that the current infrastructure of the road networks around Surrey Heath, and in particular this area, cannot cope with an estimated 2000-2500 additional vehicles. At 
present, one accident on a vital route can congest the area for hours at a time. The access to Deepcut Bridge Road can also be of considerable danger, in addition to the 
weakness of the bridge over the railway line. Without major road and public transport improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site should be considered 
as unacceptable and unsound. I also believe that over-development of this site and the surrounding road network would be detrimental to the area and would affect the lives 
of people already living in the Deepcut area. 
 
The number of additional dwellings being proposed is no longer  determined by the requirements of the South East Plan(Revoked) but might well be seen as the councils 
wish to benefit from possible Government cash incentives to build new homes. I am concerned that there appears to be no evidential data to support the proposed number of 
3,333 additional dwellings required by the year 2027. There are vast numbers of unoccupied dwellings in the Borough, this issue should be addressed ahead of building 
additional homes in an already over-populated area. 
 
The site is also close to recognised SSSI’s and is also in close proximity to West End Common which is recognised as a Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area. This 
area supports internationally important populations of rare birds, including the Woodlark, Nightjar and Dartford Warbler. These need to be given great thought when any 
planning on this site is considered. 
 
Furthermore, I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
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and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
If a planning application is approved Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from 
Deepcut Bridge Road, The Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should also recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Lacey Mrs I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, 
Maultway roundabout with Red Rd and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 

Objecting 



  93

CP4 Deepcut   
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Lamb Mr D I consider Policy CP4 in the proposed submission document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  

• The wording in paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless major improvements are made to the local roads and new access roads to and from the site are 
created to take the traffic away from Deepcut Bridge Road it will not be possible to sustain 1200 homes on this site. 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (para iv CP4) is too large and would attract even more traffic into Deepcut making the development even less sustainable. 

• The development should take the form of a rural village (Para i CP4) and maximise the use of green space. The proposal of 1200 new homes (approximately 4 times 
the size of the Dettingen Park development) is surely at odds with this objective. A development which is contained within the existing building foot print would be 
more in line with a 'rural village'. 

Deepcut Bridge Road is a narrow road with bottle necks at both ends and already a major source of congestion at peak times. The addition of 1200 new homes with the 2000 
+ additional vehicles that implies will make the already bad traffic situation even worse.  
Defence estates or the developers must be made to fund alternative routes out of the site in order to spread the traffic on to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road 
and the surrounding communities (The Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett & Heatherside)  
Apart from the comments above, the other paragraphs in CP4 are critical to the sustainability of the proposed development.  
 

Objecting 

Laremore Mr & Mrs I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unrealistic for the following reasons: 
 

• Local roads will not be able to cope with the congestion caused by additional traffic from 1200 new homes, especially routes to Brookwood Station, the M3 and 
local schools..  

• Local residents were informed at the Community Planning Meeting that the development would incorporate the feeling of a ‘rural village’. 1200 homes are not 
going to give this promised approach but the opposite feeling of a new town.  

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

I am a resident of Dettingen Park and moved to the area because of its rural feel and because the current development of 342 houses was not too big. With two very young 
children the local community being small and friendly is very important. Not to mention access to their schools, doctors and hospitals which at present is manageable but only 
just. 
 
I regularly commute from brookwood Station into London and have children at local schools. At peak time these routes are already very busy and there is quite often 
insufficient parking at Brookwood Station, with no other areas available for any overflow. This will be made much worse with the proposal of 1200 new homes. 
 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR unless significant improvements 
and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site should be 
considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defence estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
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Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site before the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Levack Mrs J I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
The wording at Paragraph (x) in Policy CP4 is too nebulous.  Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR) 
and Brunswick Road) the traffic problems for new residents and existing ones will be horrendous, yet much destruction and expense would be involved in making such 
improvements. 
DBR has a unique nature - it is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park.  
The road leads to a narrow SINGLE track railway at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough's worst traffic 
delays at peak times. 
Also the increased traffic flow to Frimley Green would mean that the residents of St Catherines Road (plus the heavy extra traffic at rush hours) would find a currently difficult 
situation almost impossible.  Taking a right turn into Wharf Road would need a roundabout. 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Therefore Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development. 
Moreover a village development does not require a large new supermarket of 6000 sq metres, this area is well supplied with supermarkets already. 
This proposed development should not be considered in isolation but in conjunction with that of Clewborough School redevelopment which is, after massaging, is quietly 
sliding through the Planning procedures despite many convincing objections and an Inspector's report. 
The Deepcut/Frimley Green areas will be ruined because they present such easy prey for meeting housing targets by currently having some green open spaces. 
 

Objecting 

Loughlin Mr P I am writing to register my objections to the proposed development of 1200 new homes at Dettington Barracks/Deepcut.  
As a local resident, I am concerned about the affects that this development will have upon the local communities.  
My concerns are summarised as follows:  
The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is questionable. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this should surely imply a reduced quantity than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 
33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development.  
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements should be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut.  
The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - seems far too big, and will subsequently attract even more traffic into Deepcut.  
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should surely be spaced out, at random throughout the development rather than located in tightly packed units.  
 

Objecting 

Mansfield Dr J M I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• Given that much of the surrounding area is an SSI, wholesale road building will not be acceptable. 

• The current public transport situation in this area is barely acceptable for the current population; a new rail station would be required to support the proposed 
number of houses. 

• Thought should be given to providing suitable cycle ways as part of a sustainable transport package.  Shared use footpaths are not acceptable and the roads 
which are currently suitable for cycling wil become much too busy for safe cycling if the proposed number of homes are built. 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
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density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Matthews Mrs J I fully understand that the Deepcut Barracks is a key area for redevelopment but feel very strongly that this should be achieved without losing the integrity of the beautiful 
area in which we live. SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one the least sustainable locations for major new housing in the Borough. Putting a large 
amount of housing in a relatively small area without changing the infrastructure could have a hugely detrimental effect on the surrounding housing estates. I consider Policy 
CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Improvements would have to be made to local roads in order to sustain a significant number of houses and, 
therefore, traffic. Currently, I queue to get off of the Heatherside Estate where I live (queuing time has greatly increased since the construction of Dettingen Park). With the 
redevelopment of the Deepcut Barracks this will become significantly worse. As this is the main route to the A roads and motorways (key commuter routes) it is paramount 
that improvements and enhancements are made to the local roads. The other key route out of the Development leads to the Deepcut Bridge Road. This leads to a narrow 
single track railway bridge which is not designed to sustain a large amount of traffic. Currently this is one the worst traffic delays at peak times. Without significant 
improvements, this will only get worse. 
 
In the initial consultation a ‘rural village’ implies a lower number than 1200 homes on the site. Attempting to ‘pack’ as many homes into the space without due care and 
consideration on the impact to the local area or on the dynamics of the development itself will be to the detriment of the entire area. What is so attractive about the area is 
which we live is the green space and it is imperative that to maintain the integrity of this area of Surrey Heath, this should be maintained. 
 
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements must be properly enforced by the local authorities (unlike previous developments in Deepcut). 
 
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be spread throughout the development, not grouped together causing clear social divides. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
development brief for the site before the site is fully occupied. They need to fund improvements to public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at Brookwood 
station. Consideration for drainage, utilities, shops, doctors, schooling, nurseries etc should all be built into the development brief as they are all key concerns to the local 
residents, who could suffer if these areas are not given priority. 
 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning & 
Development 

I note that the Princes Royal Barracks site is anticipated to provide some 1200 new dwellings from 2016 onwards. In previous representations submitted to the Council I have 
indicated that I consider the barracks site as being in an isolated and non-sustainable location. I am concerned by the inadequacy of the road system in this area. During 
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Consultants peak travel times in the morning substantial traffic delays are presently experienced at the roundabout junction of The Maultway with Red Road and The Maultway with the 

A30 along with similar congestion that occurs at Frimley Green. Unless significant development related road improvements are undertaken as a part of the barracks 
redevelopment, this congestion along with extend delays at the A322/M3 junction will become intolerable. Core Policy CP4 identifies a significant number of requirements 
that need to be satisfied as a part of any redevelopment of the barracks site. Inevitably these will have very significant financial implications as highlighted in my introductory 
“general considerations” paragraph above. Bearing these costs in mind it is quite possible that redevelopment of the barracks site will be unattractive for the major developers 
who would be capable of undertaking such development.  
 
I note from paragraph 5.25 that the Council will be preparing an SPD. The redevelopment of land adjacent to the existing housing in Deepcut village, particularly the area to 
the east of Bellew Road could readily be redeveloped with an adjacent SANGS provision nearby, for example on the north side of Blackdown Road. 
 

Mitchell Mr N Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Red Road, 
Lightwater) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  Traffic from this site I do not feel will go to the M3J3 or M3J4.  Instead it will go through 
Lightwater village, Windlesham village, then via Longcross to the M25 at Chertsey.  Traffic at peek times on that route are already high, to the point where turning 
Left into Red Road from Briar Avenue can take many minutes.  Traffic lights, roundabouts and making the road safer need to be considered along with how traffic 
will be affected in other villages such as Windlesham.  The M3 J3 to J2 in peek time is nose-to-tail, thus traffic I feel will take local alternative routes through 
villages. 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut.  Internet 
shopping is increasing in usage, so supermarkets I feel are not needed. 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located together in groups. 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

 

Objecting 

Mitchell Ms A We have reviewed the Core Strategy & Development Management Policies and consider Policy CP4 in the Document related to the above to be unsound for the following 
reasons: 
 
1. The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Measures to reduce traffic impact were promised as part of the Dettingen Park development and those 
implemented have been shown to be ineffective.  Major & significant improvements need to be made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and The Maultway).   
Defence Estates must be made to look at and fund alternative routes out of the development. Traffic needs to be taken to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, 
The Maultway,  Frimley Green  &  Mytchett.  Unless this is implemented prior to the occupation of the development it will NOT be possible to sustain 900-1200 homes on the 
site. 
 
Measures to reduce the impact of traffic will not be the solution.  The main issue is that DBR is a narrow road which leads to a narrow single track railway bridge at one end 
and to a roundabout at the other end which, it is generally accepted, forms one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times. The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied 
by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR unless significant are made to the surrounding road network and 
alternative routes out of the development are found. Urgent consideration should be given to the re-opening of Brunswick Road.  Without such major improvements, the 
provision of 900 - 1200 new homes on the Princess Royal Barracks site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. 
 
Public transport needs to be improved indefinitely.  This must include buses to the surrounding towns and also to Brookwood station.  The Dettingen Park development 
produced some improvements and we as a family were able to regularly use the bus at least for part of the day.  This has now been reduced as funding ran out and it is not 
possible to get sensible trips to and from Brookwood station.  We are now forced to drive or take a taxi to the station.  Buses need to be available for commuter at peak times 
and into the early evening.  The Car Park at Brookwood also needs to be increased.  It is not possible for us as irregular travellers to park at the station after 8.00am. 
 
2. The First text paragraph CP4 assumes the site will deliver the total of ‘some 1200 net new dwellings’ .  The studies to support this need to be discussed with the Deepcut 
resident’s representatives to justify the increase from the 900 previously discussed.  The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this 
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must imply a lower number than the proposed 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. The example plans in the capacity 
study use 30 homes per hectare which is a considerable density for a rural development.  Green space should be maximised throughout the development  
 
3. The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut.  
 
4. Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’.   The mistakes evident in Dettingen Park must not 
be repeated. 
 
5. The development MUST be supported by adequate new infrastructure.  There is a need in the new development for a school, Doctors surgery, dentist, and a small 
supermarket as well as an improved road structure for it to be sustainable.  
 
 
CHANGES CONSIDERED NECESSARY TO MAKE THE DPD SOUND 
 
1. CP4 First text Para:  
Replace "This site will provide some 1200 net new dwellings..." with "This site has the capacity to potentially provide up to 1200 net new dwellings provided that issues of 
traffic congestion resulting from additional cars used by new residents and other infrastructure issues can be comprehensively resolved before planning permission is granted 
for any development..."  
 
2. CP4 Para (i):  
 
(i) A safe and high quality environment reflecting the rural nature of Deepcut’s setting with densities and green space appropriate to such a rural nature.  
 
3. CP4 Para (ii)  
 
(ii) A target of 35% of housing provision to be affordable. Housing mix shall reflect identified need in accordance with Policy CP6.  Affordable homes to be ‘pepper potted’ 
throughout the development. 
 
4. CP4 Para (iv):  
 
(iv)Improved provision of retail and associated Class A uses totalling approximately 6,000 square metres with no individual unit to exceed 3000 square metres  
 
5. Changes required to CP4 Para (x):  
(x) Major measures to reduce the impact of traffic upon and arising from the Deepcut development which will include significant improvements to the surrounding highway 
network, alternative routes out of the development, providing enhanced Deepcut Bridge and Brunswick Roads, reducing demand for travel, improved public transport 
provision, a safe integrated footpath/cycle route network linking to neighbouring settlements and key services all in order to mitigate the impact of the increased traffic which 
will be developed by the new homes at Deepcut. 
 
 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough but, at the same time one of 
the most likely for development due to its likely availability as a development site, its suitability in Special Protection Area terms and its partly Brownfield nature. The site’s 
sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR).  
 
Apart from the points commented upon the strategy and the vision for Deepcut and the other Paragraphs in CP4 and the Vision are endorsed.  We would like to commend 
Surrey Heath Borough Council’s planning personnel for their work consulting with the residents of Deepcut.   These actions need to be continued in an active way as the 
development planning continues. 
 

Modha Mr B Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and  Brunswick Road ) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

Objecting 
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• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Molloy Mr P I consider Policy CP4 to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
Minister for Decentralisation, The RT Hon Greg Clarke MP, implemented on 9 June 2010, the commitments made in the Coalition Agreement to decentralise the planning 
system 
by giving Local Authorities the flexibility and freedom to prevent overdevelopment of proposed high density building. Surrey Heath Planners must surely take this into account 
to substantially reduce the proposed density of 13 homes per acre, to a level that the areas infastructure can support. The huge increase in traffic will cause serious problems 
in the immediate area, especially at peak times. I see no scope whatever for improving the flow of traffic. 1. Through the Frimley Green village center where many pensioners 
live and busy local shops exist. 2. Under the hazadous railway bridge from the same village to Mytchett. 3.Over the single line traffic bridge at the bottom of Deepcut Bridge 
Road. 4.Access to the M3 Motorway via the already busy junction of The Maultway and Red Road. And 5. The dangerous and historically accident prone winding road to 
Brookwood.There are serious problems in every direction and the housing density simply cannot sustain 1200 homes, without massive and expensive improvments in local 
roads,b if at all possible, which I doubt 
 
 

Objecting 

Morgan Mrs L E V I am strongly opposed to some of the statements made in Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above.  For example: 
 
• We need far greater clarity with regard to the wording in Paragraph (x) in Policy CP4.  Unless there is a complete rethink and revamp of the roads in the surrounding area 

(especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick Road) it will not be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site 
• A "rural village" (Para i CP4) implies a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site.  33 homes per hectare is too high.  Green Space should be maximised throughout 

the development. 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements must be properly enforced by the local authorities - unlike previous development in Deepcut where 

promised road works and pathways were not forthcoming. 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should not be piled all together.  This will only create ghettos.  They should be spread throughout the development. 
• Apart from the points commented on above, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development. 
 

Objecting 
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At meetings I have attended the SHBC has publically admitted that the village of Deepcut is one of the least sustainable locations for major new housing in the Borough.   
 
The site's sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has a narrow single-track railway bridge at one end.  At the other there is a roundabout.  It is recognised as being one of the Borough's worst 
traffic delays at peak times. 
 
1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will mean an additional 2000 or more cars (the household average for vehicles is more than 2 per household) and this will 
significantly worsen the poor traffic situation on the DDBR unless significant improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network.  Without 
these, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site before the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund substantial improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Musker Mr J I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the Deepcut development to be unsound for the following reasons:- 
· 1200 new homes is far too many for a rural village (Para I CP4) 
· Half that number 600 would be too many as well, but could be about right if green space is optimized, especially since the SHBC has accepted that Deepcut village is one of 
the least sustainable locations for a major new housing development in the Borough- please keep it rural- overcrowding, parking and schooling is going to be a real problem. 
Doctors surgeries and local traffic will be stretched. 
· My suggestion is: keep it small- keep it rural- keep it an interesting backwater… (don’t just put houses there because there’s space!) 
· You can’t put 600 homes in without sorting out the single railway bridge on Deepcut Bridge Road- making it 2 way- it’s really dangerous anyway a completely blind corner 
and drivers never think about bicycles going down there.  
· Also the planning committee should consider and try and put back the Deepcut Railway station for commuters which will reduce local car traffic going to Brookwood and 
help Deepcut commuters go to Ash, Woking, London etc. Brookwood Station is already very busy and at full capacity. 
· Cycle paths could be improved and should be planned for within the development. 
· Keep the supermarket smaller 6000 sq meters is too big and will attract more traffic from nearby villages. There are a lot of conurbations nearby which have shopping and 
the beauty of Deepcut is that it is quite rural and hidden away- this aspect will be lost- please keep it small.  
· (personal thought:- no Mosques or Islamic centers- not interested in the slightest in political correctness on this- I don’t want them anywhere near here- sorry….)  
 

Objecting 

Mytchett, Frimley 
Green & Deepcut 
Society 

We consider the following paragraphs and policies in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
Policy CP4 Deepcut -Unjustified          
 
Item (x). 

• The wording is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick Road) it will 
NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE-track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times, it 
also impacts  heavily on the Wharf Road/Sturt Road roundabout in Frimley Green reached via Lake Road. This road and Wharf road are also narrow roads unsuitable for 
increased traffic loads, the potential increase in traffic load will also create a negative impact on both Sturt Road (B3411) leading to Frimley and Mytchett Road (B3411) 
leading to the Blackwater Valley Relief Road (A331) and Farnborough the B3411 also provides a link to Aldershot via Ash Vale .  
The further 1920+ vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings at average of 1.6 vehicles per dwelling on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR 
UNLESS significant improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new 
homes on the PRB site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 

Objecting 
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Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood and Ash Vale stations. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
Our Primary Care Trust, Surrey Police and local schools are already stressed from lack of sufficient funding, how will they cope with the new influx of residents? 
  
The South East is a densely populated area with low levels of rainfall and the South East  
Plan will place greater pressures on our existing water supply. 
  
 The Environment Agency states that there will not be sufficient water to meet future demands for the level of development proposed in the South East Plan unless new 
sources of water are developed, better use is made of existing water supplies and behaviour and attitude are changed to improved water efficiency. 
  
Item (xv) - Ineffective          

• The Basingstoke Canal Authority is already experiencing difficulties in maintaining the canal in a fully operational condition due to a past and present shortfall in 
funding, which is mainly attributable to Surrey Heath Borough Council. Without adequate funding now and in the future further deterioration is inevitable.  

 
Natural England  

On a related matter we find policies CP3: Scale and Distribution of New Housing and CP4: Deepcut unsound because we do not consider them consistent with national 
policy. Specifically we are concerned with the wording in both which states that the site will provide “some 1200” new dwellings. Work is still ongoing between Natural 
England, the Council and other stakeholders to agree an acceptable bespoke Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) solution for the site and the final number of 
houses will be dependent on this. To make these policies sound the wording should be changed to “up to” 1200 as is used elsewhere in policy CP3 to describe the total 
number of new dwellings planned for in the Borough.  
 
Natural England supports the inclusion in the policy of measures (xi), (xii) and (xiv) and will continue to work with the Council to produce a bespoke SANGs solution as part of 
a wider green infrastructure (GI) network.  

Objecting 

Newman Mr G I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick 
Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• I do not believe that the comments in section 2.27 are particually sound.  I believe that there should be more provisions for extra reservoirs and water works for 
that many houses.  I do not believe that current facilities would cope! 

• There should be provisions for more schooling for all ages in the area all paid for by the developer! 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 

Objecting 



  101

CP4 Deepcut   
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Nolan Ms D I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document relating to the above to be unsound on the grounds that it is not effective as it will not lead to sustainable 
development for the reasons set out below: 
 
1 Impact upon traffic and inadequacy of railway facilities 
The reference in paragraph (x) of CP4 to "improvements to the surrounding highway network" is vague and completely inadequate.  In my opinion, considerable road 
congestion will result from the additional traffic arising from the proposed 1200 new homes and the 6,000 square metre retail outlet.  Paragraph 2.25 of the Proposed 
Submission Document notes that Surrey Heath has the second highest rate of car ownership in the South East with 1.63 cars per household.  The proposal suggests that our 
roads in Deepcut village will have to cope with over 2,000 additional cars on a daily basis.  This situation is compounded by the fact that there are limited exit routes from 
Deepcut: 
 
• The route to the south necessitates passing over a mini roundabout to a weak single track bridge.  It would not be viable to increase the volume of traffic to the substantial 

levels that will result from the new homes without replacing this bridge to allow two-way traffic. 
• I have concerns that the B3012 road is unsuitale for large volumes of traffic.  There are already frequent accidents on this winding rural road. 
• The B3015 route to the north towards The Maultway and the route west towards Frimley Green already suffer with considerable rush hour delays.  Frimley Green Village 

also suffers from heavy congestion. 
• The nearest fast rail service to London is from Brookwood station.  There is insufficient parking at Brookwood, which means that commuters travelling from London 

frequently have to drive to an alternative station. 
 
It is essential that any new development plans include an eastwardly exit route from the Princess Royal Barracks (such as Brunswick Road) to minimise the burden of traffic 
on Deepcut Bridge Road, The Maultway and Lake Road. 
 
2 Impact upon the rural nature of Deepcut village 
The document states that the new development will be required to contribute toward delivery of a safe and high quality environment reflecting the rural nature of Deepcut's 
setting.  In order to meet this objective, the number of proposed new homes needs to be significantly reduced so that adequate car parking is available for homes within the 
new development (bearing in mind the car ownership ratio referred to above), whilst also ensuring that the amount of green space is maximised in order to retain the rural 
aspect of the village. 
 
In summary, I believe Policy CP4 is unsound and ineffective in terms of infrastructure delivery planning in that the rural nature of Deepcut village cannot be maintained 
without a significant reduction in the proposed number of dwellings, together with more tangible proposals setting out significant improvements to the surrounding highway 
network including a new eastwardly exit route. 

Objecting 

Norman Mr R As local residents we would request your consideration of the following facts with regards to Proposed Redevelopment Deepcut Barracks. 

1. The inclusion of a 6000 square Foot “Supermarket” NO REQUIREMENT . 
Reason for this view. 
A. There are Three local General Stores already in this area and all are Short of  Customers. 
B. There are at least TEN Shops in the local Villages that have been Empty for over ONE YEAR mainly due to lack of trade. 
C. There are TEN SUPERMARKETS within a short drive of Deepcut Village.  
Sainsbury @ Brookwood, Heatherside, Watchetts. And Farnbrough. 
Waitrose @ Frimley 
Budgens @ Lightwater  
Asda @ Farnbrough 
Morrison @ Southwood Park 
Tesco and Marks and Spencer @ The Meadows 
A major problem with this development is the increase in Traffic on already  congested Local Roads, a SUPERMARKET will draw additional road traffic to the area. 
Local Facilities 
If you are of the mind to allow this Over Development why not for once get it  Right and insist on ALL additional Schools,Doctor Surgeries, Dentist,Welfare  And Social 
Facilities and in place from day one and not drip fed into the area Over several years. 
Example  

Objecting 
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Traffic Calming in Deepcut not completed until Three Years after Lady Dettering Development was Completed. 
 

North Mr A I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless major & significant improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick 
Road) it will not be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site 
· The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per square hectare, which is too high. Green space should be maximised throughout the developmen 
· Any planning gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements must be properly enforced by local authorities – unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) – about the size of Waitrose in Frimley – is too big and will attract more traffic into Deepcut 
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
· Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
 
SHBC has, in the past accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the least sustainable locations for major new housing in the Borough.  
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
single track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout the other end. This is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays, at peak times.  
The further 2000 - 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR unless significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defence estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
development brief for the site before the Site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public Transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

O'Connell Mrs A I am emailing to say that I object to the number of houses proposed in Deepcut once the military move out.  The infra structure (roads, schools, medical facilities etc) cannot 
support the number of houses proposed without major improvement.  Unless the developers are prepared to put these in place then the number of houses should be 
considerably reduced. 

Objecting 

Ormonroyd Mr & Mrs 
PJ 

I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 

Objecting 



  103

CP4 Deepcut   
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Parsons Mr D & Mrs L We wish to make Representation regarding the Surrey Heath Core Strategy and Development Management Policies DPD particularly in relation to Policy CP4: the proposed 
development of the Princess Royal Barracks site at Deepcut. We write as Deepcut Residents. 
 
We have been members of the Deepcut Residents Group who has been liaising with the Planning Department of Surrey Heath Borough Council over the parameters of the 
proposed development. 
 
It has been our understanding as a result of these meetings that Surrey Heath BC Planning Department agreed that the proposed development would: - 
 

a) preserve the essentially village environment of Deepcut and that this would be based on a maximum of 900 new dwellings. 
b) no planning permission would be considered before the vendors of the land produced adequate proposals to alleviate the additional traffic used by the residents of the 

new dwellings. 
 
Having looked at the Core Strategy Document, we find that neither of these factors has been included in the document; indeed the number of dwellings has been increased 
by a third without any discussion with the Residents Group. I fail to understand how one can expect a housing density of 33 dwellings per hectare to be consistent with a 
village environment. Inevitably 1200 dwellings will result in overcrowding and an environment that Surrey Heath BC Planning Department have repeatedly stated that they 
wish to avoid. Indeed SHBC are on record as stating that the village of Deepcut is one of the “least sustainable locations for major new housing in the Borough”. 
 
We therefore request the following amendments be made to CP4 of the Core Strategy Document. 
 
CP4: Deepcut, 1st paragraph.  
Change “This site will provide some 1200 net new dwellings…” with “This site has the potential to provide up to 900 net new dwellings provided that issues of traffic 
congestion resulting from additional vehicles used by new residents and other infrastructure issues can be comprehensively resolved before planning permission is granted 
for any development.” 
 
CP4: point (x) After first instance of "include" add "making comprehensive plans for improving the road infrastructure for all roads that will reasonably carry additional traffic as 
a result of the development to ensure that traffic congestion, particularly at rush hour, will not be any worse than prior to the development"... 
 
 
 
 
In making this representation, we have first hand experience of the current traffic situation in and around Deepcut. Specifically, the roundabout at the junction between the 
Maultway and Red Road is virtually always blocked during the rush hour with tailbacks in excess of a quarter of a mile – to the extent that we no longer contemplate using 
that route during the rush hour.  In Frimley Green at rush hour, traffic coming from Deepcut down Lake Road is regularly tailing back as far as the entrance to Lakeside 
Country Club –some 300 yards. Finally, the single track road at Deepcut Railway Bridge is a nightmare for us trying exit our driveway as cars approach the bridge from the 
Deepcut direction far too quickly and there are often occasions when the bridge is blocked causing cars in one direction to have to reverse. 
 
Additionally, we would ask whether any consultation has been held with, for example, the management at Frimley Park Hospital as to whether they have the resources to 
cope with the additional number of residents that this development will produce and whether this will have a negative impact on their ability to cope with the demands of the 
existing population. 
 
On a positive note, we applaud Surrey Heath Planning Department for recognising, not only the importance of the Basingstoke Canal as an amenity of great value but also 
the necessity of retaining a ‘green belt’ between the proposed development of the Princess Royal Barracks and the Basingstoke Canal. We would like to suggest that this 
goes further and permits no development to the south of Brunswick Road. 
 

Objecting 

Patrick Mr & Mrs At this late stage, and with, I am sure every possible objection to the redevelopment being known to yourselves, we would like to just mirror all the comments I have read in 
opposition to the redevelopment and strongly object to the number of proposed houses for the site. 
 

Objecting 
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Peacock Ms L I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Penny Mr D I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
• In your Core Strategy Policy, 5.19 makes reference to the Deepcut Site, I quote 'The site is located at Deepcut, a small settlement with poor local facilities and declining 

environmental quality.  The site is not a highly sustainable location due to the poor local facilities, distance from local centres and poor accessibility by public transport 
and other non-car modes'.  I would urge the council to continue to search for a more appropriate site 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Your own investigations have already shown that the vast majority of residents already living in that area use 
their cars to get to work.  Improving pedestrian/cycle walkways and public transport will make no difference to people working outside of the area, which will in fact be 
most of the residents.  Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, Brunswick Road and the junctions at 
Red Road with The Maultway and The Maultway with the A30) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 
33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

Objecting 



  105

CP4 Deepcut   
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road and those 
roads leading to and from the area such as The Maultway and Red Road. 
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Red Road, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Your own enquiries have already indicated that a great deal of the traffic generated by this site will head North and join The Maultway to gain access to both Red Road and 
The London Road A30.  As a local resident for over 20 years I have seen traffic numbers increase year on year with little or no attempt by the council to resolve the issues.  It 
regularly takes me 20 minutes to go just 1.5 miles from Buttermere Drive to the A30.  Without road improvements another 2,000 - 2,500 vehicles on the road in the area will 
make this journey quite ridiculous. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC's 
development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood Station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped.  

Phillips Mr L I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

We live in a private road leading onto Deepcut Bridge Road and there are many occasions when it can take up to 6 minutes to exit our road due to the volume of traffic and 
the very bad parking on DBR.  
 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP$) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP$ are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

• SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 

• DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads 
to a narrow SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic 
delays at peak times.  

 
• The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS 

significant improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new 
homes on the PRB site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 

 
Defence estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 

Objecting 
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Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 

Piper Mr & Mrs A Core Strategy & development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• MAJOR  & SIGNIFICANT  improvements would need to be made to local roads especially Brunswick Road, and Deepcut Bridge Road (which is very narrow and has 
a very TREACHEROUS BRIDGE allowing only one car to cross at a time) leading onto to the Guildford Road.  

                 Frimley Green and Mytchett are already unable to cope with the volume of traffic resulting in severe delays at peak         
                 times.  It will be impossible to sustain 1200 new homes on this site.   
 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 homes 
per hectare, which is TO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development. 

 
• Any Planning Gains achieved MUST be properly enforced by local authorities – unlike previous developments in Deepcut when 342 new homes were built at 

Dettingen Park.  
 

• Affordable housing should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in one area 
 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket is too big and will only attract even more traffic into the area.   
 

• The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 new dwellings on the Princess Royal Barracks site will make an already poor traffic situation in and around Deepcut 
& Frimley Green into an impossible nightmare. 

                 Developers of the PBR site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the borough and provide 
                  Infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by Surrey Heath Borough Council’s Development brief 
                  for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. 
                  

• They would also need to consider the impact of another 400 -500 patients to the already strained resources on Frimley Park Hospital and local Doctor Surgeries.  
Major improvements would need to be made to public transport. 

 
 
Surrey Heath Borough Council has in the past accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the least sustainable locations for major new housing in the borough.    
 

Objecting 

Plimmer Mr C  
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 

Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1,200 homes on the site. I 

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1,200 new homes on the site at a density of 
33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development.   

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities - unlike previous developments in Deepcut. 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut.   

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’.   

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 

Objecting 
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The site’s sustainability problems arise from its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2,000 – 2,500 vehicles implied by 1,200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1,200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  
Defence estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to indefinitely fund improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Polhill Mr A I wish to put on record my objections to the initial outline proposals for the Deepcut Barracks Development.  
As I have lived on The Maultway for a number of years I have seen the traffic situation on The Maultway, in the direction of the Red Road roundabout, get steadily worse just 
since the development on the old parade grounds at Dettingen Park with only 350 new homes. Consideration must be given to Major improvements to all local roads, to take 
traffic away from this area, especially as part of the development will be on the "Woking" side it must be a "joint venture" with other local and ajoining Councils.  
Will it be up to SHBC and WBC to establish the requirements of the overall community with regard to schools, doctors surgeries and hospital bed availabilities that all this 
additional housing will bring to the area, or will the Government be making additional funds available as it would not be paid for by any housing developer would it!!  
Perhaps a new Railway Station at Deepcut should be considered in the proposal as there is never a great deal of room in the existing car park at Brookwood. 
 

Objecting 

Prince Mr R I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 

Objecting 
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Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Ross Mr & Mrs M H I am writing to voice our opinions on the proposed development at Princess Royal Barracks site at Deepcut.  How can 1200 houses with all the accompanying traffic they will 
bring, possible be suitable for the present road systems?  It is patently obvious that each house will have 2 or more cards as it will be younger families who will buy the 
houses.   
How can the council be so out of touch with the situation?  The roads cannot cope with any extra traffic.  Deepcut Road bridge is unstable, therefore Frimley Green and 
Mytchett will bear the brunt of the increased traffic. 

Objecting 

Rossiter Ms S I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
There needs to be another medical centre in the areas; at present it takes 7 days to get an appointment with a doctor at the Frimley Green Medical Practice. 
 

Objecting 

RSPB (South East 
Office) 

Policy CP4 makes provision for “some 1200 net new dwellings” on land at Princess Royal Barracks, Deepcut. The supporting text (paragraph 5.21) acknowledges that 
avoidance measures will be required to ensure that there is no adverse effect on the European sites, and that the need to protect the European sites will be a “key 
determinant of eventual housing numbers”. Nevertheless, the RSPB is concerned that insufficient evidence is currently available to determine whether sufficient levels of 
housing can be brought forward in this highly sensitive location in order to deliver a viable scheme, including the necessary level of services and infrastructure required to 
create a sustainable development (as identified in paragraph 5.19). 

Objecting 
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Although paragraph 5.24 indicates that the Council is currently preparing a bespoke solution for open space within the site, no information has yet been provided to 
demonstrate that sufficient open space (SANG) of suitable quality can be created within the development boundary to provide a truly attractive alternative to the European 
sites while still allowing delivery of a sustainable scheme. Nor has any assessment been made of additional mitigation measures which may be necessary in order to protect 
the heaths from the full range of potential urban pressures arising from the development; or of the ability of the Council to secure such measures. Such measures could 
include (inter alia): additional wardening, car park alterations and other access restrictions, fire prevention measures and education. These measures will need to be in 
addition, but complementary, to wider strategic access management and monitoring of the Thames Basin Heaths.  
 
Without such information, we are concerned that the submission Core Strategy is not justified, as Policy CP4 does not have a robust and credible evidence base necessary 
to demonstrate that it is the most sustainable option for housing delivery within the borough. Accordingly, Policy CP4 is not considered to be effective, as a viable 
development at Deepcut may not be deliverable.  
 
We consider that additional work needs to be undertaken to demonstrate that adequate avoidance/mitigation measures can be secured in order protect the European sites 
from the full range of urban pressures potentially arising from development at Deepcut, while still allowing a viable development to be delivered.   
 

Rushmer Mr & Mrs 041/01/CP4/1 
 
As residents of Deepcut since December 1993, we wish to express our appreciation to Surrey Heath Borough Council’s (hereinafter SHBC) Planning Personnel for their 
various consultation initiatives since early 2009 relating to potential developments within our village. However after a review, we consider that Policy CP4 in the Proposed 
Submission Document related to the above is unsound for the following reasons: 
 
Firstly: the wording in Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Residents have repeatedly, and strongly, expressed their concerns to SHBC officials over the impact of 
substantial, incremental, traffic flows upon the local roads infra-structure. Specifically we wish to highlight the following points: 

• It will not be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the Princess Royal Barracks (hereinafter PRB) site unless major and substantial improvements are made to local 
roads. These include upgrading the Maultway/Deepcut Bridge Road, opening up Bruswick Road with meaningful egress at its eastern extremity, creating easier 
accesses to both the M3 and A30, plus addressing congestion issues in the Frimley/ Frimley Green/Mytchett locations. The reason for this is that, as advised by 
SHBC Planners, 1200 homes implies 2000 plus cars and adults. The SHBC sponsored Residents Questionnaire of May 2009 asked residents for their workplace 
Location (see 6.8 “Travel to Work patterns” in June 2009 Report on this questionnaire). Only 24 out of 206 (11.7%) respondents indicated that they worked in Deepcut 
(19), or nearby Frimley Green (3) and Mytchett (2). IF this is repeated for the pending incremental Deepcut population then there will be a huge demand for extra road 
space to get people out of the immediate area. Commuting to London (15.0% of respondents on workplace location in questionnaire) must be facilitated by the 
restoration of both early morning AND late afternoon/early evening bus (but up to 8.00 pm) links to Brookwood Station and/or enhanced parking places at Brookwood 
Railway Station. Currently there is a long waiting time for season ticket parking at this station. 

• The proposed 1200 homes exceeds the existing units within Deepcut: therefore the Deepcut origin traffic is, statiscally, likely to more than double. 
• As parents we took our youngest child to school at Collingwood College over the period May 2007-July 2009. From our home to a roundabout at the junction of 

Caesar’s Camp Road and Kingston road (adjacent to the college), a distance of just over 4 miles, we had an average journey time of 30-35 minutes, about triple a 
normal 10-12 minute journey. School buses arrived ahead of our daily schedule: we respectfully suggest that the inspector collects schedule departure times for 
Surrey County Council provided buses from locations such as Frimley Green, Lightwater and others to establish the timings/distances which will partially reflect the 
traffic densities already in existence at the morning “peak”. To add to these “peak” issues it needs to be pointed out that the proposed development will generate extra 
pupils for Collingwood (and other schools) to aggravate the existing situation. Also Surrey Council County is reviewing cutting their existing, publicly funded, services. 
Any cessation will lead to increased car usage for getting pupils to Collingwood College. Again the inspector could choose to establish how many children are 
currently bused by Surrey County Council funded services which pass through the Maultway/Red Road roundabout and also the Maultway/A30 American Golf 
roundabout en-route to Collingwood College. 

• The proposed 6,000 square metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) is simply too big: given that traffic that will inevitably be attracted to this new site and that there is likely 
to be some overlap between its opening hours and peak Deepcut related “rush hour” traffic, this will make the traffic situation even worse. 

 
Secondly: the development should rightly take the form of a rural village (Para I CP4). In the context of incremental activity this must surely imply a lower number than 1,200 
new homes at a density of 33 homes per hectare, which is too high and is above the earlier Dettingen Park development density. SHBC have acknowledged mistakes in that 
development that affects traffic. Any development must maximize Green Space throughout. 
 
Thirdly: any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements must be properly and rigidly enforced by SHBC, and any others affected, to ensure no repeats of the 
Dettingen Park arrangements where some have only recently been implemented (about 6-7 years late) whilst others are acknowledged as being incapable of implementation.
 
Fourthly: Affordable Housing, which comprises 35% of the new units, (Para ii CP4) should be “pepper potted” throughout the development to avoid creating less desirable 
areas within the overall. 

Objecting 
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Lastly, apart from the points specifically commented upon above we wish to endorse the other paragraphs in CP4 as being absolutely critically important to the sustainability 
of the development. 
 
As a general comment Sustainability is a key point. SHBC has, in the past, accepted that Deepcut village is one of the least sustainable locations for new housing in the 
Borough whilst also admitting that it is one of the most likely to be developed due to its likely availability, its part “Brown field” nature, and its suitability in Special Protection 
Area contexts. The sustainability problem is a function of the site’s, and Deepcut’s, isolation from other locations both within, and outside, the Borough. 
 
Our “life line” is primarily Deepcut Bridge Road/ the Maultway which has a narrow single track bridge (over a key rail infra structure link between London Waterloo and the 
South/South West of England) at the southern end and the Maultway/Red Road roundabout at the north. The impact of the later, already recognized as one of the worst 
congestion points within SHBC’s area, has already been covered. 
 
Therefore any Developer of the PRB site must recognize its isolation from centres within, and outside, Surrey Heath Borough and they must provide and agree to pay for 
significant traffic infra structure improvements, whether one-off payments or indefinite, that may be indicated by SHBC’s Development brief before work commences on the 
site.  
 
Mr. Rushmer is happy to give evidence orally to a Planning Inspector in any Planning Inquiry which might take place in regard to the Core Strategy. 
 

Samuel Mr I Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
Deepcut Barracks Consultation 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 

Objecting 
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What consideration has been taken into the infrastructure of the proposed site and supporting the new residents for example local shops, doctor's surgeries, schooling both 
primary and secondary.  Schools in the area are already at maximum levels and if you introduce more children into the equation without extra schools being made available 
then what will be the outcome. 
 
I am against the development because I feel that if it should go ahead then the matters raised above will not be properly addressed.  As per usual with these developments 
the Council and in addition the Government/Army will be out to make a fast buck without due consideration for the people that will have to put up with the building process.  
As with the Dettingen Estate, if development is not done properly, taking on board all suggestions, then the proposed new residents of the development would have to suffer 
with the legacy of another badly designed estate. 

Schultze Ms T I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

• In light of the recent government’s decision to cut public expenditure, it is unlikely that sufficient funds will be provided to improve the existing infrastructure (roads 
and public transport)which will result in chaos 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Sharp Ms M I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

 
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 

Objecting 
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density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
Blackdown road is used as a cut through to avoid the sleeping policemen on DBR, this is a private road with an abundance of large potholes and no street lighting ,the speed 
of the cars and trucks who use this road is astounding,I cannot imagine how a further influx of 1200 houses is going to effect our unadopted road and the resisdents who live 
there. 
Our Children and pets are at serious risk and this is before any further development at the top of Bellow hill and blackdown Rd. 
This is an accident waiting to happen,already many accidents have occurred when cars use Bellow hill  in the wrong direction.. 
 

Sharrad Mr R I wish to add our names to the ever-growing list of residents in Deepcut and its environs who are opposed to the proposal to build approximately 1200 houses and a 
supermarket on the site of the Princess Royal Barracks. 
Simply put, the infrastructure of this area is not capable of supporting such an expansion. Apart from the many issues relating to this proposed development, current travel 
difficulties are plain to see with the current size of Deepcut – only three road exits./entrances – and one of them with a weight and width restriction. 
Several of the other issues cover schools, kindergartens, doctors/dentists, bus services etc. – the list is extensive! 
Surrey Heath should concentrate on enhancing village life and not destroying it! 
 

Objecting 

Smart Mrs D K In response to your propsed re-development (CP4) of the Army Barracks in Deepcut. 
This I regards as absolutely stupid and futile, in that the considerable amount of effort, workmanship and money plowed into the Barracks over the years, has no meaning or 
bearing to your council or the present and past governments. 
I worked at the Barracks for 25 3/4 years and can vouch for it being an excellent training area - also being linked up close by with Pirbright Barracks - both of which are 
greatly required for all drilling and training purposes. Return the Barracks to its original title BLACKDOWN BARRACKS and all will be well and the area flourish again. 
This will also be of immense assistance with the control of more than excessive traffic which will undoubtedly 'stream' through Deepcut village and other areas close by at a 
continuous rate. 
Alfriston Road is supposed to be a Private road, but you the council, have allowed access to all and sundry, with the consequence our road has deteriorated to such an 
extent it has split open on more that one occassion, furthermore vehicles parked at the lower end of our road, often block our view of traffic travelling both ways on Deepcut 
Bridge Road, thus endangering our lives. 
I suggest councillors and politicians put themselves 'in the shoes of others' and ask themselved how they would react in such circumstances. 

Objecting 
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It is obvious 'money speaks' and that seems to be all that matters nowadays.  Small wonder there no longer exists respect or trust from many of us long-term original 
originators of Britain.  All we are of any value is to keep 'footing the bills'.  

Smith Lesley I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  
The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site. Dettingen Park has around 400 homes and is a large estate so 1200 would be a huge 
development hardly comparable to a 'village'  
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development  
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut  
The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut  
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ and 35% is too high. Dettingen Park is a good 
example of bad planning re affordable housing.  
Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development  
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. Some sort of rail link in Mytchett should be 
investigated as a train station in this area would improve the situation for commuters. 
 

Objecting 

Smith Mr B I wish to object to the proposed redevelopment at the Princess Royal Barracks.  
I believe the proposed redevelopment is:  
detrimental to the local amenity  
detrimental to the amenity space  
ignoring the difficulties that will be caused by prohibitive traffic congestion, there is only one way through the Dettingham / Deepcut area and similarly through Frimley Green. 
unacceptable when the infrastructure is not in place to accommodate this redevelopment  
Please do not allow this redevelopment to go ahead. 
 

Objecting 

Smith Mrs C I am objecting to the proposed redevelopment of the Princess Royal Barracks and would ask you to ensure it does not proceed. The traffic congestion that will be caused is 
unacceptable and the lack of infrastructure to facilitate this project illustrates the problems that will make existing residents of Deepcut, Frimley Green and Mytchett suffer. 
The project is detrimental to the local amenity. The proposed area is too close to areas of natural habitat for wildlife and will harm their existence. 
 

Objecting 

Spong Miss CA I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
  
Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 
homes on the site. Surely it is impossible to improve the local roads whilst retaining the rural location and as such 1200 homes on the site is unachievable. 
 
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space, as current, should be kept and indeed maximised throughout the development. 
 
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut. 
 
The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut and already over 
subscribed roads. 
 
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’. 
 
Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development. 
 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
  

Disagree 
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The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
  
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without major improvements, which some would consider impossible in a rural 
location, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
  
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
  
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Stafford Mr & Mrs I I would like to register the following comments below in respect to the proposed plans for a housing development on the site at Deepcut barracks. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
Ian & Fiona Stafford 
 
 
The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development  
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut  
The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) – about the size of Waitrose in Frimley – is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut  
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’  
Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development  
 

Objecting 

Stevens Mr & Mrs I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, 
Brunswick Road, The Maultway and Red Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site  
· If the development takes the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) this MUST imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 homes per hectare, 
which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development  
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be throughout the development rather than located in clumps  
· Schooling and education hasn't been adequately thought through - the local schools are already oversubscribed and the allowance of a new infants school simply won't 
suffice - increased schools to cater up to the age of 18 HAS to be provided to cope with the increased number of pupils  
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough.  
The site’s sustainability problems arise owing to its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). DBR is 
a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the site will worsen the already poor traffic situation UNLESS significant improvements and 
enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the site should be considered as 
unacceptable and unsound.  
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside.  
Developers of the site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  
Funding needs to be in place indefinitely for improvements in Public transport to assist commuters. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus 
services have been stopped. Bus and rail services to and from Deepcut are woefully inadequate.  
 

Objecting 

Stokes Mr D 033/01/CP4/1 Objecting 
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I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Surrey County Council 
- Planning 
Implementation Team 

CP4 Deepcut: The County Council are content with the development at Deepcut on the proviso that the transport sustainability and traffic impact can be suitably mitigated. At 
the present time, the borough have undertaken some sustainability modelling which supports the content of para 5.19. If the level of sustainability mitigation is sufficient to 
demonstrate that it is on a par with other comparable sites, we are supportive of the policy. Some further work is necessary to ensure that the highway network is capable of 
accommodating the traffic impact. The broad impact of the development has been established, but this further work is required to ensure that the impact on the various 
junctions and links can be accommodated by the likely highway improvements, within the land required to construct them.  
 
Policy CP4 Deepcut and the supporting text should be revised to promote the extraction and use of known mineral deposits situated at Princess Royal Barracks and other 
sites within Deepcut, prior to development taking place in order to prevent the sterilisation of valuable minerals deposits and to support the wider interests of sustainability. 
This would help to implement the intentions of Objective O2.3 and Policy MC4 of the emerging Surrey Minerals Plan Core Strategy DPD submitted to the SoS in June 2010. 
As well as ensuring the more efficient use of mineral resources, preventing the sterilisation of such resources and reducing the need to import aggregates by road, such a 
reference would provide a useful platform in which to inform the preparation of the forthcoming SPD covering the redevelopment at Deepcut.  
 
Regarding the comments contained above, the Borough Council should note that although the SWP does not allocate any specific sites in Surrey Heath for waste 
management use, Policy DC1 (Safeguarding Sites) safeguards all existing sites in waste management use. The list of existing sites in waste management use in Surrey 
Heath is updated annually. The latest list is set out in Appendix 2 of the Minerals & Waste Annual Monitoring Report 2008/09 which is available on the County Council’s 
website. In addition, SWP Table 3.1 identifies a number of  industrial estates within Surrey Heath as having potential to accommodate waste management facilities as 
individual plots or buildings become available. These include multiple locations within York Town Industrial Estate, Camberley and at Admiralty Way Trading Estate, 
Camberly reflecting the fact that individual plots and buildings on industrial estates experience a high turnover and frequently change ownership and use. Finally, it is worth 
noting that the emerging Surrey Minerals Plan DPDs do not propose any mineral safeguarding areas, mineral consultation areas, or preferred areas for sand & gravel 
extraction (as explained above), in Surrey Heath. 
 

Objecting 

Taylor Mr & Mrs K I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road and 
Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
· The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times. As 
both myself and my wife travel on both Red Road & DBR every morning we are increasingly frustrated in being able to get to work due to the heavy traffic, this would cause 

Objecting 
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even further gridlock to the area. 
The local doctor & dentist surgeries are already over subscribed and I have had to wait 3 days for an appointment in this last year, how would you look to accommodate such 
a large population. We are also trying to put my three year old into our local Heatherside schools list & with a one year old child may he also may not be guaranteed a place , 
where are these children expected to go to school when they are already struggling for placements. 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound.  
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside.  
 

Terry Mr SJ As a resident of  Dettingen Park  (Formerly Dettingen & Alma Barracks) I am not adverse to the idea of homes being built within the grounds which currently form the 
Princess Royal Barracks. The use of Brownfield sites and building within the existing footprints is to be applauded. So rather than take the not in my backyard approach I am 
not against housing development within this site. 
 
My own reason for moving to Surrey & this particular area is the attraction of the area due to it’s open spaces & surrounding forest and heathland. This is to be compared 
with having lived in the urban congested environment of West London  for some 36 years.  
 
My concern is that we seem to be on a treadmill “driven” by the number of homes. 1200 homes is too excessive for such an area and would cause the destruction of the 
current environment.  People are already suggesting such things as the widening of roads such as Deepcut Bridge Road / The Maultway  just to service the 2000 plus cars 
that would result for the residents. This would impinge further on the bordering open lands and create rat runs for further traffic attempting short cuts to the M3.  These 
“improvements” would drive further infrastructure, traffic lights , signage & builders wanting to cash in on further surrounding land. Thus further degrading the conservation of 
the area. 
 
Dettingen Park already suffers the issue of too many vehicles parked on roads (despite the tenancy obligations) we also have no public transport to Brookwood station which 
results in the procession of single individuals making their way by car & paying exorbitant car parking prices (when they can find a space). I have concerns that a 
development wrapped around Dettingen Park will result in an increase in both vehicular & foot traffic using it as a right of way. 
 
It would seem more logical to adjust the housing plan to the existing environment & allow a mixture of affordable & quality housing that respects the area it is being built in 
rather than changing it forever. Yes to sensible considerate brownfield development but  
No to 1200 homes.  It would be an achievement for Surrey Heath to buck the trend of creating modern housing ghetto’s  of high density housing totally inappropriate to it’s 
surrounding area. The idea of a further supermarket in Deepcut is also unthinkable. 
 
 
 
Positives :  Use of a Brownfield site, further housing to allow people to make use of the site the Army vacate. No building on Greenfield land. Hopefully a reliable bus route to 
Brookwood aligned to train timetables ( the previous service ran at times to suit itself). 
 
Negatives : 1200 homes is too many, will change the area they are being built within rather than enhancing the existing environment of Deepcut. Once gone will just become 
part of Frimley / Frimley Green & lose it’s own identity.  
 
In Summary – Yes to development but please respect the area & build less premises & no commercial enterprises (supermarkets) that will add to the problems. Waitrose 
(Frimley) & Sainsbury ( Heatherside) are ample and served by public transport links already. 
 

Objecting 

Thames Water 
Property Services 

Thames Water support the development of Deepcut as it is easier to provide wastewater infrastructure for a smaller number of large developments than a larger number of 
small developments. Under Policy CP4 it is indicated that the development will deliver housing from 2016 onwards. As such the development will take place within AMP6. 
The proposed development at Deepcut will require upgrades to the sewerage network and sewage treatment works although the size of the upgrade required would depend 
on which sewage treatment works flows are directed to. Further studies will be required, possibly funded by the developer, to determine which works the flows should be 
directed to. This could be Camberley, Ash Vale, Hockford or Lightwater. 
 

Support 

Theoharris Ms A Core Strategy & Development Management Policies DPD Consultation 
 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document relating to the above to be unsound, and write to object for the following reasons: 
 
1.  It appears that the number of planned houses has now risen to 1,200 from the 900 dwellings originally stated - an increase of 33%.  At a cautious estimate (owing to the 
nature of the remote location, most residents are likely to opt for owning a car), this would probably result in at least 1,200 private vehicles to the immediate area's traffic, 

Objecting 
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possibly even double this amount.  Unless the potential increase to traffic is properly addressed, the overflow of cars to and from the expanded Deepcut will add congestion 
to surrounding thoroughfares, as well as to the residential roads of Frimley Green and Mytchett. 
 
2.  The proposal has no specified plans to improve Deepcut's already crowded road system.  This was always a key demand of residents.  In order to support the 
construction of 1,200 new homes on the Princess Royal Barracks (PRB) site, I believe that meaningful improvements will need to be made to the road network in the 
immediates and surrounding areas.  Otherwise, the pressure on surrounding routes will not be sustainable as this number of homes could add up to 2,500 additional cars on 
local routes. 
 
As the proposal stands at present, the main vehicular access to/from the PRB site is via the Deepcut Bridge Road.  This road leads from the already busy Maultway to the 
north, and bottlenecks into a 'weak' bridge which is a strict 'one car at a time only' carriageway at its southern end. 
 
Since the completion of the Dettingen Park development (342 dwellings) a few years ago, Deepcut Bridge Road has experienced levels of congestion at rush hour times.  
Increased traffic at peak times from/to the PRB site would use a range of local residential roads such as Lake Road, Wharf Road, Mytchett Road and Sturt Road, en route 
to/from the Blackwater Valley Road (A331) and the M3.  Alternatively, traffic could use either Red Road or The Maultway in order to access the A30 or M3.  These are 
already busy commuter and school-run routes and would be exacerbated by further congestion. 
 
3.  Regarding alternatives to private vehicle use, the proposal has no specific plans for improvements in public transport to support commuters such as improved parking at 
Brookwood station.  At thie time of writing it is a) impossible to park after 0800 hours at either of the two local mainline railway stations (Brookwood and Farnborough Main) 
and b) early and late bus services in the area have ceased. 
 
4. The proposal also includes a plan for a substantially sized, 6,000 sq metre supermarket (paragraph iv-CP4) which will add to/attract further traffic into the area. 
 
5.  In proposing a development of 1,200 dwellings plus a supermarket, I do not believe that SHBC is giving sufficient consideration to preserving enough of the area's green 
space - a characteristic feature of this part of Surrey Heath. 
 
6.  Paragraph ii-CP4 refers to the inclusion of Affordable Housing.  It would be better for all concerned if those houses were 'peppered' throughout the development rather 
than concentrated in just one area to form a 'ghetto' 
 
7.  Finally, it is my recollection that SHBC has, in the past, conceded that Deepcut is one of the Borough's least sustainable locations for major new housing developments - 
owing to its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of Deepcut Bridge Road at its southernmost end (a 'one car at a time only' railway 
bridge). 
 
To summarise, these are the reasons why I object to the currently proposed development at the Princess Royal Barracks site in Deepcut.  SHBC should state its serious 
intention to provide substantial and sufficient infrastructure improvements for the site in question before the said site has been completed and becomes occupied. 
 

Toor D it is almost crazy to allow this to happen.The maultway and redroad is alredy too congested.To join Mway is alredy impossible at lightwater.Moreover you refuse planning for 
couple of houuses in FrimleyGreen due to this birdnesting.What is happening to those birds now? nolonger a priorty.Council will ignore this as it is someone with power 
behind.The doctors are running to full capacity .IT is alredy hard to get appointment.The roads are full in and around Deepcut.It is totally unfair development for existing 
rseidents.I strongly appose to this redevelopment. 
 

Objecting 

Wale Mr C I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 

Objecting 
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DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Wallis Mr & Mrs A I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
· In you Core Strategy Policy, 5.19 makes reference to the Deepcut Site, I quote ‘ 
The site is located at Deepcut, a small settlement with poor local facilities and declining environmental quality. The site is not a highly sustainable location due to the poor 
local facilities, distance from local centres and poor accessibility by public transport and other non-car modes’. I would urge the council to continue to search for a more 
appropriate site. 
· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Your own investigations have already shown that the vast majority of residents already living in that area use their 
cars to get to work. Improving pedestrian/cycle walkways and public transport will make no difference to people working outside of the area, which will in fact be most of the 
residents. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, Brunswick Road and the junctions at Red Road with The 
Maultway and The Maultway with the A30) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
· The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road and those 
roads leading to and from the area such as The Maultway and Red Road.. 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Red Road, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
Your own enquiries have already indicated that a great deal of the traffic generated by this site will head North and join The Maultway to gain access to both Red Road and 
The London Road A30. As a local resident for over 20 years I have seen traffic numbers increase year on year with little or no attempt by the council to resolve the issues. It 
regularly takes me 20 minutes to go just 2 miles from Cheylesmore Drive to the A30. Without road improvements another 2,000 – 2500 vehicles on the road in the area will 
make this journey quite ridiculous.  
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Walsh Mr P I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
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• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
 

Warner Mr T I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. I think the phrase 'rural village' is ridiculous when discussing 1200 new homes, and is far more than 
originally muted at. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times, and 
my wife often finds herself queue as it is to take my son Charlie to school at Hammond in Lightwater for 20 minutes in the morning.  
 
I am also unclear as to what additional schools will be built for the community, and would appreciate an answer to this being a parent.  
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I have also been unable to see what provisions are being made for the additional water supply to the area. In the 6 years I have lived here, we have seen numerous 'hose 
pipe bans' and can only imagine the difficulties the water authorities will face in providing water to this community for an extra 2,000 homes.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 
 

Watkins Mr & Mrs J I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. For example, my wife and I often need to join the M3 to travel into London; even with the current levels of traffic there 
are always serious delays at the Lightwater M3 junction! 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Objecting 

Watt Mrs C As a home owner in Dettingen Park I have experienced firsthand the transport, infrastructure and public services available, I am deeply concerned that inadequate planning 
is bring proposed with this additional development around all the above points, including supply or utilities and other services to the area.  It must be clear to all that this 
development will as a minimum maintain or improve the quality of life for resident, existing and potential in the future. 
I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  

Objecting 
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· The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, 
Brunswick Road, The Maultway and Red Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site  
· Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
· Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 
· The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
· Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be 'pepper potted' throughout the development rather than located in 'ghettos'  
· Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development.  
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough.  
The site’s sustainability problems arise owing to its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR).  
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant improvements 
and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site should be 
considered as unacceptable and unsound.  
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside.  
Developers of the site should recognise its isolation from other major centres in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped.  

Wells Mr D I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document relating to the above to be unsound, and write to object for the following reasons: 
 
1.  It appears that the number of planned houses has now risen to 1,200 from the 900 dwellings originally stated - an increase of 33%.  A conservative minimum estimate of 
one vehicle per dwelling would result in at least 1,200 private vehicles to the immediate area's traffic (Most residents will require cars due to the remote location of the site, so 
one has to be realistic about estimates of vehicle usage). Unless the potential increase to traffic is properly addressed, the overflow of cars to and from the expanded 
Deepcut will add congestion to surrounding thoroughfares, as well as to the residential roads of Frimley Green and Mytchett. 
 
2.  The proposal has no specified plans to improve Deepcut's already crowded road system.  This has always been and will remain a key demand of residents.  In order to 
support the construction of 1,200 new homes on the Princess Royal Barracks (PRB) site, I believe that substantial improvements will need to be made to the road network in 
the immediates and surrounding areas.  Otherwise, the pressure on surrounding routes will not be sustainable as this number of homes could add up to 2,500 additional cars 
on local routes. 
 
As the proposal stands at present, the main vehicular access to/from the PRB site is via the Deepcut Bridge Road.  This road leads from the already busy Maultway to the 
north and bottlenecks into a 'weak' railway bridge with a narrow single carriageway at its southern end allowing traffic direction in one direction at a time.  There are no traffic 
controls at this bridge, and tragically there have been fatalities here in the past with a very deep drop to the railway line protected only by a very insubstantial barrier. 
 
The completion of the Dettingen Park development (342 dwellings) a few years ago provides hard evidence on increased demands on the local road infrastructure, so the 
above remarks should not be dismissed as a matter of opinion. Deepcut Bridge Road has experienced levels of congestion at rush hour times.  Increased traffic at peak 
times from/to the PRB site would use a range of local residential roads such as Lake Road, Wharf Road, Mytchett Road and Sturt Road, en route to/from the Blackwater 
Valley Road (A331) and the M3.  Alternatively, traffic could use either Red Road or The Maultway in order to access the A30 or M3.  These are already busy commuter and 
school-run routes and would be exacerbated by further congestion. 
 
3.  Regarding alternatives to private vehicle use, the proposal has no specific plans for improvements in public transport to support commuters such as improved parking at 
Brookwood station.  At thie time of writing it is a) impossible to park after 0800 hours at either of the two local mainline railway stations (Brookwood and Farnborough Main) 
and b) early and late bus services in the area have ceased operating. 
 
4. The proposal also includes a plan for a substantially sized, 6,000 sq metre supermarket (paragraph iv-CP4) which will add to/attract further traffic into the area. 
 
5.  In proposing a development of 1,200 dwellings plus a supermarket, I do not believe that SHBC is giving sufficient consideration to preserving enough of the area's green 
space - a characteristic feature of this part of Surrey Heath. 
 
6.  Paragraph ii-CP4 refers to the inclusion of Affordable Housing.  It would be better for all concerned if those houses were 'peppered' throughout the development rather 
than concentrated in just one area to form a 'ghetto'.  Surely the whole point of the Affordable Housing policy is one of integration, and distribution would seem to be the 
logical means to minimise the possibility of any attendant social or crime problems. 
 
7.  The sound of the Surrey police helicopter patrolling over the area (most often at night) has sadly become a common occurrence since the development of Dettingen Park, 
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with the isolated Spar supermarket now a known and favoured target of criminals.  This is unwelcome and out of keeping with the general nature of Surrey Heath.  The 
building of an even bigger supermarket in a nearby (and possibly even more isolated) location is just asking for trouble.  Have Surrey Heath been formally consulted with 
regard to this planned development? 
 
8.  Finally, it is my recollection that SHBC has, in the past, conceded that Deepcut is one of the Borough's least sustainable locations for major new housing developments - 
owing to its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of Deepcut Bridge Road at its southernmost end (an uncontrolled single 
carriageway alternative flow railway bridge). 
 
To summarise, these are the reasons why I object to the currently proposed development at the Princess Royal Barracks site in Deepcut.  SHBC should state its serious 
intention to provide substantial and sufficient infrastructure improvements for the site in question before the said site has been completed and becomes occupied. 
 

West End Parish 
Council 

Deepcut development may have a significant detrimental impact on West End as Red Road and Bagshot Road will face increases in traffic accessing the M3 and M25.  The 
M3 suffers miles of tail backs from 4a to 2 during morning peak time.  M25 is continually close to capacity on surrey stretch.  Neighbouring Boroughs may substantially impact 
West End Roads as its new build traffic attempts to access motorways.  

Objecting 

Wherry Mr DH While there is much to be commended, I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document relating to Deepcut to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak.  Unless major and significant  improvements  are made to local roads  generally and Deepcut  Bridge 
Road in particular it will  clearly not  be possible to sustain an additional 1200 homes on the site.  Indeed other new routes to/from the re-developed village should 
be seriously considered to lessen the impact on the existing road network.   A simple survey at this time will show that these local roads are already unsuitable for 
the high volumes of traffic that use them now, especially during peak periods.  

 
• The planning document acknowledges that the development should take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para iCP4) and it is therefore difficult to understand how this 

can be achieved with an additional 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 homes per hectare.  It must be assumed that the Council accept this proposed 
density of new housing would be at the expense of green space. 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be interspersed throughout the development rather than located in any one particular area to alleviate a’ them and us’ 

situation arising. 

 
• Apart from the points commented upon the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development.   

I would not wish to present any further evidence but I earnestly hope that a common sense approach to these issues is applied by the Council when taking this forward.  It is 
appreciated that the MOD must maximize the income from the sale of the site which would best be achieved by having planning permission for as many houses as possible.   
This position and the vision for Deepcut as expressed by the Residents and the Council do not necessarily sit well together.   The MOD has said that it will continue to 
support the work with the Council and the local community to ensure that a high quality development is achieved that will deliver the vision for the site. This statement actually
gives no commitment whatsoever and it is, of course, the duty of the Council to ensure that the Resident’s wishes are not lost in the rhetoric. 
 

Objecting 

White Mr & Mrs K We consider Policy CP4 in the above submission to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
• 1200 homes on the site at a density of 33 homes per hectare is far too high for the development to remain a 'rural village' (para i CP4). At this density, the amount of 

greenspace available will be compromised.  
 
• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is ineffectual. Local roads can barely sustain the existing volume of traffic, let alone at least another 2000 vehicles that 1200 

properties would generate. Therefore, major and significant improvements must be made to local roads before the situation is exacerbated by this influx of additional 
vehicles.  

 
• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket is far too big for the requirements of a 'rural village'. It will just encourage shoppers from outside the area to clog up our already 

crowded roads (as mentioned above). 
 
• Unlike previous developments in Deepcut, any planning gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements must be properly enforced by the local authorities.  
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• if affordable housing is not 'pepper potted' throughout the development there is a real risk of ghetto's forming (Dettington Park - case in point) 
 
• The waiting time for appointments at the Medical Centre in Frimley Green is, at the moment, just about acceptable. With an increase of at least 5000 new patients 

(conservative estimate, based on four persons per household) it would be untenable.  
 
• Apart from the above points, the other paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development.  
 
• Up until now, SHBC has recognised that Deepcut village is one of the least sustainable locations for major new housing in the Borough. Has this changed? 
 
• With a roundabout at one end, and a single track railway bridge at the other, Deepcut Bridge Road is well known as one of the Borough's worst bottlenecks. The 

development at Dettington Park, added approx 600 vehicles. This was bad enough, now we are looking at yet another influx, this time an incredible 2000 to 2500 
vehicles. Without significant improvements to the infrastructure Deepcut will become gridlocked for a considerable part of each and every day 

 
• Unless major improvements are made to the surrounding road network, the proposed 1200 new homes on the Princess Royal site should be deemed unacceptable and 

unsound and therefore must be rejected.  
 
• Defence Estates must look at, and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to lesson the impact on Deepcut Bridge Road.  
 
• SHBC's development brief for the site must indicate, before the site is fully occupied, that the developers recognise how isolated the site is from other major centres in the 

Borough. They need to provide improved infrastructure, and fund improved public transport, both morning and the evening.  
 

Whiteley Major JRL I strongly object to Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document because it fails to appreciate the effect 1200 homes will have on an already overstretched community. 
The following points are particularly relevant: 
 
Road Transport 
 
Rush-hour traffic is already overcrowded. Any proposed additional development must take account of the single track over the railway in Deepcut Bridge Road at one end 
and a roundabout at the other end.  
 
Rail Transport 
 
Getting to a railway station poses serious problems for any commuters, as stated above. In addition Brookwood Station, which is the quickest and shortest route to London 
from Deepcut, already has no room in its car park after 0930. 
At present any resident wishing to go to London or elsewhere after this time is faced with driving further (e.g. Woking).  
 
Schools 
 
Pre-schools, primary and secondary schools are already oversubscribed. 
 
Shops 
 
The proposal to build a 6,000 square meter supermarket is too large and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut from outside. 
 
Although there are a number of other objections, the above are the most significant. In the simplest terms, local residents are saying that 1200 new homes are too many for 
the existing infrastructure to bear and we cannot see how it will be possible for any new plans to change this.  

Objecting 

Windlesham Parish 
Council 

We are concerned that the redevelopment of Princess Royal Barracks Deepcut will not be matched by effective improvements to the road infrastructure, and that existing 
bottlenecks at A322/M3, Maultway/A30 and Red road/MacDonald Road will be exacerbated.  

Objecting 

Winship Mr G I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
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density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Winterburn Mr & Mrs We as residents of Heatherside regard the proposed Building project at Deepcut Barracks to be totally unrealistic .  
The traffic in this area is already at saturation point . It is well known that if you don't leave Heatherside before 7.30am you won't get off the estate. That will be great news for 
people trying to get to work or to take their children to school from Deepcut.  
Our Hospital is already under constant pressure since the Army Hospital in Aldershot was closed. There is only out-patients facilities there now so all Emergency and in-
patients must come to Frimley. There is no longer capacity to extend Frimley Park so what will happen in the future !  
Our schools are at saturation point especially in the Infant and Primary sector so where will the place come for all these new children !  
Our Doctors surgery on Heatherside has already expanded from 1 Doctor to 4 and the car park is the same size !!  
There are many more reasons for our concern but we would hope that common sense will prevail and the amount of housing be scaled back to allow for the natural growth in 
this area. The proposed project would evaluate to the building of a small town with very limited access and enormous negative impact for everyone. 
 

Objecting 

Woods Mr M & Mrs A We consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 

• The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  

• The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a 
density of 33 homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 

• Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

• The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 

 
• Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 

Objecting 
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• Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 

SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end.  This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied.  They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station.  At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
 

Wooldridge Mr A we really object to the building of this amount of housing ,as we will not be able to supply suffcient primary care plus policing and congestion on our roads. 
 

Objecting 

Woolner Mr I I moved to Deepcut some eight years ago when the Dettengen Park development was first opened. I consider myself a beneficiary of this development who is able to take 
advantage of this outstanding area on a daily basis. 
 
I respect and admire the way we were encouraged to participate in the consultation sessions held at Deepcut Village Hall to hear a high level view of the plans for this 
outstanding area. 
 
But, I must say i am not surprised at the complete lack of clarity that was provided at the consultation sessions regarding the actual numbers of houses planned for the area. 
Nor am i surprised at the lack of clarity given in the consultation document. I am also very disappointed at the length, ambiguity and confusing manner in which the 
consultation document is laid out. Do you honestly think the average person has the time to read such a pointless and uninformative publication which was clearly designed 
to put people off and drive a culture of apathy during this key phase of the decision making process 
- thus creating a decision by Proxy. 
 
TALK TO PEOPLE IN ENGLISH ABOUT WHAT YOU INTEND TO DO! 
 
As a stakeholder in this village i strongly object to the proposals being made. The area will benefit from expansion but the numbers being proposed are just too much. The 
following issues still remain unaddressed within Deepcut: 
1) Speeding up The Maltway - Even the Police refuse to conduct speeding surveys 
2) Litter is increasing at an exponential rate around Deepcut Village Hall and the surround greenland 
3) Unsocial behavior in increasing and is not being addressed 
4) Once again last night Dettengen Park was visited by the Police Helicopter 
5) Teenagers doing doughnuts on the fields at the back of DP 
 
With the planned expansion these issues will increase and these issues are NOT acknowledged or addressed in the consultation diatribe. How much did this document cost 
to publish as i may consider lodging another complaint entitled  "The misspending of Tax Payer funds". 
 
Face reality and stop looking at this expansion with your rose coloured glasses, it will push this area to breaking point 

Objecting 

Zhang Yu I consider Policy CP4 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons: 
 
The wording at Paragraph (x) in policy CP4 is too weak. Unless MAJOR & SIGNIFICANT improvements are made to local roads (especially Deepcut Bridge Road, red road 
and Brunswick Road) it will NOT be possible to sustain 1200 homes on the site.  
The development should rightly take the form of a ‘rural village’ (Para i CP4) and this must surely imply a lower number than 1200 new homes on the site at a density of 33 
homes per hectare, which is TOO HIGH. Green space should be maximised throughout the development 
Any Planning Gains achieved as part of S106/278 agreements MUST be properly enforced by the local authorities- unlike previous developments in Deepcut 

Objecting 
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The proposed 6000 sq metre supermarket (Para iv CP4) - about the size of Waitrose in Frimley - is too big and will attract even more traffic into Deepcut 
 
Affordable housing (Para ii CP4) should be ‘pepper potted’ throughout the development rather than located in ‘ghettos’ 
Apart from the points commented upon, the other Paragraphs in CP4 are endorsed as being critically important to the sustainability of the development 
SHBC has, in the past, accepted that the village of Deepcut is one of the LEAST SUSTAINABLE locations for major new housing in the Borough. 
 
The site’s sustainability problems arise because of its isolation from major centres in the Borough and because of the unique nature of the Deepcut Bridge Road (DBR). 
 
DBR is a narrow road which has recently accepted two new roundabouts and the traffic impacts developed by 342 new homes at Dettingen Park. The road leads to a narrow 
SINGLE track railway bridge at one end and to a roundabout at the other end. This it is generally accepted, to be one of the Borough’s worst traffic delays at peak times.  
 
The further 2000 – 2500 vehicles implied by 1200 net new dwellings on the PRB site will worsen the already poor traffic situation on the DDBR UNLESS significant 
improvements and enhancements are made to DBR and the surrounding road network. Without such major improvements, the provision of 1200 new homes on the PRB site 
should be considered as unacceptable and unsound. 
 
Defense estates must look at and fund alternative routes out of the development in order to spread traffic to other routes and away from Deepcut Bridge Road, The 
Maultway, Frimley Green, Mytchett and Heatherside. 
 
Developers of the PRB site should recognise its isolation from other major centre in the Borough and provide infrastructure improvements, to be indicated by SHBC’s 
Development brief for the site BEFORE the site is fully occupied. They need to fund indefinitely improvements in Public transport to assist commuters and improve parking at 
Brookwood station. At present commuters cannot use public transport as early and late bus services have been stopped. 
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CP5 Affordable 
Housing 

  

Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

We object to the requirement for Retirement Homes and Extra Care schemes to contribute towards affordable housing. PPS3 is quite clear in its intention that affordable 
housing is only required to be provided on residential (C3) developments. It is not for the Council to predetermine what use class applications for Retirement Schemes and 
Extra Care fall within and is a matter that should be considered on a case by case basis as and when planning applications come forward. Reference to Retirement Homes 
and Extra Care housing should therefore be deleted in order to provide the necessary flexibility (in accordance with the ‘Effective’ test of Soundness in PPS12) to assess 
each scheme on its merits. 
 
This approach is therefore Unsound because it is not Justified or Consistent with National Planning Guidance. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The following should be deleted from the policy: 
 
‘The requirement to provide affordable housing will apply to all residential development including private retirement homes, sheltered accommodation and Extra Care 
schemes’. 
 
The proposed amendments bring the Policy in line with National Planning Guidance and is therefore Sound. 
 
Further to our representations in respect of Policy CP5, we object to the requirement for Retirement and Extra Care schemes to contribute towards affordable housing. PPS3: 
Housing is quite clear in its intention that affordable housing is only required to be provided on residential (C3) developments. It is not for the Council to predetermine what 
use class proposals for Retirement or Extra Care accommodation fall within and is a matter that should be considered on a case by case basis as and when planning 
applications come forward. Reference to Retirement Homes and Extra Care housing should therefore be deleted in order to provide the necessary flexibility (in accordance 
with the ‘Effective’ test of Soundness in PPS12) to assess each scheme on its merits. 
 
This approach is therefore Unsound because it is not Justified or Consistent with National Planning Guidance. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Paragraph should be amended to remove reference to Retirement Schemes and Extra Care Housing. 
 
‘Whilst the policy applies to all residential development it is recognised that is may be difficult to provide affordable housing in private retirement homes, sheltered 
accommodation and extra care schemes. For such schemes the Council will on a case by case basis have regard to the requirements of registered social landlords in 
considering whether it is reasonable to seek affordable housing.’ 
 
The proposed amendments bring the paragraph in line with National Planning guidance and is therefore Sound. 

Objecting 

Chobham Parish 
Council 

Para 5.27 
There appears to be a numerical error in the annual shortfall of affordable housing units in Surrey Heath (632 units) in the context of the total housing target of 2,502 units 
between 2010 & 2027. 
 
Investigate, validate and amend, as required. 
 

Objecting 

Consterdine Mr G CP5: Affordable housing, and CP6: Dwelling size and type. I support the emphasis on provision of affordable housing. In the West End survey, when asked what types of 
housing would be most acceptable if further housing development was to take place, the key to residents’ replies was small size, i.e. affordability. The most acceptable forms 
of development were single-storey homes reserved for older people (58% of residents voted for this), houses with 1-2 bedrooms (38%) and houses with 3 bedrooms (47%). 
 

Support 

Cowan Mr Hugh Para 5.27: 
I totally agree with the policy of having a substantial number of affordable houses built.  Indeed I would contend that there needs to be more than your targets. 
 
However, the integration of affordable housing with other housing simply does not work.  Look at the situation in the new development in West End.  The number of people 
that I know that live in that area that complain about the gang culture and the "leading astray" of their children by those living in the more affordable houses is worrying.  I 
know of people who would love to leave move out but they can find no one to buy their property. 
 
I for one would not live in an area with mixed housing. 

Objecting 
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Housing 

  

Gregory Gray 
Associates on behalf 
of First Wessex 
Housing Group Ltd 

First Wessex Housing Association notes the contents of this policy and is generally supportive of the level of affordable housing provision being sought.   
 
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment 2009, part of the Core Strategy evidence base, identified a high need for affordable housing within the District, but that the ability 
to deliver it was tempered by the lower housing targets for this part of the region.  The sliding scale and financial contributions sought will help deliver affordable units, 
although there is no indication as to what the financial contributions will be used for or where the money will go. 
 
It is also noted that the accompanying text states that, “…in the short term a more cautious approach should be taken to viability and as a result overall a lower target for 
affordable housing sought.”  The words “short term” are not defined, and there is no indication of when a review of the lower target approach is to take place.  This should be 
considered and a specific review period built into the policy, which will allow the level of affordable housing requirement set within the sliding scale to be re-assessed in light 
of future market conditions. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
A review period should be built in to the policy or the words “short term” defined within the policy text. 
 

Objecting 

GVA Grimley on 
behalf of Aitch Group 

In order for policies to be deliverable, they must have regard to viability. This is particularly important given the current economic climate, and policies set out within the Core 
Strategy should seek sufficient flexibility to both stimulate development whilst responding to varying social and economic conditions. 
 
It is noted that proposed Policy CP5 sets a number of thresholds and targets for the provision of affordable housing in the borough and that “[i]n seeking affordable housing 
provision the Borough Council will assess scheme viability, including assessing the overall mix of affordable unit size and tenure, other development scheme costs and any 
Housing Corporation grant subsidy secured”. 
 
We consider that all affordable housing should be delivered in the context of viability in the first instance and consider that policy should encourage innovative approaches to 
its delivery, including the provision of offsite affordable housing and commuted sums, where it would not be viable or appropriate for affordable accommodation to be 
delivered onsite. It is considered particularly important to promote this flexibility given that between 2005 and 2008, the Council was unable to grant planning permission for 
any new residential developments due to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area. 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning & 
Development 
Consultants 

As indicated in my initial general considerations comments, the provision of affordable housing at the level indicated in CP5 would ensure that the majority of residential 
schemes are currently non-viable unless the landowner is prepared to accept a significantly reduced land value. I note in paragraph 5.29 that you acknowledge non-viability 
as an issue, suggesting that evidence will need to be submitted in support of any scheme that falls short of the affordable housing targets. Preparing such a document will 
represent yet another additional cost, delay and uncertainty for a potential developer. This policy will also discourage land assembly and more comprehensive redevelopment 
since by enlarging the application site the social housing requirement becomes more onerous. Moreover, the provision of social housing as part of a general housing 
redevelopment can reduce the value of the non-social housing element. Social landlords would surely prefer to have their housing stock focused on a number of more 
substantial sites rather than scattered in small numbers across numerous sites, notwithstanding arguments that might be put forward on issues such as social integration. 
One dysfunctional social housing family can ruin the quality of life for nearby residents who have purchased their properties! 
 
General Considerations 
 
Requirements for increased social housing provision and/or financial contributions in lieu of such provision can seriously damage the viability of a re-development scheme, a 
situation now made worse by reduced funding available to social housing providers. A residential re-development could fail to progress because a social housing provider 
does not have the funding for the social housing element!  
 

Objecting 

Planning Bureau Ltd 
on behalf of McCarthy 
and Stone Ltd 

Reference is made to seeking affordable housing from Extra Care Schemes. Many extra care schemes because of the nature of their facilities and care services will be a C2 
use and not a C3 use and as such the provision of affordable housing is not applicable from national planning policy guidance. It is also questionable whether such an 
approach will assist in the delivery of much needed specialised accommodation for older people which the Council have recognised elsewhere in the document will be a 
challenge to deliver. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Reference to Extra Care schemes be deleted from the policy. 
 

Objecting 

West End Village 
Design Statement 
Steering Group 

The WE VDS Steering Groups support CP3, CP5, CP13, CP14 and DM11. Support 
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CP6 Dwelling Size 
and Type 

  

Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

The Borough Council identifies at several points throughout the Introduction to the Core Strategy that there is expected to be a significant increase in the number of older 
people in the District and this is supported by the population profiles included in Section 2 of the Strategy. 
 
‘The Surrey Heath Housing Survey- Final Report 2008’, submitted as evidence in support of the Core Strategy also states under its Strategic Recommendations at paragraph 
8.2.1 that ‘with the retired population (65+ age group) forecast to rise by 5,000 people and the 75+ population by 3,100 people by 2026, the housing and support needs of 
elderly and disabled households both now and the future is important to consider at a strategic level.’ However, the needs of the elderly are not recognised in Policy CP6 and 
the important contribution the provision of specialist accommodation could make to the mix and range of housing that is available. 
 
PPS3: Housing specifically advises at paragraph 21 that Local Planning Authorities should plan for housing on the basis of the different types of households that are likely to 
require housing over the plan period, and this includes meeting the accommodation requirements of specific groups including older people. 
 
The provision of specialist accommodation for the elderly could also help free up unoccupiedfamily accommodation, which is a recognised issue at paragraph 3.4.5 of the 
report. This would free up much needed family housing making better use of the housing stock that is already available. 
 
The need to provide specific accommodation for the elderly is also supported by the findings of the ‘Older and Disabled Persons Housing Need Study 2007’, submitted as 
evidence in support of the Core Strategy. 
 
The Policy as currently worded is therefore Unsound because it is not Justified by the evidence base and isn’t consistent with National Planning Guidance. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The Policy should therefore be amended to read as follows 
 
The Borough Council will promote a range of housing types and tenures which reflect the demand for market housing and need for affordable housing. Schemes which 
provide for the accommodation needs of the elderly will also be supported. 
 
The proposed amendment brings the Policy in line with the submitted Evidence Base (Justified) and National Planning Policy, thus making it Sound. 

Objecting 

Chobham Parish 
Council 

Para 5.36 
Chobham, in common with many rural communities, experiences serious difficulties as a consequence of the cost of housing in the village. This creates a barrier for young 
people who have grown up in the village to remain in the community by purchasing their own properties. (The number of residents in the age group 15-30 declined by 36% 
between the census dates 1991 and 2001, with an obvious consequence on schools, shops, care for aged relatives, amenities, etc). Provision of Affordable Housing can be 
met from two directions: building new shared ownership or rented units; and, protecting the smaller dwellings in the village from destruction or over-development. The former 
approach can be (and is being) pursued by our village; however, the latter can only be effected through development management policies (small dwelling). The new Core 
Strategy appears to abandon the existing Small Dwellings Policy (H12) of the Surrey Heath Local Plan (2000). We believe that this will seriously undermine the availability of 
‘starter market housing’ in the village (and Borough), which, in turn, challenges the housing type and mix proposed elsewhere in the Core Strategy. 
 
A Small Dwelling’s Policy should be preserved in the Core Strategy Development Management Policies. 
 

Objecting 

Gregory Gray 
Associates on behalf 
of First Wessex 
Housing Group Ltd 

The Core Strategy seeks to set a target percentages for dwelling size and type in all new developments  
The Council will expect provision to be in line with the table provided.  Where this is not feasible because of housing need or scheme viability, the Council expect developers 
to provide justifying  evidence. 
 
First Wessex objects to the onus being placed upon the developer to justify why they cannot reach an  affordable housing dwelling size and type target, particulary given the 

current economic conditions. 
 
Rather than being prescriptive the text should encourage achievement of the percentages set out in the accompanying table to the policy, but failure to do so should not 
require justification on the part of the developer. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Make the following changes to: 
 

Objecting 
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“Policy CP6 – Dwelling Size and Type 
 
…The Borough Council will encourage market housing and unless evidence of housing need 
or viability suggests otherwise, where possible expect intermediate affordable and social rented units to be provided at a similar level to accordance with the percentages 
set out in the table below.” 
 

GVA Grimley on 
behalf of Defence 
Estates 

Please note that our comments in respect to Policy CP6 should be read within the context of our main representation to Policy CP4.  

Policy CP6 has defined a target housing mix for market intermediate and social housing based upon the desire to begin rebalancing the housing stock in the borough in order 
to meet the identified needs from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment.  

The mix of units identified is set out below:  
 

Housetype 1 bed 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed 
Market 10 40 40 10 
Intermediate 20 40 40  
Social Rented 35 30 20 15 

 
Whilst SHBC’s aspiration to achieve a rebalancing of housing stock to meet the change in household size on a borough wide basis is supported in principle, Defence Estates 
is however, particularly concerned at the proposals to develop such a narrow range of household size and mix on a single site during the current plan period.  

The overall proposed mix of residential dwellings at the PRB site, Deepcut set out in Core Strategy Policy CP6 ‘Dwelling Size and Type’ includes a requirement for a 
significant number of one and two bedroom dwellings (equating to circa 54% of the overall dwellings provided).  

We have sought to apportion the mix of units to understand the mix of apartments/houses and this is articulated in the table below. To arrive at the overall dwelling mix, we 
have assumed that one bedroom apartments would be built by a developer (rather than one bedroom houses, as assumed by Adams Integra) as this would be commercially 
expedient. We also assumed that a developer would prefer to build two bedroom houses, rather than apartments, although recognising that some two bedroom apartment 
units are likely to be provided alongside the one bedroom apartments. For the purposes of this exercise, we assumed a 50/50 split between 2 bed apartments and houses.  

The following table sets out the overall dwelling mix and number of dwellings by type that would result based upon the allocation for 1200 dwellings.  
 

Dwelling Type Number of Dwellings % 
1 bed apartment 193.5 16 
2 bed apartments 229.5 19 
2 bedroom houses 229.5 19 
3 bedroom houses 438.0 37 
4 (plus) bedroom houses 109.5 9 
Total 1200 100 

 
Our concerns are that Policy CP6 would produce far too many one bedroom units, and in particular, too many apartments with reference to both likely market demand for 
apartments in Deepcut and the likely build/sale periods required to release a significant quantum of apartments to the market. We deal briefly with these issues in the 
following paragraphs.  

Apartment Market - Overview  

The demand for apartment dwellings has significantly reduced during the market downturn. Whilst certain sectors of the residential market have begun to improve throughout 
2009 and into 2010, market demand for apartments has remained poor. This reflects a number of factors as set out below:  
 
 

• The significant levels of oversupply;  
• A significant fall in demand from buy to let investors (and their ability to raise mortgage finance); and  
• The reduced number of first time buyers who are able to enter the market place.  

 
These factors have significantly reduced developer/ house builder’s appetite for apartment schemes, and banks’ willingness to fund apartment development. In addition, 

Objecting 
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Deepcut is a semi-rural location, where the demand for apartments is likely to be lower when compared to town centre locations. These factors will significantly restrict the 
ability to deliver a significant number of apartments in Deepcut.  

Build and Sales Periods  

Apartment schemes typically achieve circa one to two sales per month. Assuming 234 apartments for private market sale at Deepcut (based upon the mix set out in the table 
at 3.40 above and assuming that 65% of homes would be private sector stock), this equates to a sale period of circa 10 years (117 months) required to deliver the apartments 
on the PRB site (even when adopting the most optimistic sales rate of 2 per month). This would have implications for the delivery of key items of infrastructure and planning 
gain requirements, which would be financed by the sale of market housing.  

As a result, the phasing of such elements would only be achievable once sufficient commercial value existed- towards the end of the plan period.  

Impact upon land take  

We have analysed the likely form of built development which will arise from the mix set out in Policy CP6 (and how this might be interpreted by a developer based upon our 
assumptions on mix set out above. The following table sets out our assumptions as to the land take required for the apartment element of the scheme:  
 

Type of Unit One bed 
apartments 

Two bed 
apartments 

 

No. of units 193.5 229.5  
Average size per 
unit (sq ft) 

525 625  

Total net area (sq 
ft) 

101,579 143,426  

Total gross area 
(sq ft) including a 
15 % increase to 
allow for 
circulation space. 

119,505 168,737  

Storey height 
(average) 

2.25 2.25  

Building footprint 53,113 74,994  
Site coverage 40% 40%  
Total land area 
required (sq ft) 

132,783 187,486 Total 

Total land area 
required (per 
acre) 

3.05 4.30 7.35 

Total land area 
required (ha) 

1.23 1.74 2.98 

 
The above table shows that the land take required for the apartments having regard to the Core Strategy’s proposed mix is circa 2.93 hectares (7.35 acres).  

There is circa 41.9 hectares of land available at the PRB site for residential development, based upon the 1200 dwelling scheme. Assuming that 423 apartments are 
accommodated on 2.98 hectares (7.35 acres) of land, this leaves approximately 38.9 hectares of land to accommodate the remaining 777 houses.  

This produces a dwelling density of 19.97 houses per hectare for the delivery of the housing elements, which is clearly particularly low and would be unlikely to maximise the 
use of land as required under national policy or CP3.  

The implication is that the one and two bedroom units would utilise only a small part of the site available for residential use, with the larger houses then occupying a 
disproportionately large area and being built at a very low density, which would be inconsistent with the nature of the surrounding area, which the Defence Estates/SHBC 
studies have demonstrated are built at an average of 28/30 dph.  

Whilst clearly the resultant development will involve houses and apartments built throughout the site, rather than in isolated pockets, the above position demonstrates the 
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likely impact of such a proposed mix of housing on a single site.  

As discussed below, it is interesting to note that Adams Integra also had concerns regarding the proposed mix of housetypes in preparing the Viability Assessment for PRB.  

On this basis of the above points, it is considered by Defence Estates that the housing mix under Policy CP6 should be amended, in respect of the market housing, to 
improve the potential deliverability of the project and the impact upon the future masterplanning of the development. The policy should be amended to include the replace the 
second sentence with;  

The Borough Council will encourage market housing to be provided to meet the mix of units in the table below, unless it can be demonstrated that market demand requires an 
alternative provision at any point during the plan period. The Borough Council will require intermediate affordable and social rented units to be provided in accordance with 
the percentages (in the table in the Pre Submission Core Strategy) unless evidence of housing need or viability in provided which demonstrates otherwise.  

The following mix of housing is recommended:  
 

Housetype 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed 5 bed 
% Mix of 
Market 
Dwellings 

35 30 25 10 

Intermediate 20 40 40  
Social Rented 35 30 20 15 

 
The (market) development mix has been advised by GVA Grimley’s Residential Agency, given their experience in advising on similar projects in the region including the 
disposal of land at Arborfied Garrison in Wokingham and their market knowledge in advising developers more generally. This mix is deemed more appropriate and attractive 
to a potential housebuilder / developer, given the location of the PRB site and the general reduction in market demand for apartments over recent years. This market mix will 
be subject to a soft market testing exercise to gauge potential developer / housebuilder views.  

Suggested Amendments  
 
The reason discussed at 6 above demonstrates why the changes will ensure that the DPD is sound.  

Policy CP6 should be amended, in respect of the market housing, to improve the potential deliverability of the project and the impact upon the future masterplanning of the 
development to require the following mix of private sector housing:  

The policy text should be replaced to require  

The Borough Council will encourage market housing to be provided to meet the mix of units in the table below, unless it can be demonstrated that market 
demand requires an alternative provision at any point during the plan period. The Borough Council will require intermediate affordable and social rented units to 
be provided in accordance with the percentages (in the table in the Pre Submission Core Strategy) unless evidence of housing need or viability is provided which 
demonstrates otherwise.  
 

Housetype 2 bed 3 bed 4 bed 5 bed 
% Mix of 
Market 
Dwellings 

35 30 25 10 

Intermediate 20 40 40  
Social Rented 35 30 20 15 

 

(Copy of full representation available to view at Surrey Heath Borough Council offices) 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

Whilst it is noted that the Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment identified the need for market dwellings by size, in reality many of those in need of housing will not 
be able to afford market properties and will instead need to look to social housing providers or the rented sector. Over recent years there has been significant over provision 
of flatted properties in the borough and it is unlikely that developers will be anxious to provide flats or small two-bedroom houses at the level suggested in policy CP6. There 
is surely a danger in assuming that one and two person households buy properties that feature just one or two bedrooms. I can recall a survey undertaken by Surrey County 
Council in the 1980’s that clearly established purchasers acquiring properties to meet future anticipated needs, i.e. children, rather than their immediate needs. Whilst current 

Objecting 
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CP6 Dwelling Size 
and Type 

  

financial restrictions may have tempered aspirations, nonetheless I am sure that many properties are currently purchased on the same basis of anticipated rather than future 
needs. 
 

Planning Bureau Ltd 
on behalf of McCarthy 
and Stone Ltd 

Paragraph 21 of PPS3 requires local planning authorities to have particular regard to current and future demographic trends when planning for a mix of housing. This will not 
only include affordable housing but specialised forms of accommodation for specific groups such as older people. The importance of local and regional plans to tackle the 
needs of older people in planning policy was set out in the DCLG's Lifetime Neighbourhoods report and more recently the HAPPI report. The HCA panel investigating the 
housing needs of older people found that planning policy is not considering how the needs of our ageing population should be tackled. This is relevant for this authority as 
paragraph 2.18 identifies the future ageing of the population of Borough and paragraph 3.12 identifies that this ageing of the population will represent a ‘challenge for 
housing’. It is therefore considered that it is paramount that for the Core Strategy to be consistent with national planning policy and for it to be effective that it has a policy that 
positively seeks deliver the provision of a range of accommodation for older people. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
I would suggest that the policy be amended to specifically reference the provision of older persons accommodation being positively supported by the Council with reference 
made to future housing sites coming out of the SHLAA process allocating sites specifically for specialised forms of older persons accommodation. 
 

Objecting 

Planning Issues Ltd 
on behalf of Churchill 
Retirement Living 

We welcome the Council’s acknowledgement of the issue in relation to the increasing need to provide a balance of housing for the local population as referred to in terms of 
the outcome of the SHMA.  However, with regard to the percentage of market housing to be provided at both the 1 and 2 bedroom unit range, it would be appropriate to 
distinguish the smaller homes and housing types that are specifically designed to meet the needs of older people.  This is recognised in part at Paragraph 5.31 whereby the 
document refers to the applicability of affordable housing contributions and appropriateness of on-site provision in relation to Sheltered Housing for the elderly.  The issue of 
housing need in terms of providing housing choice for the ageing population should be recognised and included within the wording of a revised policy. 
 
We would recommend that the Council identify a specific strategic objective and delivery issue for meeting the needs of the older generation within the Surrey Heath District. 
This follows the current National advice in relation to the specific housing needs for older peoples and that provision should be made within LPA’s planning documents to 
cater for the market.  As such, it would be appropriate for this issue to be recognised within a separate Policy.   
 

Objecting 
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CP7 Gypsies and 
Travellers and 
Travelling 
Showpeople 

  

Chobham Parish 
Council 

 
Policy CP7 proposes that ‘In respect of Travelling Showpeople no specific provision is identified.’ The Parish Council fully supports this position, which has been 
well-tested and upheld at various levels of assessment. The matter is coloured by the existence of an unauthorised Travelling Showpeople site of six dwellings at 
Pennypot Lane in Chobham. However, permission for this site has been refused by the Local Planning Authority, dismissed at Appeal by the Planning Inspector, 
and these decisions were upheld in the High Court. Had this site not been established in 2003, there would be no justification for a Travelling Showpeople sites in 
the Borough. This position is supported by the declining nature of their trade and the fact that they usually converge upon specific locations for mutual 
convenience (e.g. Ash & Hounslow). 
 
Clause 5.41 proposes to re-open this assessment for Travelling Showpeople in 2011, which we believe to be inappropriate and unnecessary. 
 
Delete the last sentence of this clause, or qualify it to focus specifically on Gypsies & Travellers. 
 

Objecting 

CPRE (Surrey Heath 
Branch) 

There is an authorised encampment of self styled showpeople in Chobham at Pennypot Lane. They have been there for more than seven years. They have been refused 
permission by the Borough, the planning inspector and the High Court. We know of no justification in the Borough for the provision of any caravan pitches for the self styled 
Show people.  
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
We suggest a clear statement to not make any land provision for show people in the Borough is required.  
 
CPRE have supported the eviction of the showpeople in Chobham since they first arrived.  

Objecting 

Daley Mr K Policy CP7 Gypsies Travelers and Travelling Show People. -    Ineffective 
 

Paragraph 5.40     
• There seems to be no indication as to the ability of the two existing sites to support the addition of a further 19 pitches of where else the additional 19 pitches might 

be situated. 

 

Objecting 

Houghton Mr G I consider Policy CP7 in the Proposed Submission Document related to the above to be unsound for the following reasons:  
 
Paragraph 5.40 Ineffective  
There seems to be no indication as to the ability of the two existing sites to support the addition of a further 19 pitches or where else the additional 19 pitches might be 
situated.  

Objecting 

The Chobham 
Society 

We have seen the excellent response by Chobham Parish Council dated 17/09/2010, and subject to the following additional comments, commend its contents to you;  

3 POLICY CP7 TRAVELLING SHOW PEOPLE  

We support 100% the Parish Council's opposition to the reopening of the assessment for travelling show people at Clause 5.41 . 
 

Objecting 

The Showmen's Guild 
Of Great Britain 

The section on Travelling Showpeople ignores existing Planning Guidance 04/2007 and the statement of the current Secretary of State that local authorities should plan to 
meet the genuine local needs of travelling showpeople or historic demand, and existing 04/2007 guidance in that local authorities should take into account GTAAs when 
planning provision for travelling showpeople. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The DPD must refer to the need for a minimum 10 plots for travelling showpeople within Surrey Heath in accordance to the Council’s own GTAA undertaken in 2008 and 
presented to the EiP, the results of which were published but not Law, and therefore meet the requirements of the current Secretary of State that such figures should be 

Objecting 
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CP7 Gypsies and 
Travellers and 
Travelling 
Showpeople 

  

allocated in DPDs unless a new GTAA is to be undertaken. Surrey Heath have ignored the existing GTAA and refused to undertake another, therefore they are in breach of 
the current government guidelines. 
 

Traveller Law Reform 
Project 

Policy CP7 
FFT and TLRP welcome the intention to make provision for Gypsy and Traveller sites in Surrey Heath through a site allocations DPD. 
However we are concerned at the indicated level of provision.  Para 5.4 states that there is a need for 19 pitches according to the GTAA to 2011.  Yet The council is only 
seeking to provide 19 pitches to 2027.  This will inevitably lead to serious shortfall of accommodation, even based on the GTAA. 
The SE RSS Single Issue Revision EiP Panel Report which was released recently to ourselves under a freedom of information request was critical of levels of provision 
planned for Surrey and of the GTAAs. 
It said in relation to Surrey as a whole: 
 
11.1 The overall picture in Surrey is of a county where growth in gypsy and traveller site provision has been severely constrained over many years by minimal new site 
provision, extensive areas covered by protective environmental and planning designations, restrictive planning policies, high urban land values and vigorous enforcement.  
The GTAAs were the first quantitative assessments of need undertaken for several decades, if ever.  Unsurprisingly they reveal a substantial level of unmet need arising from 
both within and outside the Surrey Gypsy and traveller community. 
 
And in relation to West Surrey: 
 
11.79 We found this GTAA an overly complex and less than transparent evaluation of gypsy and traveller needs.  While in many ways the survey was very detailed and 
achieved a good coverage, especially of gypsies and travellers living on authorised sites, quite a number of its findings were either inconclusive, and thus discounted, or 
subject to complicated mathematical abstractions which bore questionable relation to the actual needs arising.  In some important aspects, especially on the supply side, 
assumptions were made on the basis of intention ot preference and single findings were unjustifiably rolled forward over several years resulting in significant reductions to the 
overall need.  This was further compounded by unjustified assumptions relating to turnover adopted by the W Surrey local authorities in April 2008. 
 
11.80  In our view, the Option A and B figures of a need for 91 additional pitches to 2016, as used in the 2008 Consultation is neither sound nor credible and considerably 
under-estimates the needs of gypsies and travellers in West Surrey.  However, as for the other Surrey Areas a more realistic if minimum figure can be derived using the 
GTAA findings and standard assumptions used elsewhere in our Report, to provide a more realistic, pitch needs figure to 2016. 
 
It concluded that the recommended pitch provision taking into account all the available evidence that there was a need for 28 pitches in Surrey Heath to 2016.  Hence to plan 
for only 19 pitches to 2027 will inevitably mean a very serious shortfall of provision and likely undue delay in making the provision as the end date is 2027. 
 
We recognise recent Government guidance statement about the abolition of RSSs and that local planning authorities are best placed to make decision about housing 
provision generally and traveller sites in particular.  However such decisions should pay due regard to the evidence base and not simply be decided on an arbitrary basis. 
 
We ask whether the council has undertaken a Race Equality Impact Assessment by which to judge the impact of the current proposals on the local Gypsy and Traveller 
population.  Without such a REAI being undertaken it may render the core strategy unsound. 
 
Changes 
 
For the core strategy to be sound in our view and pay due regard to the evidence base it should be at a minimum plan for 19 pitches to 2011 with an allowance for population 
growth at 3% per annum thereafter.  The 3% compound growth figure is widely accepted as being appropriate for the Gypsy and Traveller Community.  Ideally it should plan 
for 28 pitches to 2016 which would align the core strategy with the conclusions of the panel report.  The latter must surely be regarded as the most up to date and tested 
evidence base on which to make future plans.  A REAI should be undertaken so as to judge the impact of proposals on the local Gypsy and Traveller population. 

Objecting 
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CP8 Employment   
Highways Agency CP8:  Employment 

We note that the Employment Policy states, ‘proposals for uses dependent on having good access to the strategic road network will be encouraged to locate within these 
areas.’   
 
We would request that this part of the policy is reworded to state: “While proposals for uses dependent on having good access to the strategic road network will be 
encouraged to locate within these areas, careful consideration of the likely employee travel patterns will be essential along with the development of tailored demand 
management measures to reduce potential local and strategic highway network impacts.” 
 
This should also be linked to the sustainable development policies, CP1 and CP2, in order to ensure that whilst development is encouraged, it is always in the most 
sustainable manner.   
 
Without the above recommended wording changes, it is the view of the HA that the plan is not ‘consistent with national policy’, as required by paragraph 4.52 of 
PPS12, and is therefore unsound. 
 

Objecting 

Leigh & Glennie on 
behalf of The 
Shorstan Company 
Ltd 

Policy CP8 seeks to retain employment uses, but recognises that the redevelopment of employment 
sites outside Core Employment Areas may be permitted. However, it is stated this will only be ‘where 
wider benefits to the community can be shown’. That is a vague phrase. Certainty is needed for owners 
of employment land to know in which circumstances a new use may be allowed, and what uses might 
be permitted. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
There should be specific criteria to be satisfied that will allow the redevelopment or change of use of 
employment land to other uses. This should be based on, firstly, whether the existing employment 
activities are causing harm to residential or visual amenity or, secondly, if the premises have been 
vacant and marketed for a reasonable period (say, two years). 
If those conditions are satisfied then there should be guidance that alternative uses will be allowed that 
do not cause harm to residential or visual amenity. 

Objecting 

Maddox & Associates 
on behalf of Kier 
Property 
Developments 

We agree that a key issue for the Core Employment Areas is the need to regenerate existing 
floorspace to meet the needs of occupiers (paragraph 5.53). We support the Council’s intention to 
encourage more business park premises by allowing certain alternative uses which support the needs 
of businesses within the Core Employment Areas (paragraphs 5.54 and 5.56). However, the evidence 
of competing business parks in neighbouring authorities is that a wider range of alternative uses are 
allowed to that proposed in paragraph 5.54. Consequently, to match competition from neighbouring 
authorities, additional alternative uses, such as hotels and gyms, where it can be demonstrated that 
they will support the needs of businesses within the Core Employment Areas should be added to the 
list of alternative uses in paragraph 5.54. 
In addition, Surrey Heath has more than enough office floorspace to meet its future needs under all 
forecasts of future demand (paragraph 5.47), which means that alternative uses that contribute to local 
prosperity that cannot be accommodated in town centres or residential areas should be considered 
against the Council’s target of creating up to 7,500 new jobs in the period up to 2027. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Proposed amendment to policy CP8 “proposals for alternative uses within the Core Employment Areas 
will only be permitted where these support their integrity and function as centres of employment. 
Planning permission for the change of use or redevelopment of land and buildings for other uses will be 
permitted where it can demonstrated that the proposal will: 
 
1. Not adversely impact upon the regeneration of a town or district centre; and 
2. Make a positive contribution towards sustaining or increasing employment provision; and 
3. Support the vitality and viability of a Core Employment Area; and/ or 
4. Provide other essential infrastructure. 

Objecting 
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CP8 Employment   
 
For the avoidance of doubt, retail uses in these areas other than that ancillary to the employment 
function of the area will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated that all the above criteria can 
be satisfied”. 
 
Proposed wording of paragraph 5.54 “for the purposes of this policy ‘alternative uses’ are activities 
such as crèches, coffee shops, gyms and hotels which support the needs of businesses within the Core 
Employment Areas”. 
 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

The Council’s aim to make provision for up to 7500 new jobs in the period up to 2027 is noted. In practice, the commercial market place will likely prove more significant than 
the Council’s objectives and policies contained in the local development framework. The Council and the County Council seek to discourage car drivers by reducing the 
number of car parking spaces provided on a new development site. In practice, this discourages redevelopment. One of the major reasons why offices in the Camberley town 
centre have remained unoccupied even in the prosperous mid 1990’s is that they do not provide adequate parking for staff. Why should a company occupy offices where the 
majority of the staff have to pay every increasing parking fees, when premises in out of town centre locations have a level of parking provision that better satisfies occupier 
demands.  
 

Objecting 
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CP9 Hierarchy and 
Role of Centres 

  

Chobham Parish 
Council 

Para 5.61 
What is a ‘polycentric sub-regional context’? 
 
Use plain English. 
 

Objecting 
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CP10 Camberley 
Town Centre 

  

Adams Hendry 
Consulting Ltd on 
behalf of South East 
Water 

South East Water welcomes the requirement for new development within Camberley Town Centre to achieve water efficiency in line with Code 6 of the Code for Sustainable 
Homes.  This requirement is justified within the context of Policy CP2 and will assist South East Water in delivering its commitments within the Water Resource Management 
Plan to reduce water demand. 

Support 

English Heritage 
(South East Region) 

Policy CP10 ‘Camberley Town Centre’ identifies a number of features that the regeneration of the town centre should achieve. Just as Policy CP4 seeks to avoid impact on 
locally important biodiversity interests, so this policy should include reference to locally significant heritage features and their protection. The Council published a List of 
Historic Buildings in Surrey Heath in January 2010, including those of local importance, some of which may be affected by town centre proposals. 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

The provision of residential accommodation within the town centre is clearly desirable, such accommodation significantly contributing to the supply of one and two person 
dwellings as required under CP6. I am surprised that you consider some 41350sqm of net new additional retail floor space should be provided in the period up to 2027. It is 
self evident that the amount of retail floor space available in the town centre is presently excessive and I am at a loss to understand how you can suggest that such a 
significant level of additional retail floor space is appropriate. Retail shopping habits are changing, more purchases are made each year using the internet. Since population 
increase within the Camberley town centre catchment area over the period up to 2027 will not be significant, where are the extra shoppers coming from? Redevelopment of 
the London Road frontage will prove particularly challenging with little likelihood of attracting future retailers except for specialist activities as at present, e.g. an amusement 
arcade. 
 

Objecting 

Rail Estate We note that the Core Strategy Submission Draft Policy CP10 – Camberley Town Centre reinforces and promotes the growth of Camberley as a secondary regional centre; 
and CP! – Spatial Strategy refers to the potential for new housing and redevelopment of the station area. 

Support 

Rushmoor Borough 
Council 

The policy is considered to not be effective because it would not be coherent with Rushmoor Borough Council’s retail policies and would not be justified because it would 
have a harmful impact upon the viability and vitality of Farnborough and Aldershot town centres. 
 
Policy CP10, ‘Camberley Town Centre’ states that,  
 

‘The role of Camberley as a secondary regional town will be consolidated and enhanced through measures to improve shopping, business, leisure, cultural and 
community activities… It is anticipated that up to 200 new homes could be delivered alongside some 41,350 square metres net of new additional retail floorspace to 
the period up to 2027…’. 

 
The Strategy proposes to enhance Camberley’s role as a shopping destination by following a high growth option for new retail floorspace.  Elsewhere in the Core Strategy, it 
states that the demand for growth without any increase in market share is 24,000 square metres (a roughly similar floorspace to that shown in the 2010 retail study).   
 
However, the strategy is to expand beyond this level of floorspace to about 41,350 square metres, in order to attract major retailers.  This extra floorspace would be 
supported by increasing Camberley’s market share within the catchment area.  
 
Rushmoor Borough Council’s Retail and Leisure Study (currently in draft form) sets out that expenditure within Rushmoor already leaks out to Camberley.  If Camberley 
increases its market share this level of leakage from Rushmoor will increase, and expenditure needed to support the regeneration of Farnborough and Aldershot, based on 
maintaining existing levels of market share, will be lost. 
 
It is therefore considered that the amount of new retail floorspace proposed, and the planned increase in Camberley’s market share, will have an adverse impact on the 
vitality and viability of Farnborough and Aldershot town centres and upset the balance of the retail hierarchy between other centres in the Blackwater Valley.   
 
Retail floorspace should be limited to the capacity identified through Surrey Heath’s retail study and to ensure it would not increase the market share of Camberley Town 
Centre and so have a detrimental impact on the vitality and viability of Aldershot and Farnborough town centres. 
 

Objecting 

Surrey County 
Council – Planning 
Implementation Team 

CP10 Camberley Town Centre: The policy states that up to 200 new homes and 41,350sqm of retain floor space could be delivered. We continue to be supportive of the 
regeneration of Camberley Town Centre. However in order to achieve this, further work is required to ensure that the traffic impact of any regeneration can be suitably 
accommodated on the existing highway network. Any regeneration will also need to closely focus on the sustainability impact and its ability to maximise trips by non car 
modes. 
 
Libraries 
 
Surrey County Council is currently carrying out a Public Value Review of library services, during which all aspects of the service are currently under evaluation including 
assessment of needs and suitability of our buildings. The recommendations of this review will not be agreed until 21 December 2010.At the same time the library service is 

Commenting 
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CP10 Camberley 
Town Centre 

  

working with Surrey’s Estates Planning and Management service as part of a wider property review of Surrey County Council property. 
 
The current library service view of the core strategy is that it is in line with the library service strategy, retaining Camberley as the key retail and service centre, with services 
still being provided in the smaller urban centres of Bagshot, Lightwater and Frimley Green. The service also recognises the significance of development at Deepcut. 
 
The library service would like to see reflected, in Policy CP10, the aspiration for a larger Camberley library to meet the pressure of the increased development in and around 
Camberley,  with a lending area of around 1,000 square metres, either in or very close to, the main retail area. This could be a stand alone library or a building co-located with 
other SCC or non- SCC services which could be seen as a landmark building and possibly a cultural hub for the town. 
 
The service does not foresee an expansion of services at Bagshot, Frimley Green or Lightwater, but would like to see within the framework a requirement for a new, co-
located library facility within the new Deepcut housing development. We therefore support the aspiration set out in CP4 (vi). We have estimated there would be a need for 
such a facility and to make the best use of footfall and space would like to see it as part of a new community hub reflecting whatever the community needs- new Health 
Centre, Community building, Children’s Centre, school etc- whatever best serves the needs of that developing community.  
 

The Camberley 
Society 

Paragraph 5.75 is ineffective in that it fails to mention that the top priority for its short to medium term strategy of public realm improvement and property management 
development must be the London Road frontage.  For the poor environmental quality of that frontage is a serious deterrent to vistors, traders & investors.  Notwithstanding 
the suggestion in the preceding paragraph 5.74 that there could be a large, regenerative floorspace expansion there is 2023 – 2027, the town cannot afford to wait for 13 
years before action is taken to improve this prominent fringe of its centre. 
 
At the end of paragraph 5.75: 
“The top priority for this short to medium term action must be the London Road frontage, notwithstanding expectation of the long term regeneration suggested in paragraph 
5.74” 
 
There will then be an effective strategy to tackle the centre’s most prominent run-down road. 

Objecting 
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CP11 Movement   
Chobham Parish 
Council 

The principle of the policy (to support proposals to improve public transport in the Borough) is excellent. However, the policy focuses on the needs of Camberley & Deepcut 
and does not appear to recognise the particular needs of the rural villages.  
 
The existing village public bus services (particularly in Chobham) are very poor and have, in fact, been declining. The decline needs to be halted before services can be 
improved. 
 
Enhance the policy to recognise the particular public transport needs in the villages. 
 

Objecting 

Consterdine Mr G CP11: Movement. I support the desire to improve public transport. At present the services are not good enough to encourage greater use of buses. In the West End residents 
survey, it emerged that only 9% of residents use the local bus services frequently, and 23% occasionally. However if the bus services were improved significantly, 19% said 
they would use them regularly (double the present level) and 46% said they would use them occasionally (again, double the present level). The suggested improvements that 
would bring about this increase in usage were more frequent buses, some faster express buses with fewer intermediate stops and more direct routes, and lower fares. 
 

Support 

Cowan Mr Hugh Para 5.95: You mention at various paragraphs throughout the document that there are various points in Surrey Heath that are liable to flooding, yet at no place in the 
document do you state what the plan is to strengthen the flood defences. 
Without effective flood defences there are areas that will consistently flood.  Areas such as Chobham have not just been built up recently.  This is a historic problem that you 
are choosing to ignore.  I applaud your plans not to let any more houses be built on ground that is prone to flooding, but for this plan to be effective you should also be 
planning to do something about the current situation.  If not how can you hope to achieve: “By 2027 residents will continue to enjoy a prosperous and high quality of life based 
around sustainable growth and a strong economy supporting a healthy, safe and diverse society that enjoys a high quality environment” 
 
Para 5.81: You say, “Junction 4.  Theis _unction is believed to have marginally more capacity than Junction 3, where delays on the A322 approaches have been a source of 
historic complaint.” Yet at nowhere do I see any plan to rectify the totally unacceptable situation that occurs twice daily on these approaches.  It is not unusual to wait in a jam 
for well over 30 minutes to reach the M3.  If you are putting forward a plan to take us into 2017 you cannot believe that it is feasible to leave the situation as it is.  There is 
land available to widen the road on both sides of the M3 yet you choose to ignore it.  Indeed you choose to spend a large amount of money to close off an underpass and put 
in pedestrian crossings, thus only serving to slow the traffic down even more. 

Objecting 

CPRE (Surrey Heath 
Branch) 

The DERA site is in the neighbouring Borough of Runneymede. The site is subject to speculative developments yet to be approved. It consists of a huge office development 
of more than one million sq ft to the North of the M3 motorway and another large 2500 housing development to the South. It lies on the North East border of Surrey Heath.  
 
The effect of the greenbelt is likely to be detrimental. 
The effects if approved are likely to be detrimental to Chobham common a European conservation area and the commons ability to survive such a large developments 
ecological impact,  
The present road system in the villages of Windlesham and Chobham which are already close to saturation in the rush hours are likely to be seriously affected.  
The total impacts of these proposals which conflict with the Boroughs Core Strategy fail to be adequately addressed.  
 
The impact of such a development has not been sufficiently addressed. It is likely to affect both the objects of the Core Strategy and the nearby villages of Chobham, West 
End, Windlesham and Bagshot.  

Objecting 

Fish Mr D Successive policy documents over the years have acknowledged the unsatisfactory level of Public Transport in the area, but little/no improvement has been seen. The 
current DPD continues this philosophy, with no real policies on how to improve Public Transport within and without the Borough. The Council continues to pay ‘lip service’ to 
the ideal of encouraging citizens to forsake their cars in favour of Public Transport and cycles, but no concrete actions have been discerned.  
 
Railways 
 
My recollection is that, many years ago trains to/from Waterloo via Ascot alternated between the Reading and Guildford terminals, thus providing equal service to both routes, 
but even before ‘privatisation’ this was reduced to the Guildford route having only a few ‘direct’ rush-hour trains. This results in the majority of journeys between Camberley 
and Waterloo taking well over an hour.  
From Camberley to Aldershot/Guildford/Farnham the situation is even worse, due to the ‘robustness’ built into SWT’s timetables in recent years – 2 stations from the train’s 
start at Ascot it lingers at Camberley for almost 6 minutes, frustratingly arriving at Aldershot (or Ash Vale) 3 mins after the Farnham/Alton train has left! (Similar timings on the 
return journey from Farnham/Alton, just missing the connection at Aldershot/Ash Vale!) Furthermore, the ‘direct’ train to Guildford lingers at Aldershot for almost a quarter-
hour, incidentally arriving there just as the Godalming train leaves.! 
With such examples (and the imminent slashing of staff hours at Camberley, amongst others), the public in this borough may feel justified in thinking that their rail links are 
being targeted for gradual deterioration in the service, with a view to loss of passengers, leading to ‘unviability’. Isn’t it time that the Council made representations to SWT  on 
behalf of its citizens?! 
 

Objecting 
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CP11 Movement   
Buses 
 
All significant bus-stops should be equipped with electronic information screens giving ‘real-time’ details of incoming buses.  
The 2300 bus 34 from Woking, via Knaphill terminates at Lightwater, rather than going the extra quarter-hour to Camberley, as all preceding buses – this is an unsatisfactory 
curtailment for social activities, particularly between Knaphill and Camberley, where there is no train alternative 
The proclaimed ‘at least every 10 minutes’ service from bus route 1 is farcical – the buses run as/when they’re ready to go, and one frequently sees 2, or even 3 buses tailing 
each other within a minute or two, with the inevitable result of a subsequent gap of 20 to 30 minutes till the next bus, which is completely unsatisfactory if one wants to catch a 
train in, say, Farnborough. Nor, of course, are there many passengers on these buses for much of the day. Would it not be better to require Stagecoach to reduce the bus 
frequency (certainly, outside ‘rush-hours’) to 3 or 4 an hour, and to use the savings to cross-subsidise other routes? 
Green Line coaches used to provide an excellent alternative to trains to/from London, but some years ago curtailed this to only London-bound journeys in the morning, and 
Bracknell-bound in the evenings – a few years ago, even this curtailed service was stopped, though the coaches still go to/from Bracknell, I believe.  
A few years ago we used to have direct bus services to Fleet and Farnham, but these have totally disappeared. 
On some of these issues I’ve tried to correspond with the relevant bus companies, but as just one individual receive little attention – is it not time that the Council took some 
action  on behalf of its citizens, on these and other such issues?! 

Highways Agency CP11:  Movement 
 
We are aware that you are working with Hart District Council, Rushmoor Borough Council and Surrey County Council in preparing a joint transport evidence base to support 
your Core Strategy, which, unlike the previous Transport Assessment from 2007, will now include development at Deepcut.  The preparation of an effective evidence base 
will be important for the HA in evaluating the soundness of the Core Strategy, in accordance with the revised PPS12 paragraphs 4.51 – 4.52, which relate to the soundness of 
the document. Given the HA’s continued involvement in the preparation of the evidence base, we anticipate making further comments in due course on the acceptability of 
the evidence base, and therefore the likely soundness of the Core Strategy. 
 
On the basis that a completed Evidence base has not been provided to date, it is considered that at present, the DPD is unsound as required by paragraph 4.36 of 
PPS12.  The HA must therefore submit a representation that the proposed Core Strategy is not sound as it is ‘not founded on a robust and credible evidence 
Base’ and therefore is not ‘justifiable’.   
Mitigation 
 
It is clear that some mitigation measures have been identified within the proposed Core Strategy document and the HA are currently in the process of working with Surrey 
Heath, Rushmoor, Hart and Surrey County Council in order to establish fully the impact that the forthcoming development may have on the SRN.  It is intended that the 
evidence base would also be used to assess whether the proposals are sufficient to minimise the impacts on the SRN.  Due to the absence of a completed transport 
evidence base it is not apparent what mitigation measures are required and it is not possible to determine whether the transport mitigation measures proposed in Policy 
DM11 will help to mitigate any impact on the SRN to an acceptable level.  We consider that these issues must be resolved before submission of the Core Strategy. 
 
At this stage, it is not clear that the document represents ‘the most appropriate strategy when considered against the reasonable alternatives,’ and it is not clear 
that the development in the proposed locations is deliverable.  The HA therefore consider that the Core Strategy is not justified and effective as required by 
paragraph 4.52 of PPS12, and as such is unsound. 
 
The HA is pleased to see reference to the need for all forthcoming developments to produce Transport Assessments and Travel Plans as these should identify what impact 
the proposed development may have on the local and strategic road network and how this impact may be mitigated.  Furthermore any policy should also identify that 
developers will be expected to mitigate any residual impact upon the SRN, whether caused by a specific site in isolation or in combination with others. 
 
The last paragraph of policy CP11 indicates that “all new development should comply with the Council’s car parking strategy”.  We recognise that there is a balance required 
between the need to provide sufficient parking to limit ‘overspill’ effects on the local network, but at the same time to avoid the oversupply of parking which would limit the 
effectiveness of travel demand management measures that are important in encouraging a reduction in car travel and the use of sustainable modes. The HA suggests that 
travel demand associated with specific developments should be carefully managed, and that parking provision becomes the residual output of the sustainable planning 
process which should also take every opportunity to encourage the provision and use of sustainable transport modes.  
 
We would therefore request that the final sentence in the last paragraph of policy CP11 is reworded to state:  “All new development should be appropriately located in relation 
to public transport and the highway network.  Furthermore, development should comply with the Council’s parking standards which set a maximum level of parking, 
but opportunities to reduce parking below these levels should be sought in each case.” 
 
Without the above recommended wording changes, it is the view of the HA that the plan is not ‘consistent with national policy’, as required by paragraph 4.52 of 
PPS12, and is therefore unsound. 
 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning There can be little doubt that financial constraints will ensure a lack of funds to pay for infrastructure improvements that need to be undertaken now, let alone in the future in Objecting 
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CP11 Movement   
& Development 
Consultants 

response to increased demands. Complying with Council car parking standards may discourage redevelopment, particularly in respect of commercial developments, 
specifically offices. Notwithstanding sustainability objectives people will continue to drive to work and to town centres.  
 

Natural England Natural England supports the policy commitment to improving public transport and walking and cycling routes and facilities.  Support 
Rail Estate We agree it is appropriate and justified in terms of National Sustainable Development Policies for the Council’s ongoing support for proposals to improve public transport in 

Camberley (CP11 – Movement) and to commit towards working with partners including Network Rail, Bus and Rail Operators in order to achieve these improvements.  It is 
essential in the move towards a lower carbon economy for local authorities to promote sustainable lower energy public transport infrastructure with reliable, frequent and 
integrated public transport systems. 

Support 

Surrey County 
Council – Planning 
Implementation Team 

CP11 Movement:  The approach within Policy CP11 Movement and DM11 Traffic management and highway safety, are supported by the County Council as they both 
accord with the approach, set out in the second local transport plan and the emerging third local transport plan.  The third local transport plan is required to be in place by end 
of March 2011. The County Council anticipates that any further revisions of the Core Strategy and Development Management Policies will seek to reflect the final adopted 
version of the third local transport plan.  
 
The final paragraph of Policy CP11 should indicate that movements can also be mitigated by Development Related Highway Works, as well as safeguarding of land and 
financial contributions. The Policy states that development creating a high number of trips will be directed towards previously developed land in sustainable locations or  will 
be required to demonstrate that it can be made sustainable. In many case, sustainability mitigation would be required in addition to the need to develop previously developed 
land. The final sentence should seek for development to be located in relation to local services, e.g. retail, employment, education. 
 
Paragraph 5.80 should clarify as to whether the Stage 1 Assessment took account of the Deepcut regeneration at Policy DP4 or the Camberley Town Centre regeneration at 
Policy CP10. 
 

Objecting 

The Chobham 
Society 

We have seen the excellent response by Chobham Parish Council dated 17/09/2010, and subject to the following additional comments, commend its contents to you;  
5 POLICY CP 11 (B)  

We would very much reiterate that the impact of any development of the former DERA site should be included in the supportive statements for Policy CP11.  
 

Objecting 
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Adams Hendry 
Consulting Ltd on 
behalf of South East 
Water 

South East Water welcomes the commitment within Policy CP12 that sufficient infrastructure is provided to support development and that development will not be provided 
ahead of _oreseeable_re.  This Company will input into the Infrastructure Delivery Plan as necessary. 
 
However, in order for the Core Strategy to be effective, that is provide sound infrastructure delivery planning and be sufficiently flexible, it is considered that Core Strategy 
must provide policy support for additional waster supply infrastructure that maintains, improves and, where necessary, expands the water supply network within the Borough.  
In particular, the Core Strategy must support any water resource development that it is identified through the water companies’ statutory planning process. 
 
Whilst South East Water’s statutory management plan currently does not identify any major resource development in Surrey Heath Borough, subsequent reviews of the 
WRMP within the 2026 planning period may do so.  It is therefore important that the Core Strategy has sufficient flexibility to accommodate and support water resource 
schemes that may emerge in future cycles of the water resource planning process. 
 
In addition to the provision of strategic level water resources identified within Water Resource Management Plans, it is likely that South East Water will also need to carry out 
capital maintenance on both the above ground and below ground assets that form the water supply network within the Borough.  These works are essential to maintain 
acceptable levels of service. 
 
In order for the Core Strategy to be effective policy CP12 should specify that schemes to maintain, improve and expand infrastructure provision (including water supply) within 
the Borough will be supported. 

Objecting 

Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

As currently worded the Policy requires that where funding gaps for infrastructure projects have been identified developers will be required to make up the shortfall in the 
funding in the form of S106 contributions or Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL). 
 
If contributions are sought they must meet the tests set out in Circular 05/05: Planning Obligations and be appropriate and relevant to the proposed development concerned. 
Developments can’t be used as a source of funding to plug shortfalls in the Borough or County Council’s funding streams. Neither would it be appropriate or relevant for 
developments to contribute to the provision of some of the infrastructure, as defined in supporting paragraph 5.95 for example airports or prisons. 
 
As currently worded the policy is therefore undeliverable and inflexible (Effective) and inconsistent with National Policy. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The Policy should be amended as follows: 
 
‘Where funding gaps for infrastructure projects have been identified, the Borough Council, where appropriate and relevant, will require developers to make a contribution 
toward the shortfall in funding by way of either a financial or in-kind contribution.’ 
 
The proposed amendments reflect the advice set out at paragraph B4 of Circular 05/05 that states that ‘there are no hard and fast rules about the size and type of 
development that should attract obligations’. The circumstances and merits of each proposal should be considered on a site by site basis and should not be a blanket 
requirement. 
 
The proposed amendment makes the Policy Sound because it provides Flexibility for the merits of each development to be considered on a site but site basis in accordance 
with National Policy. 
( 

Objecting 

Campaign for Real 
Ale 

It is disappointing that no explicit policies appear in the draft, related to the protection of public houses and I would wish these to be included  Pubs have a high value as 
community focal points and meeting places, bases for sporting activities, facilities for community activities and so forth and their protection is therefore consistent with many 
of the other policies in the plan Nationally the current national pub loss rate is around 40 each month; 80% of these losses are urban or suburban, where there are important 
community needs. 
 
I therefore consider the Plan is unsound as it fails to identify policies in respect to the protection of pubs as community facilities.  This could be addressed through revisions a 
revision of Policies CP12 to include reference to pubs as community facilities.  Policies DM12 and/or DM14 should also be strengthened the afford more protection to pubs or 
alternatively additional policies introduced as detailed below. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 

Objecting 
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I would like to see specific policies included in the plan to protect pubs, in both the Urban & rural parts of the Borough.  My preference would be to see them incorporated in 
amended policies along the lines suggested below 
 
1. GENERAL POLICY – RURAL AND SUBURBAN 
The Council supports retention of existing community facilities such as schools, post offices, public houses, shops, doctors’ surgeries, branch libraries, village halls and other 
meeting rooms, and petrol stations and garages. Before granting planning permission for a change of use which would result in the loss of any of these facilities, the Council 
will require supporting evidence that the facility is no longer needed by the local community or is no longer commercially viable. 
 
iii) SPECIFIC POLICY – RURAL 
The Council strongly supports retaining public houses, particularly in rural areas where the availability of other premises is limited. Applications for changes of use will be 
resisted, unless convincing evidence can be provided to show that the public house is not economically viable. If permission is granted for a change of use, preference will be 
given to the premises remaining in some form of community or employment use; as long as there are no traffic, amenity, environmental or conservation problems as a result. 
If applications for a change of use of a public house are received the Council will require evidence that: 
� a comprehensive and sustained marketing campaign (agreed in advance by the Council) offering the public house for sale as a going concern, has been undertaken, using 

an agreed valuation of the premises; 
� the marketing campaign has run for a period of at least twelve months before the planning application is submitted; 
� if marketing has been based wholly or partially on an alternative community or employment use, there has been prior discussion with the Council on the principle of the 

proposal; and 
� the public house has been offered for sale locally, and in the region, in appropriate publications. 
 
iv) POLICY – URBAN 
The Council supports retention of public houses and will oppose their conversion or redevelopment where they contribute to the liveliness  and vitality of the street scene, 
where they provide a service of particular local value, or where a consequence would be the loss of important historic features. 

Clegg on behalf of 
Jehovah’s Witnesses 
living in the local 
authority area 

This policy is considered sound and legally compliant as it recognises the need for community infrastructure including a place of worship for any new development on land at 
Princess Royal Barracks Deepcut. This is in line with national planning policy, specifically; 
 
‘Diversity and Equality in Planning’ Page 21, Box – “Definition of Sustainable Communities” states that: “Sustainable communities meet the diverse needs of existing and 
future residents, their children and other users, contribute to a high quality of life and provide opportunity and choice”. 
 
PPS1 at page 8 states that: “Plan policies should: …take into account the needs of all the community, including particular requirements relating to…religion…” 
 

Support 

Cowper Mr P It is disappointing that no explicit policies appear in the draft, related to the protection of public houses and I would wish these to be included  Pubs have a high value as 
community focal points and meeting places, bases for sporting activities, facilities for community activities and so forth and their protection is therefore consistent with many 
of the other policies in the plan. Nationally the current national pub loss rate is around 40 each month; 80% of these losses are urban or suburban, where there are important 
community needs. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
I would like to see specific policies included in the plan to protect pubs, in both the Urban & rural parts of the Borough.  My preference would be to see them incorporated in 
amended policies along the lines suggested below 
 
1. GENERAL POLICY – RURAL AND SUBURBAN 
The Council supports retention of existing community facilities such as schools, post offices, public houses, shops, doctors’ surgeries, branch libraries, village halls and other 
meeting rooms, and petrol stations and garages. Before granting planning permission for a change of use which would result in the loss of any of these facilities, the Council 
will require supporting evidence that the facility is no longer needed by the local community or is no longer economically viable. (Here the CAMRA viability test could be 
applied) 
 
v) SPECIFIC POLICY – RURAL 
The Council strongly supports retaining public houses, particularly in rural areas where the availability of other premises is limited. Applications for changes of use will be 
resisted, unless convincing evidence can be provided to show that the public house is not economically viable. If permission is granted for a change of use, preference will be 
given to the premises remaining in some form of community or employment use; as long as there is no traffic, amenity, environmental or conservation problems as a result. If 
applications for a change of use of a public house are received the Council will require evidence that: 

Objecting 
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� a comprehensive and sustained marketing campaign (agreed in advance by the Council) offering the public house for sale as a going concern, has been undertaken, using 
an agreed valuation of the premises; 

� the marketing campaign has run for a period of at least twelve months before the planning application is submitted; 
� if marketing has been based wholly or partially on an alternative community or employment use, there has been prior discussion with the Council on the principle of the 

proposal; and 
� the public house has been offered for sale locally, and in the region, in appropriate publications. 
 
vi) POLICY – URBAN 
The Council supports retention of public houses and will oppose their conversion or redevelopment where they contribute to the liveliness and vitality of the street scene, 
where they provide a service of particular local value, or where a consequence would be the loss of important historic features. 
 
Public Houses need to be added to the list (para 5.95), to give them the same protection as those already there.  

Environment Agency Core Strategy Paragraph 5.95 – No definition has been provided for flood defences in this paragraph.  If flood defences are to remain in this paragraph then an definition is 
necessary.  For example, Flood Defences can be either formal or informal.  A formal Flood defence is a structure built and maintained for the _oresee of reducing or 
managing the flood risk to an area.  An informal flood defence is a structure built for purposes other than managing flood risk but happens to have some level of protection 
against flood risk at a local level, e.g. some railway embankments. 

Objecting 

Graham Warren Ltd 
on behalf of Bachman 
Trust Co Ltd and ADL 
One Ltd 

The Bachman Trust Company Ltd and ADL One Ltd will be making, when submitted, representations to the examining Inspector of the Core Strategy, that it is unsound and 
wanting in terms of Legal Compliance.   
 
From Appendix 2 of the Core Strategy, it is clear that Local Planning Policy M18 is not to be replaced or deleted on adoption of the Core Strategy.  In monitoring this 
objective, the Core Strategy needs to clearly set out the justification for re-instatement of the rail link under Local Plan Policy M18 or its successor. 
 
The position of Network Rail, the ultimate provider of any link is as follows.  In a letter dated the 22nd October 2006 from Network Rail to the Planning Policy and Conservation 
Team (copy enclosed), Network Rail stated that it has no aspiration to open the link and that an alternative service is available at Ash Vale.  The letter goes on to say that the 
Route Utilisation Strategy (RUS) identifies the existing junctions at Woking, Clapham Junction and the approaches to Waterloo as very congested and that currently there is 
no capacity available through these junctions for additional services. 
 
Secondly, in an email of the 20th October 2009, to the writer (copy enclosed), Network Rail state that the RUS will not be addressing re-instatement of the link either as 
solving a gap in services in its own right or as a solution for resolving any other service gap.  They state that no case has successfully been made for the re-instatement and 
this position cannot be seen as changing for the _oreseeable future. 
 
Bachman and ADL expect therefore the removal of any policy to re-instate the link, or a thorough justification at the submission stage of the Core Strategy for re-instatement 
and why any alternatives are inappropriate.  In absence of such a justification, the Core Strategy is clearly unsound. 
 
Draft Policy CP12 of the Core Strategy deals with Infrastructure, Delivery and Implementation.  This policy is not effective (a soundness criterion) because it fails to state what 
will be delivered, where it will be delivered, when it will be delivered and how it will be delivered (para 4.1(3) of PPS12). 
 
Critical issues of this nature cannot be left in the Core Strategy to be answered by subsequent Development Plan or Supplementary Planning Documents, yet this is precisely 
what is proposed. 
 
Paragraph 5.89 of the Core Strategy states that the Borough Council has produced an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) yet this turns out not to be the case.  That plan is still 
being written.  It is not possible therefore to comment at this stage of the consultation on a key document upon which Policies CP11 Movement and CP12 Infrastructure 
Delivery, rely. 
 
This consultation fails in its Legal Compliance therefore to meet the requirements of Section 20(5)a of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004.  A further period of 
consultation will therefore be necessary when the Infrastructure Delivery Plan is produced. 
 
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan will, in setting out its justification for the re-instatement of the link, need to produce a full social, economic and technical case for re-opening 
the link now, not at sometime in the future. 
 
It will not be appropriate to rely on the vague aspirations of Policies CP11 and CP12, which could apply to any place, anywhere.  The Core Strategy needs to contain details 
of the specific infrastructure projects necessary for the implementation of its strategy and for each proposal.  The Inspector’s task in examining the Core Strategy is to do just 
that, not review supporting evidence.  The Core Strategy has to stand on its own two feet as the council’s key strategic planning document from which all else follows. 

Objecting 
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Summary 
Bachman and ADL consider: 
vii) The Core Strategy to have failed in legally complying with Section 20(5) of the Planning and Compensation Act 2004 by denying objectors the ability to comment on 

the Infrastructure Delivery Plan, which is fundamental to what, where and how such infrastructure will be delivered under specific policies (see paragraph 4.8 to 4.12 of 
PPS12 – Spatial Planning). 

ii)  The Core Strategy is unsound because it contains no evidence base to justify retention of a policy to re-instate the rail link. 
iii) In the absence of a sound evidence base that justifies the re-instatement of the rail link, any such policy proposing re-instatement will need to be removed from the Core 
Strategy. 

GVA Grimley on 
behalf of Defence 
Estates 

Please note that our comments in respect to Policy CP12 should be read within the context of our main representation to Policy CP4.  

Paragraph 5.89 states that the Council has produced an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP). Paragraph 5.90 of the supporting text to Policy CP12 states that the IPD “sits 
outside but alongside the Core Strategy”. The reason for this is to allow the document to be regularly updated.  

The IDP does not appear on the Council’s evidence base to support the Core Strategy.  

The IDP is a key document that will identify the timing, type and number of infrastructure projects required to support the objectives and policies of the Core Strategy. This is 
a crucial document, not only for SHBC and infrastructure agencies, but also for landowners and prospective developers as its requirements are fundamental to the viability of 
projects. Its contents should be known and tested as part of the Core Strategy Examination, recognising that this will become more refined as key projects progress.  

Defence Estate’s view is that this document must have a formal status and should be subject to public consultation. It should therefore become an adopted SPD. If it remains 
outside of the Core Strategy with no proper status, it will not offer the opportunity to be tested through consultation and will not provide a reasonable indication of what will be 
required to support implementation of key projects.  

There is limited information on the IDP which is expected to accompany the Core Strategy and Development Management policies. At present, Defence Estates has seen the 
Social and Community Infrastructure Needs Assessment and the Infrastructure Requirements Interim Report (2005). The former is a very helpful document but its status is 
unclear. The latter, which is part of the evidence base, does not contain any infrastructure requirements.  

Defence Estates considers greater clarity as regards the principal requirements of the IDP is necessary at the Core Strategy stage, in order to establish a clearer 
understanding of infrastructure requirement’s phasing of delivery and S106 requirements, as these are fundamental to delivery.  

In particular, Defence Estates considers Policy CP4, Deepcut and Policy CP12 should clarify how infrastructure requirements at Deepcut are to be examined and tested. At 
present, it is not clear if this will be via the Deepcut SPD or, as seems more likely from the supporting text to Policy CP12 (paragraph 5.88), through the IDP. In any event, 
further information on the IDP would be welcomed and this document should be an SPD.  

Defence Estates therefore request that Policy CP12 is amended as set out below.  

In addition Defence Estates consider that the supporting text to Policy CP4 should be amended to ensure that it is clear that the SPD will provide clarity in respect of the 
planning gain and infrastructure requirements associated with the development of PRB.  
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The reason discussed above demonstrates why the changes will ensure that the DPD is sound.  

Policy CP12 should be amended to add the words to the second paragraph of the policy text  

The IDP will be adopted as an SPD and will set out clear targets for the delivery of infrastructure and planning gain associated with all major developments 
including Princess Royal Barracks. This will include formulas to calculate ongoing maintenance for all types of infrastructure.”  

(Copy of full representation available to view at Surrey Heath Borough Council offices) 

Objecting 

Highways Agency CP12 – Infrastructure Delivery and Implementation 
We understand that the Borough is in the process of producing an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP).  We appreciate that the IDP will be a ‘living document’ which will be 
updated over the plan period, however it is still necessary to have an outline plan available for consultation prior to submission of the Core Strategy.  Given that the transport 
evidence base is incomplete, we do not have a full understanding of the infrastructure required to deliver the development planned and therefore these cannot have been fully 

Objecting 
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addressed within the Core Strategy.   
 
Once the IDP is complete, having been informed by the transport evidence base, the HA will need to have the opportunity to comment on whether the mitigation measures 
and infrastructure proposals are sufficient to alleviate any impact from new development.  As outlined within paragraph 4.8 of PPS12, evidence is required to ensure that the 
proposed infrastructure requirements are deliverable, and as a result will mitigate effectively the potential impact on the SRN. 
 
The Core Strategy is not supported by an IDP.  Owing to a lack of evidence base at this stage it is the view of the HA that the Plan is not ‘founded on a robust and 
credible Evidence base’ and the HA therefore considered that it is not ‘justified’ as required by paragraph 4.52 of PPS12. 
 
Given the current economic climate, consideration should be given to the likelihood of development coming forward within the plan period, and deliverability of infrastructure 
to support it.  Possible funding streams for infrastructure should be identified in order to ensure that, where development is demonstrated to require mitigation, it is likely to be 
deliverable.  Where developer funding of infrastructure is required, the impact on the rest of the plan if developments do not come forward in the expected timescales should 
be taken into account. 
 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

My concerns regarding contributions by developers towards the provision of infrastructure have been highlighted in my general considerations section. A requirement for 
excessive infrastructure contributions will ensure that development does not take place! 
 
General Considerations 
 
Much of the current Central Government planning guidance was drafted at a time when there were active house building and commercial development sectors with ample 
funding available for the purchase of land and properties. Property values and developer profits could largely absorb the cost associated with the development of land 
including the payment of planning infrastructure contributions and contributions to provide mitigation to off-set the impact of development upon the Thames Basin Heath 
Special Protection Area. However, with falling property values, a scarcity of mortgage funds and a reduction in funding now available to social housing providers the viability 
of many residential schemes that would have been implemented three or more years ago is now very doubtful. Moreover, the significant costs associated with the submission 
of planning applications in part due to additional information requirements such as flood risk assessments, bat surveys and reptile and amphibian surveys and the delays 
within the planning process represent a further financial burden for landowners and developers.  
 

Objecting 

Rail Estate CP12 – Infrastructure Delivery and Implementation enlarges on the Council’s commitment, stating that contributions via Section 106 Agreements or the proposed Community 
Infrastructure Levy (CIL) will be sought towards infrastructure improvements including public transport.  Policy CP10 also provides for new development to contribute to the 
enhancement of public transport services. 
 
As such, it is disappointing that Camberley railway station redevelopment has not, to date, featured as an important element within the Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
(IDP).  Rail Estate and the head leaseholders of Station House, Pembroke Broadway have consistently promoted the redevelopment of the Camberley Station allocation site, 
but these proposals have been held up due to the constraints posed by the Thames Basin Heaths SPA issue and the provision of mitigating SANGS. 
 
As previously discussed, we are desirous of taking forward Camberley station renewal proposals at the earliest opportunity, provided that an affordable way can be found to 
accommodate the SANGS requirement and that the infrastructure improvements prove to be both feasible and viable having regard to the financial contribution from the 
proposed enabling development and any other funding sources. 
 
Policy CP12 notes that the delivery of development may be “dependent upon key infrastructure provision” which undoubtedly includes the provision of suitable mitigating 
SANGS.  We commented at some length on this in our response to the Borough’s Issues and Options for provision of SANGS consultation earlier this year.  We supported 
the Council’s approach towards provision of strategic SANGS in the western part of the Borough, and further suggested the potential for interim mitigating SANGS at Deepcut 
as a measure towards encouraging Town Centre redevelopment such as at Camberley Station.  Core Strategies should be sufficiently flexible so as to be effective (in line 
with PPS12 guidance) and thereby to enable delivery of core objectives.  We still suggest that flexibility in provision of allocated SANGS is an option worth considering, so as 
kickstart important Town Centre development. 

Objecting 

Surrey County 
Council – Planning 
Implementation Team 

CP12: Infrastructure Delivery and Implementation: The Policy refers to the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. To my knowledge this document has not been produced but 
clearly the County Council would need to play a significant role in its content. The Policy refers to contributions or ‘in-kind’ contributions. I do not think this would be easily 
understood and requires clarification with examples perhaps. In addition to Policy C11, the Policy fails to include a reference to Development Related Highway Works, (which 
themselves are very often a form of mitigation), infrastructure delivery and implementation. 
 
References to Primary Route Network and the Strategic Road Network: Previous policy number M11  - Development alongside the M3 motorway and the primary route 
network, has now been deleted but the consultation document makes some references to the primary route network, and the strategic road network which may confuse some 
readers.  The Department for Transport (http://www.dft.gov.uk/pgr/roads/network/) defines the Strategic Route Network as most Motorways and some important A roads 

Objecting 
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(sometimes referred to as the Trunk road network). These roads are maintained by the Highways Agency.  Under this definition the M3 is the only strategic route in Surrey 
Heath.  The Primary Route Network generally relates to important A road links to the Strategic route network – in the Surrey Heath area this would be the A329 north of the 
M3 and the A331 Blackwater Valley Route.  
 
District Profile – Transport: Para. 2.24 states “Rail connections to other towns in the Blackwater Valley are either poor or non existent. There is no regular direct link to 
London: passengers have to change trains at Ascot, Ash Vale or Aldershot”. This theme is reiterated in the Weaknesses table as “ Poor Quality rail provision”.  However this 
is then contradicted in para. 5.49 which gives “close to good rail services” as an advantage of the Borough. 
 
To avoid this contradiction I would suggest the following wording in para 2.24:  “Rail services from Bagshot, Camberley and Frimley to London are slow and indirect 
compared to some nearby towns outside of the Borough. Although rail services are limited within the Borough, fast direct services are available from other close-by towns.” 
 
SWOT Analysis on page 18: I would suggest that “Close access to the national rail network” is added to Strengths and “poor quality rail provision” in Weaknesses is 
amended to say “limited direct access to the rail network within the Borough”. 
 
Weaknesses – I suggest that “poor local transport provision outside of Camberley” is amended to:  “relatively limited local passenger transport services outside of 
Camberley” 
 
Opportunities – Revise or delete the statement: “Increase role of sites for industrial use close to the primary road network” this statement is too ambiguous and would need 
clarification if it were to be retained in some form.  A caveat would have to be included to note that any such development must adopt a sustainable approach to transport.  
New access to the Primary Route Network would be resisted.  Development alongside the Primary Route Network can also undermine the strategic role of that network. 
 
Threats – “Traffic congestion increases” and “Growing levels of traffic congestion”  say the same thing but traffic congestion has actually flattened off and is not currently 
increasing. These two threats could be combined into a single line saying:  “levels of traffic congestion” 
 
Para 6.69: “Ensuring adequate car parking facilities are provided…..” is ambiguous.  This statement should reflect advice on parking within Planning Policy Guidance 13 
paragraph 51 and.. “ensure that as part of a package of planning and transport measures, levels of parking provided in association with development will promote sustainable 
transport choices”. 
 
 
Education 
 
It is noted and welcomed that good educational attainment is recognised to be a strength of the Borough in the table set out on page 18 of the document. In order to maintain 
these standards and in accordance with the vision set out in paragraph 4.1 of the Core Strategy, the County Council’s Senior School Commissioning Officer has indicated a 
need to provide an additional form of entry (210 places over 7 year groups) over the next few years in each of Camberley and Bagshot/ Lightwater/Windlesham. 
 
 
Libraries 
 
Surrey County Council is currently carrying out a Public Value Review of library services, during which all aspects of the service are currently under evaluation including 
assessment of needs and suitability of our buildings. The recommendations of this review will not be agreed until 21 December 2010.At the same time the library service is 
working with Surrey’s Estates Planning and Management service as part of a wider property review of Surrey County Council property. 
 
The current library service view of the core strategy is that it is in line with the library service strategy, retaining Camberley as the key retail and service centre, with services 
still being provided in the smaller urban centres of Bagshot, Lightwater and Frimley Green. The service also recognises the significance of development at Deepcut. 
 
The library service would like to see reflected, in Policy CP10, the aspiration for a larger Camberley library to meet the pressure of the increased development in and around 
Camberley,  with a lending area of around 1,000 square metres, either in or very close to, the main retail area. This could be a stand alone library or a building co-located with 
other SCC or non- SCC services which could be seen as a landmark building and possibly a cultural hub for the town. 
 
The service does not foresee an expansion of services at Bagshot, Frimley Green or Lightwater, but would like to see within the framework a requirement for a new, co-
located library facility within the new Deepcut housing development. We therefore support the aspiration set out in CP4 (vi). We have estimated there would be a need for 
such a facility and to make the best use of footfall and space would like to see it as part of a new community hub reflecting whatever the community needs- new Health 
Centre, Community building, Children’s Centre, school etc- whatever best serves the needs of that developing community.  
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Thames Water 
Property Services 

Thames Water support the aims of Policy CP12 to ensure that infrastructure is provided to support development. However, given the wording of the policy it is not considered 
that the policy would be effective in ensuring that any necessary upgrades to sewerage networks and infrastructure are delivered alongside development. 
 
Paragraph 2 of Policy CP12 states that the Boroughs Infrastructure Delivery Plan will be used to identify the timing, type and number of infrastructure projects. The policy 
goes on to state that development will be phased to coincide with the release of key additional infrastructure or service capacity as set out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 
 
While this approach is suitable for broader strategic wastewater infrastructure it would not ensure that smaller scale localised upgrades to wastewater infrastructure networks 
are provided ahead of the occupation of development. This could lead to adverse environmental problems such as sewer flooding or the pollution of land and watercourses. 
The modelling of sewerage networks is complex as sewerage networks do not follow local authority boundaries. The networks are therefore affected by growth within Surrey 
Heath and the surrounding authorities. It is not therefore possible or appropriate to identify required local network upgrades within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Where 
local network upgrades are required that have not been identified in the IDP, Policy CP12 will not be effective in ensuring that development is delivered alongside the 
infrastructure required to support it. 
 
Furthermore, the policy states that where funding gaps for infrastructure projects have been identified financial or in-kind contributions will be sought through S106 
contributions or the Community Infrastructure Levy. It is our understanding that neither of these mechanisms can be used to requisition necessary upgrades to the sewerage 
network. As such where upgrades are required and the necessary infrastructure upgrades have not been programmed, developers will need to fund necessary upgrades 
which will need to be completed prior to the occupation of the development. 
 
Given the revocation of the Regional Spatial Strategy and the consequential loss of Policy NRM2, which related to water quality, the need for a policy which will ensure that 
adequate wastewater infrastructure is in place ahead of the occupation of development is considered to be even more important. 
 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
In order to make sure that the Core Strategy is effective in ensuring that any necessary wastewater infrastructure upgrades are provided alongside development it is 
considered that the following text should be added to Policy CP12 or within a separate policy on wastewater infrastructure: 
 
“With regard to wastewater infrastructure, developers will be expected to demonstrate that adequate capacity exists within the existing network both on and off 
site to support proposed development. When there is a capacity problem and improvements in off-site infrastructure are not programmed, planning permission 
will only be granted where the developer funds appropriate improvements which will be completed prior to occupation of the development.” 
 

Objecting 

The Camberley 
Society 

Policy CP12 refers to an Infrastructure Delivery Plan, that has apparently been prepared (para 5.89).  This is not a published document that has been subject to public 
consultation, let alone a Development Plan Document.  It is unsatisfactory for such an important production not to be part of the Local Development Framework. 
 
Make the Infrastructure Delivery Plan a Supplementary Planning Document, so that material crucial to the implementation of the Core Strategy is not omitted from the official 
development plan. 

Objecting 
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Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

PPG17: Planning for Open Space, Sports and Recreation sets out the National Planning Policy Framework for supporting and promoting the delivery of recreational 
opportunities. Central to PPG17 is maintaining an adequate supply of open space and recreational opportunities to meet identified needs. As already outlined in the 
Supporting Statement of Case, the existing facilities at Chobham Rugby Club are not large enough to meet its needs and demands and as such the Club has identified the 
need for two further Rugby pitches through the District Council’s ‘Open Space and Recreation Study – 2007’, which has been undertaken in accordance with the advice in 
PPG17. The report has been submitted in support of the Borough Council’s evidence base. Since the Club is unable to expand on its existing site it has identified the need to 
relocate to a larger site, where all its needs can be met in one location, and this would be facilitated by the redevelopment of the existing grounds. In such instances 
paragraph 13 in PPG17 recognises that to ensure that there is an adequate supply of recreational, open space and sports facilities there is merit in considering development 
proposals which would substitute for any loss. As such paragraph 13 advises the following: 
 
‘Equally, development may provide the opportunity to exchange the use of one site for another to substitute for any loss of open space, or sports or recreational 
facility. The newland and facility should be at least as accessible to current and potential new users, and at least equivalent in terms of size, usefulness, 
attractiveness and quality. Wherever possible, the aim should be to achieve qualitative improvements to open spaces, sports and recreational facilities.’ 
 
Whilst we are not proposing a straight exchange of uses from one site to another, since the existing Club site will need to be redeveloped in part to facilitate the relocation of 
Chobham Rugby Club, the proposals will nonetheless secure a new and improved facility and quantitative improvements to the sports facilities on offer.  
Paragraph 16 of PPG17 further advises that when considering developments within open spaces Local Planning Authorities should take into consideration the following: 
 
‘In considering planning applications - either within or adjoining open space – local authorities should weigh any benefits being offered to the community against 
the loss of open space that will occur.’ 
 
Whilst the proposals will result in a reduction in the amount of open space on the current Site, qualitative improvements are proposed on the retained area of open space 
which can contribute to 
meeting an identified shortfall in children and young peoples play equipment, which will be gifted back to the local community. In addition through the relocation of the Rugby 
Club the proposals will secure a quantitative improvement to the provision of playing fields through the provision of additional Rugby pitches to meet the needs of Chobham 
Rugby Club. The redevelopment of the existing Club site will also secure other community benefits as outlined in Section 4 of the Statement of Case. 
 
The proposals will therefore maintain an adequate supply of sports and recreational facilities in Chobham, securing significant qualitative and quantitative improvements in 
accordance with the aims and aspirations of PPG17 and Core Strategy Policies, DM14 (Community & Cultural Facilities) and DM15 (Protection of Green Spaces and 
Recreational Facilities) and DM16 (Provision of Open Space and Recreation Facilities). 
 
The Policy as currently worded is Unsound because it fails to be sufficiently flexible (Effective) to allow sport or other recreational facilities to relocate, securing significant 
qualitative and quantitative improvements in accordance with the aims and aspirations of PPG17. The Policy is therefore also not consistent with National Planning Guidance.
 
Supporting paragraph 5.100 identifies outdoor sports facilities as forming part of the Borough’s Green Infrastructure. It is therefore appropriate that this Policy is amended to 
ensure that proposals for the relocation of Chobham Rugby Club and partial redevelopment of its existing site are not prejudiced. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The supporting text to Policy CP13 in paragraph 5.100 makes it clear that outdoor sports facilities including those that are privately owned could form part of the Green 
Infrastructure Network. In order to reflect this opportunity Policy CP13 should be amended to include an additional paragraph which should read as follows: 
 
‘The Borough Council will encourage proposals for the relocation of existing recreational and sports facilities where they will secure qualitative and quantitative 
improvements to the Green Infrastructure.’ 
 
The proposed amendments provide flexibility (Effective) to deal with the changing circumstances of Chobham Rugby Club, as well as other sporting facilities in the Borough 
and bring the Policy in line with National Planning Guidance, thus making the Policy Sound. 
 
(Supporting Statement of Case available to view in hard copy at Surrey Heath Borough Council Offices) 

Objecting 

Consterdine Mr G CP13: Green infrastructure. I support the policy of preserving and developing the network of open spaces within the Borough. In the survey among West End residents, 98% 
believe the open countryside around the village should remain open, preventing villages merging (94% ‘agree strongly’); and 98% regard the open areas within the village as 
a valuable resource (93% ‘agree strongly’). 
 

Support 
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Environment Agency WE support this policy on green infrastructure 
 

Support 

Natural England Natural England commends the council on incorporating a separate policy on GI into the CS. However, one of the key aspects of GI is its multi-functionality and this is not 
highlighted in either the policy or the supporting text.  
 
5.101  
 
Natural England is concerned that at present there does not appear to be a document setting out a Borough-wide strategy covering all aspects of GI. We are disappointed 
that the Supplementary Planning Document (SPD) referred to here which will cover many important GI issues will only be applied to the Blackwater Valley and not to the 
Borough as a whole. References earlier in the document, in particular paragraphs 3.10 and 4.9 imply the need for a Borough wide GI strategy. Natural England would 
welcome the opportunity to discuss this further with the Council.  

Objecting 

Surrey County 
Council – Planning 
Implementation Team 

Countryside Policies 
 
CP13 Green Infrastructure: it would be useful to make specific reference to the role of Green Arc SW in delivering GI.  Green Arc SW Quadrant has at present 5 identified 
Action Areas, and one of these is Action Area 1 West Surrey Heathlands. 
 
A list of Green Infrastructure requirements, prepared by the County Council’s Countryside Management Team is enclosed. 
 

Objecting 

West End Village 
Design Statement 
Steering Group 

The WE VDS Steering Groups support CP3, CP5, CP13, CP14 and DM11. Support 
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Baker Mr S Development in Chobham will mean further pressure on Chobham Common (a SPA zone) and we should not seek to banish such wildlife to these places alone but try and 
encourage it return into the surrounding green spaces. Furthermore, despite SANGS, Green Belt development will encourage more people and domestic pets on to the 
common to the detriment of the wildlife. 
 
I would suggest the SPA buffer zone is increased to 800m and further areas returned to Chobham Common such as the recently restored Chobham Place Woods 
 
"5.115 These measures include the identification of a 400 metre buffer around the Thames Basins Heaths SPA within which residential development will not be permitted 
and the need to provide Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspaces"   
 
 
I would amend to have this as an 800 metre buffer zone for reasons stated above. 
 

Disagree 

Bell Cornwell LLP on 
behalf of Little Heath 
Nursery 

We believe that Policy CP14 is unsound on the basis that it is inconsistent with national planning policy [PPS9] and is not effective.  

We object to Policy CP14, specifically in the approach it takes to the Thames Basin Heaths SPA. We are concerned that the Borough Council has not taken appropriate steps 
in the last decade to address this issue. By its own admission – at paragraph 5.118 of the draft DPD – this inactivity resulted in no planning permissions being granted for new 
residential development in the affected part of the Borough in the period from October 2005 to September 2008. That situation cannot be allowed to recur.  

We therefore consider that Policy CP14 (and the supporting text at paragraphs 5.113 to 5.121) should take a much more positive approach to this issue, by:  
a) including a commitment to seek and establish further SANG opportunities, whether as part of a mitigation strategy or as part of specific comprehensive 
development schemes; and  
b) confirming that other mitigation measures can be used, such as improvements to the management of the SPA (as identified by the SE Plan EiP Panel).    

Suggested Amendments  

Policy CP14 should be amended by the inclusion of the following text in the penultimate paragraph:  

“The Borough Council will monitor the performance of the Avoidance Strategy and will actively seek to identify and establish other SANGs throughout the affected area, either 
as a free-standing facilities or as an integral part of residential development proposals.”  

The above commitment should be included in the supporting text (at paragraph 5.118/119). Reference should also be made to the need to establish further SANG in the 
eastern part of the Borough in order to accommodate the level of new housing development anticipated in the rural areas under Policy DP3. It should also be made clear that 
alternative mitigation measures are available, in combination with SANG, such as contributions toward habitat improvement and management.        

Objecting 

Environment Agency We are pleased that the Blackwater River and its floodplain has been identified as a BOA.  This should have a double benefit by not only improving biodiversity but will 
hopefully also maintain the floodplain for flooding purposes and could even return some areas to floodplain which are currently developed. 
 
We support this policy and welcome the inclusion of BOAs in this section, (the latest approach to biodiversity action planning) and also the recognition that BOAs aren't the 
only way of improving biodiversity in the borough.  We also support the sentence in this policy which states that ‘development that results in harm or loss of features if interest 
for biodiversity will not be permitted’. 
 

Support 

Leigh & Glennie on 
behalf of The 
Shorstan Company 
Ltd 

These paragraphs set ut the Council's intention to identify SANGs in the Borough, which is supported. However, the wording suggests that SANGs are only being sought in 
the western part of the Borough, to enable development on sites in that area. There will be sites that arise throughout the Borough and so the Council should seek new 
SANGs elsewhere.  
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The text should be altered to ensure it is clear that SANGS are being sought throughout the Borough.  
 
Submissions have been made tot he SLHAA promoting a potential large SANG on land at Pankhurst Farm, Bagshot Road, West End. That area should be considered as 
available for use as a SANG. It is close to the settlement of West End where there are allocated and reserve housing sites, as well as being a location where one might 
expect redevelopment for housing to occur within the settlement throughout the Plan period.  

Objecting 

Leigh & Glennie on These paragraphs set out the Council’s intention to identify SANGs in the Borough, which is supported. Objecting 
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behalf of V Segalini However, the wording suggests that SANGs are only being sought in the western part of the Borough, to enable development on sites in that area. There will be sites that 
arise throughout the Borough and so the Council should seek new SANGs elsewhere. 
 
The text should be altered to ensure it is clear that SANGS are being sought throughout the Borough. Submissions have been made to the SLHAA promoting a potential 
large SANG on land at Hatton Hill, Windlesham. That area should be considered as available for use as a SANG. It is close to the settlement of Windlesham where there are 
allocated and reserve housing sites, as well as being a location where one might expect redevelopment for housing to occur within the settlement throughout the Plan period. 
 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

In paragraph 5.120 it is indicated that the provision of SANGS must be made before the dwellings are occupied. How will this work? Developers can’t be expected to provide 
funds then delay building works until the SANGS they have paid for are eventually provided. 
 

Objecting 

Mytchett, Frimley 
Green & Deepcut 
Society 

Please accept the following submission in response to your published draft Core Strategy submission documentation.  

It refers only to the overriding issue of the Council's approach to the Habitats Directive  

I would be pleased to contribute evidence to the Examination in Public.  

However, in my opinion the Inspector should follow the example of Insp John Mattocks in avoiding further waste of public funds, when he encouraged the withdrawal of the 
Waverley Borough Council 2006 Core Strategy submission in advance of the EiP.  

Waverley were unable to answer his "Supplementary Question" which asked the Council to provide the 'Waddenzee' convincing evidence of the efficacy of the proposed 
mitigation measures. The Scott Wilson Habitats Regulation Assessment indicates that Surrey Heath BC are in a similar position and are unable to answer that same 
question.  

RESPONSE WITH REGARD TO THAMES BASIN HEATHS SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA CONSIDERATIONS  

 ON BEHALF OF  

THE MYTCHETT, FRIMLEY GREEN AND DEEPCUT SOCIETY  

Introduction  

We have been asked by The Mytchett, Frimley Green and Deepcut Society to submit on their behalf an assessment of the extent to which the Surrey Heath Borough Council 
draft Core Strategy (2010) complies with the provisions of the Habitats Directive.  

It is acknowledged that Surrey Heath BC has committed considerable resources to producing a strategy to avoid the likely detrimental effects upon protected Annex 1 Bird 
Species arising from increased urbanisation around the 'Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area', in order to enable housing development in the borough to proceed 
without the restrictions imposed by Article 6(4) of the Directive.  

However, the SHBC Core Strategy ducumentation makes it perfectly clear that the Council has not succeeded in providing the evidence necessary to comply with Statutory 
Obligation "Planning Circular 06/2005" paragraph 21, which states,  

"21. In the Waddenzee judgment, the European Court of Justice ruled that a plan or project may be authorised only if a competent authority has made certain that the plan or 
project will not adversely affect the integrity of the [protected] site. “That is the case where no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence of such effects”. 
Competent national authorities must be “convinced” that there will not be an adverse affect and where doubt remains as to the absence of adverse affects, the plan or 
project must not be authorised, subject to the procedure outlined in Article 6(4) of the EC Habitats Directive regarding imperative reasons of overriding public interest." 
(original emphasis) 

[CIRCULAR 06/2005 : Government Circular: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – Statutory Obligations and their Impact Within the Planning System] : 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/147570.pdf 

The Directive has 'Direct Effect' and it should therefore be understood that where the phrase "must ascertain" appears in the derivative UK legislation (e.g. Section 102 of 
the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010), the requirement is that the 'certainty' be supported by convincing objective scientific evidence.  

Summary  

The Council's interpretation of the intent of the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) contrasts directly with the letter and principles of the law. The Council's position is that given 

Objecting 
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similar experimental mitigation, an unlimited amount of unimportant development can be permitted, but a limited amount of imperative development cannot. That position is 
clearly nonsensical and untenable.  

Our scrutiny of the Council's "Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Proposed Submission DPD (Aug 2010)" ('HRA') has also identified numerous material conflicts with the 
Directive and its derivative UK legislation, such that we can only conclude that the Surrey Heath draft Core Strategy is unsound. The assessment fails to acknowledge or 
consider the specific guidance of the EC DG (Env) on the preparation and content of such assessments, and further ignores all the relevant authoritative case law of the 
Grand Chamber.  

The HRA fails to answer the fundamental and crucial question,  

"Where is the convincing evidence that the avoidance strategy will not have the opposite effect to intended?"  

In the absence of the obligatory 'Waddenzee' convincing objective scientific evidence of the efficacy of the proposed mitigation measures, the Core Strategy cannot satisfy 
the tests of Article 6(3). It is clear from the Directive that housing development in Surrey Heath must therefore be restricted in accordance with the tests of 'alternative 
solutions' , 'Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest' and an Opinion of the EC environmental Directorate, as specified by Article 6(4).  

In this respect, the Core Strategy Consultation has failed to meet the Council's legal obligation under Section 9(1) of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 
2010 (& Section 3[4] of the Conservation (Habitats & C.) Regs 1994), such that is is reasonable to assume that any Court would find the consultation to have been conducted 
unlawfully.  

With Dartford warbler numbers now precarious, a new and genuinely precautionary approach is more appropriate, as demanded by the legislation.  

Findings  

SHBC's interpretation of the Habitats Directive is demonstrably nonsensical:  

Article 6(3) of the Directive provides that where development might contribute to negative impacts on protected habtats (& species), an appropriate assessment must be 
conducted. The Waddenzee criteria must be applied to thet assessment, in accordance with the Precautionary Principle: If convincing objective scientific evidence exists 
showing that the proposed mitigation will cancel out negative effects, then development can proceed unrestricted. In the absence of that evidence, development must be 
restricted, in acordance with Article 6(4). The Directive merely seeks to ensure an honest approach in order to protect endangered species, and makes perfect sense.  

By contrast, the council's interpretation of the law allows development to proceed without restriction, despite having no evidence that the proposed experimental mitigation will 
work. . The council also holds that (given the same experimental mitigation) a limited amount of development in line with Article 6(4) would not be acceptable to the EC and 
so cannot be lawfully consented.  

Theefore the Council's position is that given the same mitigation, an unlimited amount of unimportant development can be permitted, but a limited amount of imperative 
development cannot.  

The council clearly has the Directive upside down. Their interpretation and their position are clearly untenable.  

Our scrutiny of the Council's "Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Proposed Submission DPD (Aug 2010)" has identified numerous material conflicts with the Directive 
and its derivative UK legislation, such that we can only conclude that the Surrey Heath draft Core Strategy is unsound in terms of the relevant Tests of Soundness 
(specifically failing Test (vii)).  

Unfortunately the Council has repeated precisely the errors of pre-determination and lack of obligatory evidence that have caused the failure of LDF Core Strategies of 
similarly-affected District Councils.  

For instance, the Waverley Borough Council LDF Core Strategy (2006/7) was aborted during the pre-Examination process (and subsequently withdrawn by order of the 
Secretary of State) due to the Council's inability to answer Inspector John Mattocks' simple but crucial "Supplementary Question",  

"Where is the Waddenzee convincing evidence [that the mitigation proposals will be effective] ? (Circular 06/2005 refers)" The  

Surrey Heath BC's draft Core Strategy and Habitats Regulations Assessment fail to answer that same question. Despite five years of the best efforts of the twelve affected 
distric councils and the government's statutory ecological advisor 'Natural England'), no such evidence exists. Nor is it likely to in the foreseeable future.  

Thus we can conclude that the draft Core Strategy fails to meet the provisions of the Habitats Directive, as interpreted authoritatively in the Waddenzee 
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Judgment and transposed into UK legislation through Statutory Obligation 'Circular 05/2005' [21].  

The 'Habitats Regulations Assesssment' produced by Scott Wilson and dated August 2010, which accompanies the SHBC Core Strategy submission document, states its 
intended purpose as being to satisfy the legislation (i.e. the provisions of Articles 6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC) whilst perversely admitting that its 
purpose is to avoid conducting an Appropriate Assessment. The Council's intent is to evade the stringent Waddenzee criteria by applying lesser tests at an 'earlier stage in 
the process' under a different guise.  

The HRA also fails to satisfy (or even acknowledge the existence of) the comprehensive guidance provided by the EC Director General of Environment, titled "Assessment of 
Plans and Projects Significantly Affecting Natura 2000 Sites". Thus the HRA instead attempts to apply a significantly lower standard of criteria in its assessment, despite such 
tactics being prohibited by the authoritative determination of the Grand Chamber in the cae of Commission v Germany (C-98/03). Furthermore, the 'avoidance strategy' seeks 
to place the unevidenced opinion of Natural England above the law, despite that same approach having been specifically prohibited in previous findings against the UK 
government in the case Commission v UK (C-06/04).  

There are numerous flaws throughout the HRA, one such being that the entire approach is out of date. The Assessment fails to acknowledge that the laissez-faire TBHSPA 
strategy was developed when bird populations were at an all-time high and rising (prior to decimation by the past two harsh winters and by numerous summer heath fires - 
Pirbright, Thursley, Frensham etc), and is no longer appropriate. The Precautionary Principle must now be applied correctly in accordance with the Rio Declaration and its 
interpretation in the landmark Waddenzee case.  

With Dartford warbler numbers now precarious, a new and genuinely precautionary approach is more appropriate, and as demanded by the legislation.  

Further Detailed Observations  

The SHBC TBHSPA strategy follows the approach developed by the 12 affected district councils around the heaths, proposing the provision of "Suitable Accessible Natural 
Greenspaces" (SANGs) as an alternative recreational resource to relieve pressure (particularly from dogs off leads flushing the protected ground-nesting birds from their 
broods, causing nesting failure). This approach was proposed by Natural England in their 2006 "TBHSPA Draft Delivery Plan" (DDP) but was found unsound by the Inspector 
of the South East Plan at its EiP.  

The DDP set a 400m exclusion zone around the heaths to reduce predation by cats, whilst admitting that research shows that cats roam up to 1km and some as far as 1.6km 
(1 mile). It also set a 5km 'zone of  

nfluence' within which housing development would require mitigation, despite the survey evid 

nce showing that up to 30% of users travel from further than 5km and that a 10km zone would be more appropriate (see para 3.4.9.1 of the DDP). Neither the 400m zone nor 
the 5km zone reflect the Precautionary Principle. Furthermore, the DDP originally imposed a standard requiring 16 hectares of SANG per 1000 new population (ie per 400 
new homes), but after finding that insufficient SANGs could be identified to justify the SEP housing alocation at that level of provision, the standard was arbitrarily reduced by 
half to just 8ha per 1000. Therre is no evidence to support either the arbitrary zones nor the standard of SaNG provision, yet the figures have been adopted in local authority 
miniplans and assumed to be appropriate.  

The Surrey Heath Avoidance Strategy and the Scott Wilson HRA both acknowledge and rely upon that DDP, yet fail to mention that it was declared unsound.  

Nevertheless, Surrey Heath sought to evade the Directive in order to enable unrestricted housebuilding by implementing a "miniplan" that accorded with the failed DDP, 
charging developers a S106 tariff based on the arbitrary unevidenced 'SANG standards', to contribute toward "improvements" to existing public open spaces. There is no 
evidence that the SANGs (or the tariff) will mitigate the effects of increased urbanisation, and so it remains as little more than an unjustifiable arbitrary tax upon developers.  

The DDP 'SANG' approach was subsequently supplemented with a regional "Strategic Access Management and Monitoring" (SAMM) strategy co-ordinated by the TBHSPA 
Joint Strategic Partnership Board (JSPB).  

However, the SAMM strategy is itself fundamentally flawed. There is no evidence that it will work, and in the local context its use as mitigation is unlawful. The Directive 
dictates that where the heaths are below 'favourable condition' (which includes actual bird population numbers), as is the case across the TBHSPA, it is the responsibility of 
the landowner to take measures to improve the condition to meet the Conservation Objectives. Access management and habitat management were not proposed within 
Natural England's 2006 Draft Delivery Plan precisely because they recognised that such measures an Management Plans (if necessary) are an obligation under Article 6 of 
the Directive, and so cannot be applied as mitigation against deliberate harm resulting from development.  

Furthermore, the restriction of access to the heaths conflicts with a primary principle of international environmental law, "The Poluter Pays", as it seeks to disadvantage 
existing users as well as the 'polluters' (residents of new housing), contrary to the aim of the Directive.  
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It should also be noted that monitoring of the heaths is already the responsibility of Natural England, and so cannot be charged to developers.  

Hence we can conclude that the entire basis of the 'Delivery Framework' and its resulting 'SAMM tariff' is unlawful.  

Equally importantly, the combined miniplan/SAMM strategy fails to consider the likely unintended consequences. Inspectors at Appeal have queried the extent to 
which the provision and the advertising of nearby dog-walking facilities will encourage increased incidence of dog ownership, for good reason.  

Given the evidence that in general, dog owners like to vary their destinations and will visit a number of different open spaces (including the heaths - acknowledged as being 
the favourite choice due to being the largest, most open and wildest terrain, allowing much-valued unrestricted off-lead roaming of dogs) - it must be assumed that any 
positive effect of SANG provision will be counteracted by increased dog-ownership which is likely to 'unexpectedly' increase pressure on the heaths.  

Neither the counter-productive effect of increased dog ownership nor the extent to which SANGs will attract users away from the heaths have been quantified, so the overall 
effect cannot be assessed. The Surrey Heath HRA simply assumes that SANGs will work, and assumes that Surrey Heath will be able to provide sufficient quantity of scarce 
new recreation land to mitigate the proposed housing numbers. Those assumptions are entirely unjustified. The crucial question in this respect is not just a matter of the lack 
of evidence supporting the assumptions, but goes somewhat further:  

"What convincing evidence do you have that the arbitrary designation and advertising of SANGs will not have the opposite effect to intended?"  

The joint Regional strategy involves a similar self-conflict. The intention of the on-SPA access management measures is to close paths on the heaths and remove existing car 
parking facilities, in order to 'encourage' users to divert to alternative destinations (ie to SANGs). However, the most likely effect of restrictions to access would be to disperse 
users to other areas of the heaths, as that is the users' chosen destination. There are some 760 points at which the TBHSPA can be accessed and so theheaths cannot 
realistically be closed off, hence there is no real need for users to choose to visit a SANG instead.  

Not surprisingly, the evidence shows that the protected bird species tend to nest in the more isolated areas of the SPA, away from the existing main car parks and well-used 
paths. Dispersing users to other access points around the SPA would risk spreading disturbance to the currently more isolated areas, precisely where the birds nest, with 
potentially disastrous consequences. This problem was highlighted in detailed reports into Access Management prepared by LDA Design in January/February 2007, 
commissioned by Natural England for the 2006 SEP EiP TBHSPA technical sessions. Although Natural England indicated that they would conduct research into such 
dispersal effects, it is practically impossible to predict or quantify the likely effect and so the issue has since been evaded. We can only conclude that there is a distinct and 
undeniable possibility that the access management proposals will have a potentially disastrous effect on nesting success due to the unintended increase in disturbance. So 
again, the crucial question is not just a matter of whether access management will disperse users elsewhere, but goes much further:  

"What convincing evidence do you have that the SPA access management proposals will not have the opposite effect to intended?"  

.  

The two questions can be combined into a single question which puts Inspector Mattocks' question into context:  

"Where is the convincing evidence that the avoidance strategy will not have the opposite effect to intended?"  

There are other difficulties with both the SANG and SAMM strategies:  

The concept of SANGs relies upon providing an attractive alternative, and as the SEP Assessor (Insp. Peter Burley) concluded, the heavy usage of the TBHSPA is proof that 
the existing alternative spaces are insufficiently attractive. Though existing open spaces could be improved to make them more attractive, the sense of space and wildness of 
the heaths cannot be emulated, so the only real potential for improving the attractiveness of existing open spaces lies in improving accessibility (ie car parking and paths). 
However, most publicly-owned open spaces are already quite openly and easily accessible. Hence the arbitrary designation of existing open spaces as SANGs is unlikely to 
have the required effect. Natural England acknowledge this and have expressed their preference for new open spaces to be provided (ie, previously inaccessible private land, 
either as part of a major development or as free-standing SANG) but the strategy of evading the Directive precludes involving private landowners, wh do not benefit from the 
unaccountability that councils enjoy. Surrey Heath BC has often bemoaned its dire shortage of council-owned open space that can be designated as SANG.  

The regional SAMM strategy was agreed in 2009 in the guise of the "Delivery Framework" and its oft-delayed "SAMM Tariff" is beset by problems. Surrey Heath comenced 
charging the SAMM tariff long before the other 11 affected local authorities, only to find that following the JSPB's legal opinion of David Elvin QC, the tariff required re-
structuring to ensure the fairness demandedby Circulaar 05/2005 (planning obligations). Hence we can be quite sure that Surrey Heath BC has been prematurely charging 
developers an unfair (and therefore unlawful) tariff.  

The SAMM tariff finances are based upon he assumption that both inflation and interest rates will average 3% in perpetuity. No society can sustain an economy where there 
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is no real return on investment, so it is surely clear enough that the SAMM finances are fundamentally flawed  

The current financial parameters for the SAMM tariff were set at the height of the housing boom, based on an assumption that the full SEP allocation will be delivered 
throughout the 20-year Plan period to cover ongoing costs and to accumulate a 'sinking fund' to enable provision of wardening and monitoring in perpetuity. However, the 
oncoming recession has ensured that insufficient funds will be available to sustain the strategy, and it has already been pared and delayed. Unfortunately some 7000 new 
homes were consented around the heaths between 2006 and 2009 on the strength that an effective SAMM strategy would one day emerge - but without levying a charge 
upon those 7000 homes. Hence from now on, developers are being forced to pay the share for 'mitigation' (however unlawful and counterproductive it may be) that pertains to 
past developments, but which have not contributed their share of the costs. This contravenes the principles of planning obligations (s106 agreements) set out in Circular 
05/2005. This flaw was also identified by developers in response to Guildford Borough Councils' 2009 TBHSPA strategy consultation, but Officers of Surrey Heath have led 
the JSPB in avoiding addressing the matter.  

Despite this, the JSPB has obtained an Opinion from the highly respected David Elvin QC, and in June 2010 reported that (subject to changing to a sliding scale of tariffs 
rather than the errant 'one fee fits all' approach), Mr Elvin has declared the SAMM Tariff to be compliant with Circular 05/2005. It is clear that Mr Elvin could in reality reach no 
such conclusion, and the JSPB has refused to comply with an EIR and FOI request for them to release the Opinion. The JSPB secretariat was part of SEERA and then the 
SEEPB, which have since been dismanteld as part of government restructuring, and the secretariat duties have now been voluntarily assumed by Surrey Heath BC. Hence 
Surrey Heath BC are now the relevant authority responsible for defying the access to information legislation, in defence of their own patently unlawful Core Strategy.  

It is clear enough that the approach being taken by Surrey Heath BC and other affected councils is of 'evasion' rather than avoidance. The latter could be lawful, were an 
honest approach adopted, but the former is certainly not.  

In the absence of Waddenzee evidence, development must be limited in accordance with the tests of Article 6(4) and the available genuine and evidenced 
mitigatory/compensatory measures.  
 

Natural England Natural England is particularly pleased to see the inclusion of a policy specifically focused on biodiversity within the Core Strategy. However, while there have been some 
positive additions made following our informal comments on the working draft document earlier in the year we are still not entirely satisfied with the inclusiveness of the policy. 
Our overall view is that the policy is too narrowly focused on the protection of designated sites and does not sufficiently address the need to conserve and enhance 
biodiversity outside of these protected areas. This is particularly  
disappointing given the wording of the supporting text in paragraph 5.106 which we fully support and which we do not feel is fully reflected in the actual text of the policy.  
 
We question why BAP habitats and species are only to be protected, managed and enhanced where they are found within locally designated sites and not wherever they are 
found within the Borough. Natural England has commented previously that ideally all existing BAP habitat should be designated as local sites i.e. Sites of Nature 
Conservation Importance (SNCIs).  
 
Referring back to our previous comments under CP1 – Spatial Strategy we are concerned to note the policy does not recognise the biodiversity value PDL can support, and 
the need to protect and enhance this where possible, along with recognising that PDL of high biodiversity value may provide a valuable asset within the Borough’s GI 
network.  
 
However, we are pleased to see reference to the use of Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAs) to focus effort on habitat enhancement, restoration and creation. In addition 
we are pleased with the strength of the statement “Development that results in harm or loss of features of interest for biodiversity will not be permitted.”  

Objecting 

Porta Planning LLP 
on behalf of Eton 
College 

Background  
Eton College‟s land and property portfolio includes property within the Borough which may have potential for development or as a Suitable Accessible Natural Green Space 
(SANG).  
Our representations below follow on from representations made by BNP Paribas Real Estate dated 15 February 2010 to your „Issues and Options for Provision of SANGs 
within Surrey Heath‟ consultation. Our representations now principally relate to housing land supply, given that the Council has decided not to continue with the housing 
targets contained in the South East Plan. Whilst recognising that the ability of the Borough to accommodate further housing (and the SANGs needed to support this) will be 
explored further through the Site Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD), we set out below our representations on the soundness of the Core Strategy and 
Development Management Policies pre-submission DPD.  
Representations  
Scale and distribution of new housing  
The Challenges  
We note that despite “44% of the Borough is Green Belt” and “nowhere in the Borough is more than 3km from the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA)”, 
paragraph 3.3 states that the overriding challenge for the Borough is:  

Objecting 
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“…to deliver additional development and infrastructure that benefits the changing population but does not compromise the quality of life of existing residents or cause harm to 
the environment, in particular the SPA.”  
Vision and Objectives  
In principle, we support the Vision and Objectives. In particular, we support:  
2 ■ that part of the Vision that seeks to deliver “…housing that meets the needs and aspirations of all sectors of the local community”;  
3 ■ the objective of providing sufficient new housing to meet the Borough‟s need without causing harm to areas of importance for biodiversity (Objective 2); and  
4 ■ the objective of providing housing that meets the needs of all sections of the community (Objective 3)  
 
However, associated with our objection to Policy CP3 (where we question the soundness of the Core Strategy approach both to overall housing provision numbers and to 
how this provision of new housing is to be met), we consider that the Council‟s reliance on the availability of SANGs and its ability to ensure adequate SANGs are available 
before new development is permitted is unsound. We also question:  
3 ■ whether the Council has acquired (or has the ability to acquire) land off Lake Road/St Catherine‟s Road, Frimley Green to provide an additional large SANG in the 
west of the Borough (paragraph 5.13 refers); and  
4 ■ what the alternative(s) is (are) should:  
5 i. the Council not be able to acquire this land; and/or  
6 ii. further provision of SANGs is needed.  
 
Given these uncertainties, in our opinion the present Core Strategy approach does not provide a sound basis on which to plan to meet local housing needs up to 2027.  
We also question whether the document is effective in relation to achieving the Vision, given that it is not clear how the Site Allocations DPD will (could) meet the Core 
Strategy‟s Vision and Objectives should the identification and securing of additional SANGs be significantly delayed (i.e. with the Site Allocations DPD required to be in 
conformity with the Core Strategy). In our opinion the delivery mechanisms and timescales for implementation of the policies is not clearly defined.  
Policy CP13 defines green infrastructure of strategic importance as including “…those areas designated as European sites and Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace 
(SANGs) required to avoid and mitigate impacts to the European sites”. Policy CP14 prevents new residential development within 400m of the Special Protection Areas 
(SPA) or Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) and goes on to state that “proposals for residential development elsewhere in the Borough will be required to provide 
appropriate measures to avoid adverse effects upon the European sites in accordance with the Borough Council’s adopted Avoidance Strategy (or as subsequently 
amended) which will identify a suite of SANGs”.  
The combined effect of these policies is to make the delivery of the Council‟s housing target very difficult if not impossible. As paragraph 5.118 notes:  
“To date the Borough Council has experienced difficulty in identifying sufficient SANGs to enable development. The development industry has similarly experienced difficulty 
in providing its own solutions. As a result from October 2005 to September 2008 no planning permissions for net new residential development were granted. The Borough 
Council does not presently own or have agreements over use of sufficient land to achieve a sufficient supply of SANGs. Achieving the preferred spatial distribution requires 
sufficient SANGs to be provided in the western part of the Borough. The Council is continuing to undertake further work to identify new SANGs and working with adjoining 
local authorities to address cross boundary issues. The Council is of the view that in the longer term a large SANGs is needed to secure the Boroughs ability to meet housing 
need in the longer term beyond 2027.  
 
The Borough has indicated its interest in acquiring land off Lake Road/ St Catherine’s Road Frimley Green for this purpose.”  
The Borough Council acknowledges that housing land supply is unlikely to increase within the next few years until sufficient SANGs are made available to enable larger sites 
to come forward. In these circumstances, we have to question the soundness of the Council‟s whole Core Strategy approach to housing delivery.  
Whilst we support the Council undertaking further work to identify new SANGs and working with adjoining local authorities to identify cross boundary issues (as set out in our 
February 2010 representation), in our view the Core Strategy and Development Management Policies pre-submission DPD has not clearly defined delivery mechanisms and 
timescales for implementation of the policies.  
 
Uncertainty within the current strategy approach and local circumstances here call for a more flexible policy approach to development, and in particular a relaxation of Policy 
CP14, so that new residential development may be acceptable within 400m of the Special Protection Areas (SPA) or Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) subject to 
appropriate tests and controls designed to ensure that the Council can demonstrate that it is still able to meet the requirements of the European Directive.  

RSPB (South East 
Office) 

The RSPB welcomes the reference in policy CP14 and its supporting text to the protection approach that will be applied to the European sites in the borough, in particular the 
Thames Basin Heaths SPA.  
 
Policy CP14 refers to the 400m ‘exclusion zone’ and cross references to the further measures necessary to avoid adverse effects set out within the Borough Council’s 
Avoidance Strategy. The supporting text (paragraphs 5.113-5.121) describes in further detail the approach to the protection of the European sites, with particular reference to 
the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANGs). Paragraph 5.113 states that “The approach that has been agreed to offset this effect where it arises from 
new development is the provision of SANGs to provide alternative areas for recreation.”    

Objecting 
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We are concerned, however, that the policy does not clearly reflect the requirement for new residential development to also contribute towards strategic access management 
measures. Paragraph 5.116 refers to the Strategic Access Management and Monitoring Strategy, but it is not clear that developers will be required to contribute towards 
measures set out within this Strategy. This is inconsistent with Policy CP3 of the Core Strategy, which clearly states that “The agreed approach to avoidance and mitigation 
arises from the Habitats Regulations and the approach agreed with Natural England, namely the provision of areas of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANGs) and 
the setting up of an Access Management Project as set out in South East Plan Policy NRM6.” 
 
We are further concerned that the policy does not provide clear guidance in relation to large residential developments, which may require a bespoke approach to mitigation. 
Paragraph 5.119 states that “Larger sites will be expected to provide their own SANGs”, however, it may also be necessary for large schemes (particularly those in close 
proximity to the SPA) to provide additional bespoke access management measures. 
 
We note that the Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Proposed Submission DPD (August 2010) recommends that “Given the abandonment of the South East Plan, it 
would be logical for the key elements of Policy NRM6 to be incorporated into the Core Strategy Policy.” We strongly support this recommendation, and consider that it would 
be appropriate for the Borough Council to introduce a new standalone policy in respect of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, to replace NRM6 and to provide a sound basis for 
the incorporation of the Avoidance Strategy into a SPD, as indicated in paragraph 5.117 of the Core Strategy.  
 
Without a clear policy approach to the protection of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, we do not consider the Core Strategy to be effective, as it does not set out the full range 
of SPA avoidance/mitigation measures necessary in respect of new housing within the borough, and could as a result inhibit the delivery of new residential development set 
out within the Core Strategy. Furthermore, the policy approach set out under CP14 is not fully consistent with the approach of other Thames Basin Heaths local authorities on 
this clear cross-boundary issue. 
 
We consider that a new standalone policy should be introduced to clearly set out the approach to the protection of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA. In addition to avoidance 
measures regarding the SPA already set out within Policy CP14, a new policy should include the following additional elements from NRM6 of the former South East Plan, 
which are not currently clearly reflected in the Core Strategy:   
 

iii. where development is proposed outside the exclusion zone but within the zone of influence, mitigation measures will be delivered prior to occupation 
and in perpetuity. Measures will be based on a combination of access management, and the provision of Suitable Accessible Natural Greenspace (SANG). 
 
iv. a minimum of 8 hectares of SANG land (after discounting to account for current access and capacity) should be provided per 1,000 new occupants 
 
ix. local authorities will collect developer contributions towards mitigation measures, including the provision of SANG land and joint contributions to the 
funding of access management and monitoring the effects of mitigation measures across the SPA 
 
x. large developments may be expected to provide bespoke mitigation that provides a combination of benefits including SANG, biodiversity enhancement, 
green infrastructure and, potentially, new recreational facilities. 

 
The Camberley 
Society 

The Borough Council has chosen to acquire land in Frimley Green for use as a Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG). The Core Strategy does not state how this 
acquisition will be financed, but we believe the intention is that the costs will be borne locally, either directly from residents, or indirectly by charging developers who will then 
recover the costs from local house buyers. This intention is unsound, as it is not the most appropriate strategy. There is a more reasonable alternative. The purpose of the 
SANG is to protect endangered wildlife. This is for the benefit of 'mankind', not just for local residents. As such, it is reasonable that 'mankind' - probably in the form of central 
government - that should bear much of the costs. The Core Strategy cites no facts to challenge this conclusion or to justify providing the necessary funding solely from local 
sources. 
 
The final sentence of 5.118 should be expanded to read: 'The Borough has indicated its interest in acquiring land off Lake Road/ St Catherines Road Frimley Green for this 
purpose, provided the necessary funding can be obtained from central government.' 
To reinforce the condition, an extra 'bullet should be included in paragraph 5.120: 'Funding should be guaranteed, in perpetuity, from central government' 
 

Objecting 

West End Village 
Design Statement 
Steering Group 

The WE VDS Steering Groups support CP3, CP5, CP13, CP14 and DM11. Support 
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The Camberley 
Society 

Paragraph 6.2 states that where there is no Development Management Policy for a topic area, national and regional policies will be relied on for decision-making purposes.  
But all regional policies have now been revoked, and the paragraph needs to reflect this.  
 
Delete the words "...and regional.." from the paragraph, in order to implement national policy to abolish all regional policies. 

Objecting 
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Baker Mr S Green Belt should be maintained in its strictest format otherwise its original purpose will be eroded by developments that seek to gain access via the exemption. 
 
Wildlife need breathing spaces and “back door” development of Green Belt will only seek to increase pressure on the diminishing species we still retain. 
 
Development in Chobham will mean further pressure on Chobham Common (a SPA zone) and we should not seek to banish such wildlife to these places alone but try and 
encourage it return into the surrounding green spaces. Furthermore, despite SANGS, Green Belt development will encourage more people and domestic pets on to the 
common to the detriment of the wildlife. 
 
Furthermore development in Chobham will mean further infrastructure stresses and exacerbation of a flooding risk that remains unresolved. 
 
6.18 – To be amended as follows : 
 
The area around Chobham was first designated as Green Belt in 1958 and consequently the village is ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt. As such opportunities for 
development are restricted to those in accordance with national planning policy guidance (Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green Belts) but amended to development for 
agriculture, forestry, essential facilities for outdoor sport and recreation, cemeteries and limited extension, alteration or replacement of existing dwellings only. The centre of 
Chobham village was also designated as a conservation area in 1972 
 

Objecting 

Baker Mrs R I consider that any development and building on Green Belt land should not be allowed. Green Belt land is there to preserve the wildlife and countryside and is more 
important now than it ever has been. 
 
Also the building of more houses (of any kind) in Chobham would lead to infrastructure problems and increased traffic congestion. 
 
6.18 – To be amended as follows : 
 
The area around Chobham was first designated as Green Belt in 1958 and consequently the village is ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt. As such opportunities for 
development are restricted to those in accordance with national planning policy guidance (Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green Belts) but amended to development for 
agriculture, forestry, essential facilities for outdoor sport and recreation, cemeteries and limited extension, alteration or replacement of existing dwellings only. The centre of 
Chobham village was also designated as a conservation area in 1972 
 
This change would then not allow for the building of housing (any type) on Green Belt land which I consider would be unsound and unjust. It would also prevent infrastructure 
problems in our already crowded village and attract less traffic and safety problems. 
 

Objecting 

Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

The supporting Statement of Case sets out that Chobham Rugby Club has identified a need for additional Rugby pitches through the ‘Open Space and Recreation Study – 
2007’ submitted as evidence in support of the Core Strategy. The Club is constrained by its existing site and has thus identified a need to relocate. This will be funded by the 
redevelopment of the existing Club site for a mixed use scheme including residential. 
 
The current Rugby Club site is a relatively large site in central Chobham and is the single most important site in the settlement. Therefore the future of the site is considered 
to merit specific mention in the Core Strategy and specifically in Policy DM2. This also reflects the separate representations submitted in support of Policy CP1. 
 
The Policy as currently drafted makes no mention of the Rugby Club site and is therefore not Effective because it is not flexible to deal with the changing circumstances of the 
Club, which the plan should be flexible enough to respond to. This is a test of Soundness which is required to be demonstrated in accordance with the advice set out in 
PPS12: Local Spatial Planning. Therefore in addition the Policy also fails to be consistent with the requirements of National Policy. 
 
Suggested Amendment 
 
The opening sentence to Policy DM2 should be amended as set out below. 
 
‘Other than in the case of Chobham Rugby Club as described within Policy CP1, development within the settlement of Chobham as defined on the proposals map will 
be limited to appropriate Green Belt uses and small scale development for’ 
 
The proposed amendments provide greater flexibility to support the relocation of Chobham Rugby Club if it can be demonstrated that the existing facilities are no longer 
appropriate. The proposed amendments are therefore more Effective and in accordance with National Planning Guidance. 

Objecting 
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In addition, the proposed amendments respond to the ‘Justified’ test of Soundness, as providing the circumstances for Chobham Rugby Club to relocate, which is the most 
reasonable strategy when compared against the alternative, i.e. to restrict the growth of and community benefits of the Club by constraining the club on its current site if a 
more appropriate site can be found.  
 
Para 6.19 Comments 
 
In principal we support paragraph 6.19 and the support expressed for the community facilities and village centre. However, as set out in the Statement of Case Chobham 
Rugby Club has identified the need to relocate to a new site because it can’t accommodate the Club’s needs on the existing Club site. The relocation of the Club will be 
funded by the redevelopment of the existing site for a mixed use scheme including residential. Therefore as a community facility the most reasonable strategy is for the 
Borough Council to support the relocation of the Club, when compared to the alternative i.e. restricting the growth of the club and community benefits. As currently drafted 
paragraph 6.19 is not flexible to deal with Chobham Rugby Club’s need to relocate. 
 
The Core Strategy is therefore not Effective because the strategy is not flexible to deal with changing circumstances of the Club, which the plan should be able flexible 
enough to respond to. This is a test of Soundness which is required to be demonstrated in accordance with the advice set out in PPS12: Local Spatial Planning. Therefore in 
addition the Policy also fails to be consistent with the requirements of National Policy. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Paragraph 6.19 should be amended as set out below. 
 
‘The Borough Council considers that the rural and historic character of the village warrants continued designation as a settlement washed over by the Green Belt. However 
the Borough Council recognises that in order to ensure Chobham remains a sustainable and vibrant settlement, support will be required for its employers, community facilities 
and village centre. Opportunities for limited development will be permitted provided that such development is small in scale and respects the historic and rural village 
character. ‘In the case of Chobham Rugby Club the Borough Council will work with the Club to help move it to a new location, funded by an appropriate 
development on the existing site to ensure maximum community benefit. ‘ 
 
The proposed amendments provide greater flexibility to support the relocation of Chobham Rugby Club if it can be demonstrated that the existing facilities are no longer 
appropriate. The proposed amendments are therefore more Effective and in accordance with National Planning Guidance. 
 
In addition, the proposed amendments respond to the ‘Justified’ test of Soundness, as providing the circumstances for Chobham Rugby Club to relocate is the most 
reasonable strategy when compared against the alternative, i.e. to restrict the growth of and community benefits of the Club by constraining the club on its current site if a 
more appropriate site can be found. 
 
Para 6.20 Comments 
 
Separate representations have been made in respect of Policies CP1 (Spatial Strategy), CP2 (Sustainable Development and Design) and CP12 (Infrastructure Delivery and 
Implementation) to make these policies Sound. 
 
Policy DM2 and approach to development in Chobham should also accord with Policy CP3 (Scale and Distribution of New Housing Development) which identifies housing 
delivery in Chobham to ensure that the Policy is Effective and Deliverable. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Paragraph 6.20 should be amended to included specific reference to Policy CP3 in accordance with the representations made in respect of Policy DM2, to make this Policy 
Sound. 
 
Paragraph should be amended as follows: 
 
‘This policy supports strategic housing objectives 1, 7 and 12 and Core Policies CP1, CP2, CP3, CP8, CP9 and CP12.’ 
 
(Supporting Statement of Case available to view in hard copy at Surrey Heath Borough Council Offices) 

Bell Cornwell LLP on 
behalf of Little Heath 

We believe that Policy DM2 is unsound on the basis that it is not justified.  Objecting 
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Nursery Our representations to Policies CP1 and CP3 propose alterations to the current status of Chobham as a settlement ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt [Policy CP1] and the 
level of new development that it should accommodate over the plan period [Policy CP3].                        

In the light of those objections, we consider that Policy DM2 is unnecessary and should therefore be deleted in its entirety. There is no justification for treating Chobham as a 
‘special’ case, while similar policy restrictions do not apply to Windlesham, West End or Bisley, settlements of a similar (or smaller) size where a lesser amount of 
development is proposed under Policy CP3.      

Suggested Amendments  

Delete Policy DM2 and its supporting text [paragraphs 6.18-6.20].   

 
Carfrae Mr P Chobham is not a village for young people, it has no real transport infrastructure or opportunities for employment, we have raised 4 children in this village and all have elected 

to move to a town enviroment. 
We must keep the green belt for what it was intended and not build houses to meet a quota when not actually justified. 
Therefore any affordable housing would just satisfy a statistic with no actual need to be realised. 
 
6.18 – To be amended as follows : 
 
The area around Chobham was first designated as Green Belt in 1958 and consequently the village is ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt. As such opportunities for 
development are restricted to those in accordance with national planning policy guidance (Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green Belts) but amended to development for 
agriculture, forestry, essential facilities for outdoor sport and recreation, cemeteries and limited extension, alteration or replacement of existing dwellings only. The centre of 
Chobham village was also designated as a conservation area in 1972 
 
 
This change would then not allow for the building of housing (any type) on Green Belt land which I consider would be unsound and unjust. It would also prevent infrastructure 
problems in our already crowded village and attract less traffic and safety problems. 
 

Objecting 

Dakin Mr J No development on Green Belt land, it leads to the loss of wildlife and fauna, otherwise why was it described as such!  Certain areas of Chobham are subject to flooding, and 
these virgin spaces provide "holding" facilities for water.  There are many brownfield sites in Surrey and any building must be on the footprint of previous premises.  Not on 
virgin land. 
 
Many people including us, have moved to Chobham because it was a conservation area, and paid higher prices for the pivelidge.  Any deterioration of this aspect would lead 
to financial losses which we consider unfair, especially in old age.  Taking away these elements, no doubt to provide social housing, will most certainly decrease property 
values, and lead to dissent among council tax payers.  No development of Green Belt land, only brown sites, and on footprints only. 

Objecting 

Dakin Mrs J I object to any development of Green Belt land, it shoudl remain as an asset and not a possible profit-making building site.  The gift of mitigation land in exchange for 
permission to build on designated green belt or within the SPA is totally unfair, as only land owners of development company's have this facility.  Private persons do not have 
access to this bargaining power. 
 
There are many Green Belt areas containing rare plants and wildlife.  These should be protected at all costs, by extending the SPA and should remain untouched under all 
circumstances for future generations.  I also understand that a cash donation in lieu of mitigation land is possible!  This is totally unacceptable and could be referred to the 
European Court of Justice. 

Objecting 

Garton Mrs C Building of even more houses in the Chobham area would lead to considerable infrastructure problems.  For example, traffic congestion, health facilities, and education.  
Also, flooding will become even worse.  This is shown with the major increase in flooding caused by the building of the "The Lakes" estate. 
Green Belt should not be built on, when other options are available.  Much of Chobham is designated as a Special Protection Area and is home to a variety of wildlife (some 
of it rare).  It is also an area of natural Beauty and its preservation is of critical importance. 
 
6.18 to be amended as follows: 
 
The area around Chobham was first designated as Green Belt in 1958 and consequently the village is "washed over" by the Green Belt.  As such opportunities for 
development are restricted to those in accordance with national planning policy guidance (Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green Belts) but amended to development for 
agriculture, forestry, essential facilities for outdoor sport and recreation, cemeteries and limited extension, alteration or replacement of existing dwellings only.  The centre of 
Chobham village was also designated as a conservation area in 1972. 
 

Objecting 
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This change would then not allow for the building of housing (any type) on Green Belt land which I consider would be unsound and unjust.  It would also prevent infrastructure 
problems in our already crowded village and attract less traffic and safety problems. 

Indigo Planning on 
behalf of McKay 
Securities Group 

As drafted Policy DM2 conflicts with Policy CP3, and is unclear. The latter policy identifies that Chobham should have between 40-60 new residential units built within the 
settlement yet criteria (i), (ii) and (iii) to policy DM2 do not actually deal with the issue of new residential development at all. Policy DM2 therefore does not address the 
housing target set out in CP3 and this will create an inconsistency which will make the delivery of those units in Chobham more difficult than it would be otherwise, and 
therefore less certain of being achieved. 
This lack of clarity is misleading and makes the statement less effective and therefore unsound. 
The policy should be amended, to make it more effective, by adding a fourth criterion that will set out the circumstances under which new housing will be acceptable in 
Chobham. 
The policy is essentially a restrictive one and should be amended to reflect the above comments or be deleted. 
 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

I am at a loss to understand why the village of Chobham is not identified as a settlement within the Green Belt rather than being washed-over by the Green Belt.  
 

Objecting 
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MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

Equestrian establishments frequently feature buildings of indifferent character and appearance, some of which may have been originally used for agricultural purposes. 
Would it not be better for Policy DM3 to be more positive and encourage such buildings to be replaced? 
 

Objecting 
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Bain Mr E Plot size should be taken into consideration.  Current system has in part lead to dreadful housing stock in Borough. Objecting 
Chobham Parish 
Council 

Para 6.26 
The establishment of a baseline against which to evaluate proposals for extensions or alterations to existing residential dwellings is supported. However, the use of the term 
‘original dwelling’ for the reference point is ambiguous. What point in time is deemed to be the date of the original dwelling?   
Define ‘original dwelling’. 
 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

Why isn’t the Council prepared to further clarify what represents a materially larger dwelling? The Council currently appears to generally accept that a 30% increase in the 
floor area of a replacement dwelling is not disproportionate. Why not state this? Are the Council prepared to accept that a new building need not be erected on or immediately 
adjacent to that to be replaced where an alternative location may reduce impact upon the open character of the countryside? 
 
Why not indicate that this policy also relates to the replacement, extension or alteration of existing dwellings in the Green Belt rather than relying upon a short paragraph 6.30 
that in turn directs you to PPG2?  
 

Objecting 
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Bell Cornwell LLP on 
behalf of Little Heath 
Nursery 

We consider that Policy DM5 is sound.  

We support the principles set out in Policy DM5, in that we believe that there is an urgent local need for affordable housing in Chobham, which could be satisfied by 
development at Little Heath Nursery. We anticipate that any affordable housing would be reserved for local needs, via a s.106 agreement.  

However, we emphasise our belief that the provision of affordable housing and associated community benefits – including SANG – will be achieved most efficiently by a 
comprehensive mixed-tenure development.  

 

Support 

Indigo Planning on 
behalf of McKay 
Securities Group 

Policy DM5 is also inconsistent with Policy CP3 which allows for up to 40-60 residential units to be located within Chobham. Policy CP3 does not state that these units must 
only be affordable housing, yet Policy DM5 seems to suggest that they must be. This is inconsistent, and makes the core strategy unsound because of the uncertainty it 
creates between the conflicting objectives of the two planning policies. Market housing might equally provide accommodation for people with local connections to the area in 
circumstances where need cannot be met within the settlement boundary or on an accessible site. Policy DM5 is inflexible and will remove the benefit of the proposed 
allocation of 40-60 houses in CP3. A more robust planning policy that allowed any housing provider, whether RSL or from the private sector, to come forward and provide the 
necessary accommodation for which there is an acknowledged need would stand a far greater chance of being implemented successfully. This policy is unclear and 
unjustified making it ineffective and unsound, this policy should be deleted. 
 
The policy is unsound and should be amended to reflect the above comments or be deleted. 
 

Objecting 
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DM6 Gypsy & 
Traveller and 
Travelling 
Showpeople 
Accommodation 

  

Chobham Parish 
Council 

What is ‘PDL’? 
 
Clarify acronym. 
 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

Mindful of the anti-social behaviour associated with certain individuals and families falling within the above mentioned categories I find it difficult to believe that the Council 
would seek to identify a site located within a defined settlement.  
 

Objecting 

Traveller Law Reform 
Project 

Policy DM6: Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation 
 
We welcome the inclusion of a policy to help identify needed sites and to judge planning applications.  However we are concerned that there are conflicts with the way this 
issue is dealt with as opposed to Rural Exception Sites (DM5) which could render to Core Strategy unsound due to internal inconsistency. 
 
DM5 states that affordable housing developments "within the countryside or Green Belt will be permitted" given meeting the criteria listed. 
 
DM6 is written in a less positive fashion and limits development in the Green Belt to "very special circumstances". 
 
Given that Gypsy and Traveller sites can also be seen as a form of affordable housing there does seem to be conflict between the way that the two issues are dealt with in 
the Core Strategy. 
 
We welcome the intention to resist the loss of existing pitches and sites. 
 
Changes 
 
In our view to ensure conformability between DM5 and DM6 and hence soundness of the core strategy they should be written in a similar positive way and deal with rural 
exception sites in the same way.   
 
We suggest the following changes to the second paragraph: 
"Provided there are no available sites within settlement areas, the Borough Council will consider applications or allocations in the countryside or Green Belt giving 
priority..." 
 
And delete 
"Any proposals within the Green Belt will have to demonstrate very special circumstances" 
 
A lack of alternative sites must be considered on the basis of case law as being very special circumstances. 

Objecting 
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DM7 Facilitating 
Zero Carbon 
Development 

  

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

I am concerned that this policy incorporates requirements that can surely be more effectively covered under other legislation including the Building Regulations. Many of the 
facilities referred to in DM7 are only viable in high-density town centre locations. Will the Borough Council’s aim to seek improvement in a whole buildings energy 
performance require yet another report to be prepared and submitted as part of a planning application, only to find that the principle of the development is unacceptable to the 
Council? My concerns regarding the impact of this policy on building costs is highlighted in my initial “general considerations” paragraph. The Governments requirement to 
achieve zero carbon status in all non-residential buildings by 2019 will make it commercial non-viable to erect many buildings. In general the zero carbon 2016 agenda is 
daunting with the forthcoming promised definition from the Zero Carbon Hub hopefully providing some hope of clarity. A clear definition of what is meant by “zero carbon” is 
essential in order to come up with solutions to achieve it. 
 
General Considerations 
 
Raising construction standards to accord with the requirements of the Code for Sustainable Homes may be fine in principle, but if housing schemes are now required to meet 
code level six from 2016 onwards, this will have a significant adverse impact upon development land values and the affordability of new homes, and in turn the construction of 
such new homes. Many will see a new home built to code level six as poor value when compared with a house built in the 1970’s that stands on a far larger plot, has larger 
rooms and a garage with off-street parking, a property which can be easily improved and perhaps extended. Many first time buyers will be priced out of the new homes 
market and the number of social housing units provided will be significantly less because each will need to be constructed to a higher standard.  
 

Objecting 

White Young Green 
Planning on behalf of 
Sainsbury's 
Supermarkets Ltd 

In response to Policy DM7 - Facilitating Zero Carbon Development, it is considered that more clarity needs to be provided in respect of the final paragraph, which as part of a 
non-residential extension under 1,000sqm will seek improvements to the whole building's performance subject to a 5% capped costs of the total build. 
 
It is considered that the policy is not appropriate for small and medium scale retail extensions, as it is unlikely to be enforceable, given that the costs for such projects are not 
publically available as it is commercially sensitive information, and cannot seek improvements to facilities which do not fall within the scope of a planning application. 
 
Therefore the policy needs to relate specifically to the proposed development and provide the necessary flexibility so to not make such developments unviable. 

Objecting 
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DM8 Stand Alone 
Decentralised, 
Renewable and Low 
Carbon Energy 
Schemes 
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DM9 Design 
Principles 

  

Adams Hendry 
Consulting Ltd on 
behalf of South East 
Water 

South East Water welcomes the requirement for residential development to achieve water efficiency in line with the Code for Sustainable Homes.  The requirement is justified 
within the context of Policy CP2 and will assist South East Water in delivering its commitments within the Water Resource Management Plan to reduce demand. 

Support 

Environment Agency We strongly the inclusion of targets on water efficiency within DM9 (ix).  This is because Surrey Heath District sits within an area of ‘serious’ water stress. There is less water 
available per person than in the Sudan or Syria. Most of Surrey Heath District falls in South East Water's RZ4 Northern resource zone, where average water use in 2008-09 
was 174 litres per person per day. This is above the England and Wales average of 148 litres per person per day. Water use accounts for 27 percent of all carbon emissions 
from our homes. The level of new homes proposed in your district by the SE Plan was 3,740 over 16 years. If this proposed level of growth still takes place, using a 105 l/h/d 
standard in your area may save approximately 522 million litres of water and 3558 tonnes of carbon dioxide (beyond building regulations) over 16 years.  By using a more 
stringent target as this policy suggests from 2016 onwards you will save even more water and associated carbon usage. 
 

Support 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

Generally acceptable. However, how does one address criteria (vii) & (viii)? Isn’t the changing life needs already catered for under the Building Regulations? Will floor plans 
need to show details such as telecoms sockets? How would this be enforced? 
 

Objecting 

West End Parish 
Council 

Document could make more acknowledgment and commitment for inclusion of Village Design Statements within the Core Strategy, which is a community based plan on how 
it wants planners to approach planning and development.  Local New Development and changes in the existing Residential Built stock requires appropriate control such like 
H:7, H:12, H:17, H18 and RE3 to; 
-manage distortion of housing stock 
-manage increase in head count provision versus infrastructure/services 
-residential amenity 
-quality of built environment preservation in respect of character of surroundings 
DM9 seems too vague to provide any protection from excessive Built Environment development.  Previous government attitudes of “anything goes in built environment” are 
counterproductive in protecting smaller dwellings or affordable housing. 
Density of 40 dwellings per hectare is over ambitious.  Since 2001 to now the density per hectare in London and South East has doubled, and it the highest in the coutry, 
evident in the chronic transport and infrastructure issues.   
 

Objecting 
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DM10 Development 
and Flood Risk 

  

Douch Mrs Judy Fluvial flood risk is adequately covered but other risks are not in this clause.  It is not clear, if a potential developer cannot take appropriate measures, what happens.  A 
possible loophole?  lthough following paragraphs partly address this I feel para 6.6 should be strengthened. 
 
Changes Necessary 
DM10 para 6.6 shoud include an additional sentence after 'where appropriate', which states: 
"Development should not be allowed where flood risk from 'run-off' and other risk factors cannot be mitigated".  This can be justified in terms of policy CP2 (vii) which refers to 
climate change.  Flash floods will consequently be more frequent and West End's soils 'cap' easily. 

Objecting 

Environment Agency The Borough Council will expect development to reduce the level and rate of surface water….’ The word ‘level’ relates to river flooding and does not apply to surface water 
run off.  PPS25 requires that rates and volumes are managed it does not use the term level.   
 
Please change the word ‘level’  to ‘volume’ in this policy. There is no such thing as a surface water level.  If the wording is changed then it will be consistent with the 
requirements of PPS25 which looks and rates and volumes. 
 
DM10 (Development and Flood Risk) states that the council will expect developments to reduce the rates of surface water run-off through the incorporation of SUDS. We 
support this approach. 
 
We are pleased to see that a FRA will be required where other sources of flooding have been identified by the SFRA. However, you must bear in mind that we are only 
required to review FRA’s for non-minor developments in Flood Zone 2 and 3 and on sites greater than 1 ha in flood zone 1. Many of the sites/areas identified in the SFRA will
not fall into these categories and therefore will not be reviewed by us. You will therefore need to ensure that provision is made to review these FRAs. 
 
We are also pleased to see that you will be encouraging development to restore areas of functional floodplain.  This accords with PPS25 and also with the Government’s 
Making Space for Water plan. 
 

Objecting 

Jones Mrs Y The wording of DM10 is not tight enough. In West End there have been many instances of flooding and damage to property due to surface water run off derived from ‘capped’ 
sandy soils, particularly from the Heath area. The wording of para 6.66 needs to prevent development in areas where there is a risk of flooding , other than fluvial flooding, 
and risk factors cannot be mitigated.  
 
Suggest the wording of para 6.66 includes, “development should not be allowed where flood risk factors from surface run off and other risk factors cannot be mitigated” 
 

Support 

Kingston Miss B The wording in section DM10 is too vague especially in relation to flooding. West End has been flooded on two recent occasions in my experience.  This was caused by run-
off mainly from the sandy Heath land, causing damage to property and great inconvenience to families. The risks referred to should in addition to fluvial flooding refer to run- 
off as one of the “other risk factors”. 
 
Paragraph 6.6 in this section should state that development will not be allowed where there is risk of flooding, from any cause, and risk factors cannot be “mitigated”.  
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
I believe that the wording in 6.6 should be changed to: 
 
No development should be allowed where there is a risk of flooding from fluvial, run-off and other risk factors cannot be mitigated” 
 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

Flood Risk assessments can be very expensive for applicants and should only be required if essential. Preparation is handicapped by a lack of local drainage information 
available from the Council and on occasion the unreasonable requirements of the Environment Agency.  
 

Objecting 

Thames Water 
Property Services 

Thames Water support the content of Policy DM10. However, it is considered that the wording of the policy could be improved in order to increase its effectiveness. 
 
The Policy states that the Borough Council will expect development to reduce the level and rate of surface water run-off through incorporation of appropriately designed 
Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems at a level appropriate to the scale and type of development. 
 
Thames Water support the use of SuDS however, they are not appropriate for use in all areas, for example areas with high ground water levels or clay soils which do not 
allow free drainage. In addition, it is essential that SuDS’s are effectively managed and maintained in order to prevent them becoming ineffective and causing increased 

Objecting 
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DM10 Development 
and Flood Risk 

  

overland flows with consequential impacts on the sewerage network. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
At the end of the paragraph commencing “The Borough Council will expect development to reduce the level and rate of surface water run-off…..”  the following sentence 
should be added: 
 
“All Sustainable Urban Drainage Systems shall be effectively managed and maintained following their installation to ensure that they remain effective.” 
 

West End Village 
Design Statement 
Steering Group 

Fluvial flood risk is covered in this clause, however flooding from surface water run-off is a serious problem for West End.  Rain water from the Heath has caused damage to 
property in 2006 and 2007.  The wording of this section needs to be amended to improve reference to other risk factors and render the document sound. 
 
Changes necessary 
DM10 para 6.66 should include an additional sentence after, 'where appropriate' which states: "Development should not be allowed where the flood risk from 'run-off' and 
other risk factors cannot be mitigated". 
This can be justified in terms of policy CP2(vii) which refers to climate change.   
In West End, with typical sandy soils which cap, there will be more frequent incidents of surface water run off following flash floods typical of August 2006 and 2007. 
In the Residents Viewpoint document 22% of respondents had been directly affected by flash flooding in recent years. 
 
(West End Residents Viewpoint document available to view in hard copy at Surrey Heath Borough Council offices) 

Objecting 
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DM11 Traffic 
Management and 
Highway Safety 

  

Highways Agency DM11: Traffic Management and Highway Safety 
Section 6.71 states that ‘Surrey County Council is the highways authority for the Borough of Surrey Heath and is the authority responsible for the implementation of the LTP. 
The County Council as the highways authority may require Transport Statements, Assessments and Travel Plans to be submitted with any proposal.’  This section should 
also include reference to the Highways Agency acting as the highways authority for the Strategic Road Network, which in the case of Surrey Heath covers the M3. 
 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

Where the provision of improvements such as a cycleway is clearly not directly related to the proposed development, the developer should only be required to ensure that 
such provision is not prejudiced, not pay for it! 
 

Objecting 

West End Village 
Design Statement 
Steering Group 

The WE VDS Steering Groups support CP3, CP5, CP13, CP14 and DM11. Support 
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DM12  District and 
Local Centres and 
Neighbourhood 
Parades 

  

Campaign for Real 
Ale 

It is disappointing that no explicit policies appear in the draft, related to the protection of public houses and I would wish these to be included  Pubs have a high value as 
community focal points and meeting places, bases for sporting activities, facilities for community activities and so forth and their protection is therefore consistent with many 
of the other policies in the plan Nationally the current national pub loss rate is around 40 each month; 80% of these losses are urban or suburban, where there are important 
community needs. 
 
I therefore consider the Plan is unsound as it fails to identify policies in respect to the protection of pubs as community facilities.  This could be addressed through revisions a 
revision of Policies CP12 to include reference to pubs as community facilities.  Policies DM12 and/or DM14 should also be strengthened the afford more protection to pubs or 
alternatively additional policies introduced as detailed below. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
I would like to see specific policies included in the plan to protect pubs, in both the Urban & rural parts of the Borough.  My preference would be to see them incorporated in 
amended policies along the lines suggested below 
 
1. GENERAL POLICY – RURAL AND SUBURBAN 
The Council supports retention of existing community facilities such as schools, post offices, public houses, shops, doctors’ surgeries, branch libraries, village halls and other 
meeting rooms, and petrol stations and garages. Before granting planning permission for a change of use which would result in the loss of any of these facilities, the Council 
will require supporting evidence that the facility is no longer needed by the local community or is no longer commercially viable. 
 
2. SPECIFIC POLICY – RURAL 
The Council strongly supports retaining public houses, particularly in rural areas where the availability of other premises is limited. Applications for changes of use will be 
resisted, unless convincing evidence can be provided to show that the public house is not economically viable. If permission is granted for a change of use, preference will be 
given to the premises remaining in some form of community or employment use; as long as there are no traffic, amenity, environmental or conservation problems as a result. 
If applications for a change of use of a public house are received the Council will require evidence that: 
� a comprehensive and sustained marketing campaign (agreed in advance by the Council) offering the public house for sale as a going concern, has been undertaken, using 

an agreed valuation of the premises; 
� the marketing campaign has run for a period of at least twelve months before the planning application is submitted; 
� if marketing has been based wholly or partially on an alternative community or employment use, there has been prior discussion with the Council on the principle of the 

proposal; and 
� the public house has been offered for sale locally, and in the region, in appropriate publications. 
 
3. POLICY – URBAN 
The Council supports retention of public houses and will oppose their conversion or redevelopment where they contribute to the liveliness  and vitality of the street scene, 
where they provide a service of particular local value, or where a consequence would be the loss of important historic features. 

Objecting 

Cowper Mr P It is disappointing that no explicit policies appear in the draft, related to the protection of public houses and I would wish these to be included  Pubs have a high value as 
community focal points and meeting places, bases for sporting activities, facilities for community activities and so forth and their protection is therefore consistent with many 
of the other policies in the plan. Nationally the current national pub loss rate is around 40 each month; 80% of these losses are urban or suburban, where there are important 
community needs. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
I would like to see specific policies included in the plan to protect pubs, in both the Urban & rural parts of the Borough.  My preference would be to see them incorporated in 
amended policies along the lines suggested below 
 
1. GENERAL POLICY – RURAL AND SUBURBAN 
The Council supports retention of existing community facilities such as schools, post offices, public houses, shops, doctors’ surgeries, branch libraries, village halls and other 
meeting rooms, and petrol stations and garages. Before granting planning permission for a change of use which would result in the loss of any of these facilities, the Council 
will require supporting evidence that the facility is no longer needed by the local community or is no longer economically viable. (Here the CAMRA viability test could be 
applied) 
 

Objecting 
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DM12  District and 
Local Centres and 
Neighbourhood 
Parades 

  

2. SPECIFIC POLICY – RURAL 
The Council strongly supports retaining public houses, particularly in rural areas where the availability of other premises is limited. Applications for changes of use will be 
resisted, unless convincing evidence can be provided to show that the public house is not economically viable. If permission is granted for a change of use, preference will be 
given to the premises remaining in some form of community or employment use; as long as there is no traffic, amenity, environmental or conservation problems as a result. If 
applications for a change of use of a public house are received the Council will require evidence that: 
� a comprehensive and sustained marketing campaign (agreed in advance by the Council) offering the public house for sale as a going concern, has been undertaken, using 

an agreed valuation of the premises; 
� the marketing campaign has run for a period of at least twelve months before the planning application is submitted; 
� if marketing has been based wholly or partially on an alternative community or employment use, there has been prior discussion with the Council on the principle of the 

proposal; and 
� the public house has been offered for sale locally, and in the region, in appropriate publications. 
 
3. POLICY – URBAN 
The Council supports retention of public houses and will oppose their conversion or redevelopment where they contribute to the liveliness and vitality of the street scene, 
where they provide a service of particular local value, or where a consequence would be the loss of important historic features. 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

I am at a loss to understand requirement (ii). Please re-draft. Retail planning policies typically fail to acknowledge changing retail patterns and thus resist the change of use of 
Class A1 shops to other uses even when the property has been marketed for a protracted period. Shouldn’t paragraph 6.80 also indicate that the extent of the boundaries of 
centres and parades might need to be reduced to reflect reduced market demands and changing retail trends?  
 

Objecting 
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DM13 Employment 
Development 
Outside Core 
Employment Areas 
& Camberley Town 
Centre 

  

Leigh & Glennie on 
behalf of The 
Shorstan Company 
Ltd 

Policy CP8 is vague in its intentions for employment sites that are not within the designated Core Employment Areas. The first three criteria of suggest that new employment 
development will be limited to just extensions or alterations to existing buildings, or for one-for-one replacements of an existing employment building. There is no reference to 
the redevelopment of employment land for new employment uses being allowed. This vagueness creates uncertainty as to whether an employment site could be entirely 
redeveloped for new employment use. 
 
There is also vagueness in guidance on loss of employment sites. More precision is needed as to what the tests will be as to whether there might be an adverse effect on 
‘overall sustainability or employment opportunities’, and the test of proving if there is ‘no longer a need’ for small units. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The wording of criterion (ii) of the Policy should be changed to read ‘Redevelopment of an existing building, existing employment land, or an existing operation in employment 
use…’ 
 
There should be specific criteria to be satisfied that will allow the redevelopment or change of use of employment land to other uses. This should be based on, firstly, whether 
the existing employment activities are causing harm to residential or visual amenity. To demonstrate if there is no longer a need for small units then marketing should be 
referred to; if there is demand for small units in an area, then marketing will demonstrate this. Thus, secondly, a criterion should be specified in the policy or supporting text 
that it must be demonstrated the premises have been vacant and marketed for a reasonable period (say, two years). 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

Generally acceptable. Regarding loss of employment sites, I find it difficult to believe that a business falling within category (ii) would not be located in a core employment 
area. 
 

Objecting 
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DM14 Community 
and Cultural 
Facilities 

  

Campaign for Real 
Ale 

It is disappointing that no explicit policies appear in the draft, related to the protection of public houses and I would wish these to be included  Pubs have a high value as 
community focal points and meeting places, bases for sporting activities, facilities for community activities and so forth and their protection is therefore consistent with many 
of the other policies in the plan Nationally the current national pub loss rate is around 40 each month; 80% of these losses are urban or suburban, where there are important 
community needs. 
 
I therefore consider the Plan is unsound as it fails to identify policies in respect to the protection of pubs as community facilities.  This could be addressed through revisions a 
revision of Policies CP12 to include reference to pubs as community facilities.  Policies DM12 and/or DM14 should also be strengthened the afford more protection to pubs or 
alternatively additional policies introduced as detailed below. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
I would like to see specific policies included in the plan to protect pubs, in both the Urban & rural parts of the Borough.  My preference would be to see them incorporated in 
amended policies along the lines suggested below 
 
1. GENERAL POLICY – RURAL AND SUBURBAN 
The Council supports retention of existing community facilities such as schools, post offices, public houses, shops, doctors’ surgeries, branch libraries, village halls and other 
meeting rooms, and petrol stations and garages. Before granting planning permission for a change of use which would result in the loss of any of these facilities, the Council 
will require supporting evidence that the facility is no longer needed by the local community or is no longer commercially viable. 
 
2. SPECIFIC POLICY – RURAL 
The Council strongly supports retaining public houses, particularly in rural areas where the availability of other premises is limited. Applications for changes of use will be 
resisted, unless convincing evidence can be provided to show that the public house is not economically viable. If permission is granted for a change of use, preference will be 
given to the premises remaining in some form of community or employment use; as long as there are no traffic, amenity, environmental or conservation problems as a result. 
If applications for a change of use of a public house are received the Council will require evidence that: 
� a comprehensive and sustained marketing campaign (agreed in advance by the Council) offering the public house for sale as a going concern, has been undertaken, using 

an agreed valuation of the premises; 
� the marketing campaign has run for a period of at least twelve months before the planning application is submitted; 
� if marketing has been based wholly or partially on an alternative community or employment use, there has been prior discussion with the Council on the principle of the 

proposal; and 
� the public house has been offered for sale locally, and in the region, in appropriate publications. 
 
3. POLICY – URBAN 
The Council supports retention of public houses and will oppose their conversion or redevelopment where they contribute to the liveliness  and vitality of the street scene, 
where they provide a service of particular local value, or where a consequence would be the loss of important historic features. 

Objecting 

Clegg on behalf of 
Jehovah's Witnesses 
living in the local 
authority area 

This policy is considered sound and legally compliant as it recognises the need for community infrastructure including a place of worship for any new development on land at 
Princess Royal Barracks Deepcut. This is in line with national planning policy, specifically; 
 
'Diversity and Equality in Planning' Page 21, Box - "Definition of Sustainable Communities" states that: "Sustainable communities meet the diverse needs of existing and 
future residents, their children and other users, contribute to a high quality of life and provide opportunity and choice". 
 
PPS1 at page 8 states that: "Plan policies should: ...take into account the needs of all the community, including particular requirements relating to...religion..." 
 

Support 

Cowper Mr P It is disappointing that no explicit policies appear in the draft, related to the protection of public houses and I would wish these to be included  Pubs have a high value as 
community focal points and meeting places, bases for sporting activities, facilities for community activities and so forth and their protection is therefore consistent with many 
of the other policies in the plan. Nationally the current national pub loss rate is around 40 each month; 80% of these losses are urban or suburban, where there are important 
community needs. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
I would like to see specific policies included in the plan to protect pubs, in both the Urban & rural parts of the Borough.  My preference would be to see them incorporated in 
amended policies along the lines suggested below 

Objecting 
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DM14 Community 
and Cultural 
Facilities 

  

1. GENERAL POLICY – RURAL AND SUBURBAN 
The Council supports retention of existing community facilities such as schools, post offices, public houses, shops, doctors’ surgeries, branch libraries, village halls and other 
meeting rooms, and petrol stations and garages. Before granting planning permission for a change of use which would result in the loss of any of these facilities, the Council 
will require supporting evidence that the facility is no longer needed by the local community or is no longer economically viable. (Here the CAMRA viability test could be 
applied) 
 
2. SPECIFIC POLICY – RURAL 
The Council strongly supports retaining public houses, particularly in rural areas where the availability of other premises is limited. Applications for changes of use will be 
resisted, unless convincing evidence can be provided to show that the public house is not economically viable. If permission is granted for a change of use, preference will be 
given to the premises remaining in some form of community or employment use; as long as there is no traffic, amenity, environmental or conservation problems as a result. If 
applications for a change of use of a public house are received the Council will require evidence that: 
� a comprehensive and sustained marketing campaign (agreed in advance by the Council) offering the public house for sale as a going concern, has been undertaken, using 

an agreed valuation of the premises; 
� the marketing campaign has run for a period of at least twelve months before the planning application is submitted; 
� if marketing has been based wholly or partially on an alternative community or employment use, there has been prior discussion with the Council on the principle of the 

proposal; and 
� the public house has been offered for sale locally, and in the region, in appropriate publications. 
 
3. POLICY – URBAN 
The Council supports retention of public houses and will oppose their conversion or redevelopment where they contribute to the liveliness and vitality of the street scene, 
where they provide a service of particular local value, or where a consequence would be the loss of important historic features. 

Fish Mr D Within the borough there has been significant loss of Pubs, which play an important role in creating 'community spirit', and provide a local facility for sports, etc.. This must be 
recognised as a national issue (with a loss of about 40 pubs/month), but Councils should do more to protect these vital facilities - the only substantive mention of this is in the 
final para of DM14.... "The loss of existing community and cultural facilities will be resisted unless..." 
 
The policy document seems to concentrate mainly on future development, with little mention of the protection of existing facilities where possible/appropriate. As regards 
Public Houses, in particular, I suggest that firm commitments be included, along the following lines:- 
 
1. Applications for demolition or "Change of Use" of a Public House must be accompanied by firm evidence that it is no longer viable, nor wanted by the local community.  
2. Such evidence must show that every effort has been made to run/manage the pub in an effective manner for the previous year, and that they have advertised it for sale (as 
a Public House) at a commercial rate, locally, and regionally in appropriate publications.  
3. Before granting any application for demolition or change-of-use a further 6 months should be allowed,to enable the local community, and others, to consider alternative use 
of the building for local purposes - perhaps even retaining it as part-pub, but also part-library, -post-office, -shop, or whatever else may be useful for the community.  
4. Only after all such possibilities have been explored shall the Application be approved.  

Objecting 

Friends of Surrey 
Heath Museum 

The policy paragraph makes no mention of the museum. Can we assume Cultural Facilities includes Museums. We feel the museum should be mentioned as it is an 
important service for the Borough. Who makes the decision if "Demand can be met for alternative provision" and "no demand for such facilities". We hope extensive 
consultation would take place if this were to come about. 
 
Para 6.91 makes no mention of the Museum, but includes Art Centres and the Theatre. Could the paragraph please include the following "and heritage provision and 
museum. 
 
There is also no mention of SCC libraries in the para, although SCC they are a cultural asset to the borough.  

Objecting 

The Theatres Trust We like and support this document as, in our opinion, it contains all the elements required for a sound Core Strategy. 

In particular we are pleased that item 17 of the Objectives is reflected in Policy DM14 (Community and Cultural Facilities) which will protect and promote existing cultural 
attractions including the Camberley Theatre which is mentioned at para.2.30 on page 14. 

We also note that para.6.91 defines the term ‘community and cultural facilities’ to include theatres. Our only comment would be that this definition should also be included in 
the Glossary of Terms for clarity. 
We do not wish to participate in the public examination but would like to be kept informed of progress please and to receive an alert when the Inspector’s Report is published 

Support 

 



  182

 

DM15 Protection of 
Green Spaces and 
Recreational 
Facilities 

  

Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

PPG17: Planning for Open Space, Sports and Recreation sets out the National Planning Policy  framework for supporting and promoting the delivery of recreational 
opportunities. Central to PPG17 is maintaining an adequate supply of open space and recreational opportunities to meet identified needs. As already outlined in the 
Supporting Statement of Case, the existing facilities at Chobham Rugby Club are not large enough to its needs and demands and as such the Club has identified the need for 
a two further Rugby pitches through the District Council’s ‘Open Space and Recreation Study – 2007’, which has been undertaken in accordance with the advice in PPG17. 
The report has been submitted in support of the Borough Council’s evidence base. 
 
Since the Club is unable to expand on its existing site it has identified the need to relocate to a larger site, where all its needs can be met in one location, and this would be 
facilitated by the redevelopment of the existing grounds. In such instances paragraph 13 in PPG17 recognises that to ensure that there is an adequate supply of recreational, 
open space and sports facilities there is merit in considering development proposals which would substitute for any loss. As such paragraph 13 advises the following: 
 
‘Equally, development may provide the opportunity to exchange the use of one site for another to substitute for any loss of open space, or sports or recreational 
facility. The new land and facility should be at least as accessible to current and potential new users, and at least equivalent in terms of size, usefulness, 
attractiveness and quality. Wherever possible, the aim should be to achieve qualitative improvements to open spaces, sports and recreational facilities.’ 
 
Whilst we are not proposing a straight exchange of uses from one site to another, since the existing Club site will need to be redeveloped in part to facilitate the relocation of 
the Club, the proposals will nonetheless secure a new and improved facility and quantitative improvements to the sports facilities on offer. 
 
Paragraph 16 of PPG17 further advises that when considering developments within open spaces Local Planning Authorities should take into consideration the following: 
 
‘In considering planning applications - either within or adjoining open space – local authorities should weigh any benefits being offered to the community against 
the loss of open space that will occur.’ 
 
Whilst the proposals will result in a reduction in the amount of open space on the current Site, qualitative improvements are proposed on the retained area of open space 
which can contribute to meeting an identified shortfall in children and young peoples play equipment, which will be gifted back to the local community. In addition through the 
relocation of the Rugby Club the proposals will secure a quantitative improvement to the provision of playing fields through the provision of additional Rugby pitches to meet 
the needs of Chobham Rugby Club. The redevelopment of the existing Club site will also secure other community benefits as outlined in Section 4 of the Statement of Case. 
 
The proposals will therefore maintain an adequate supply of sports and recreational facilities in Chobham, securing significant qualitative and quantitative improvements in 
accordance with the aims and aspirations of PPG17 and Core Strategy Policies, DM14 (Community & Cultural Facilities) and DM15 (Protection of Green Spaces and 
Recreational Facilities) and DM16 (Provision of Open Space and Recreation Facilities). 
 
The Policy as currently worded is therefore considered Unsound because it fails to be sufficiently flexible (Effective) to allow sport or other recreational facilities to relocate, 
securing significant qualitative and quantitative improvements in accordance with the aims and aspirations of PPG17. The Policy is therefore also not consistent with National 
Planning Guidance. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Policy DM15 should be amended as follows: 
 
‘Green spaces in settlement areas as identified on the proposals map will be protected by restricting development to appropriate informal recreational uses or recreation 
facilities that are of a scale commensurate with the size of the space, except where facilities are relocated which doesn’t result in a reduction in the quality or quantity 
of Green Space. 
 
The Borough Council will resist the loss or fragmentation of small open amenity areas not identified on the proposals map where this would result in adverse impacts on the 
attractiveness and quality of the built environment. 
 
Existing formal recreation facilities will be protected unless it can be demonstrated that such facilities are to be co-located in dual use facilities or, alternative facilities need 
to be found to meet recreational demands, thereby increasing the quantity of open space or are surplus to requirements and there is no demand for any other 
recreational purposes. 
 

Objecting 
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The green spaces as identifies on the proposals map will be subject to review with any deletions, amendments or additions set out through the Site Allocations DPD.’ 
 
The proposed amendments provide flexibility (Effective) to deal with the changing circumstances of Chobham Rugby Club, as well as other sporting facilities in the Borough 
and bring the policy in line with National Planning Guidance, thus making the Policy Sound. 
 
Para 6.95 and 6.96 Comments 
 
As set in the supporting Statement of Case and separate representations which have been made in respect of Policy CP13, DM2 and DM13, there is an identified need for 
two additional Rugby Pitches at Chobham Rugby Club, as set out in the ‘Open Space and Recreation Study -2007’, submitted as evidence in support of the Core Strategy. 
The needs of the Club are unable to be met on the existing site and therefore the Club has identified the need to relocate. The relocation would deliver the additional Rugby 
pitches required and will be funded through the redevelopment of the existing Club site for mixed use including residential. Part of the site will also be retained for open 
space, which will be improved and gifted back to the local community. 
 
The proposals will therefore maintain an adequate supply of sports and recreational facilities in Chobham, securing significant qualitative and quantitative improvements in 
accordance with the aims and aspirations of PPG17: Planning for Open Space, Sports and Recreation and Core Strategy Policies CP13 (Green Infrastructure), DM14 
(Community & Cultural Facilities) and DM15 (Protection of Green Spaces and Recreational Facilities) and DM16 (Provision of Open Space and Recreation Facilities). 
 
The Core Strategy a currently drafted is therefore not Effective because the strategy is not flexible to deal with changing circumstances of the Club and such the changing 
arena of the built environment, which the plan should be able to handle. This is a test of Soundness which is required to be demonstrated in accordance with the advice set 
out in PPS12: Local Spatial Planning. Therefore in addition the Policy also fails to be consistent with the requirements of National Policy. 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
Paragraph 6.96 should be amended as follows. 
 
‘Existing formal recreation uses also play an important role in the health of the Borough’s residents and will be maintained and protected. Where it can be demonstrated 
that existing facilities are no longer sufficient to meet the demand, the Borough Council will consider measures that would enable the facility to relocate. Only 
Where is can be demonstrated that there is no longer a need for a formal recreation use or where new facilities are to be provided in replacement, whether purpose built or 
through co-location in dual use facilities, will the Borough Council consider the loss of such facilities.’ 
 
The proposed amendments provide flexibility (Effective) to deal with the changing circumstances of Chobham Rugby Club, as well as other sporting facilities in the Borough 
and bring the Policy in line with National Planning Guidance, thus making the Policy Sound. 
 
(Supporting Statement of Case available to view in hard copy at Surrey Heath Borough Council Offices) 

Consterdine Mr G DM15 & DM16: Protection and provision of green space and recreation facilities. I support these policies. In the West End survey among residents 98% thought the open 
areas within the village were a valuable resource. There was also a demand for improved youth and leisure/recreational facilities. For example, 96% of households with 
children of pre-school age think the young children’s play areas should be improved. 93% of households with school age children think a multi-use sports court should be 
built. Facilities such as these need not only the existing recreational spaces to be protected but also, in some cases, to increase them. 
 

Support 
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DM16 Provision of 
Open Space and 
Recreational 
Facilities 

  

Consterdine Mr G DM15 & DM16: Protection and provision of green space and recreation facilities. I support these policies. In the West End survey among residents 98% thought the open 
areas within the village were a valuable resource. There was also a demand for improved youth and leisure/recreational facilities. For example, 96% of households with 
children of pre-school age think the young children’s play areas should be improved. 93% of households with school age children think a multi-use sports court should be 
built. Facilities such as these need not only the existing recreational spaces to be protected but also, in some cases, to increase them. 
 

Support 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

I assume that small sites will provide a financial contribution as a part of a planning infrastructure unilateral undertaking. 
 

Commenting 
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DM17 Heritage   
English Heritage 
(South East Region) 

Policy DM17 ‘Heritage’ is expressed in terms of ‘seeking to promote’ the conservation and 
enhancement of heritage assets and their settings. This falls short of PPS5 guidance and 
compares unfavourably with Policy CP14 where there is a clear statement that 
development that harms or results in the loss of features will not be permitted. We 
welcome the intention to review the list of locally important heritage assets, but question 
whether, given the importance of maintaining/enhancing local character/distinctiveness in 
the strategy, that there is also a need to ensure that historic landscape/townscape 
characterisation is in place to assist in monitoring the delivery of objectives and policy. 

Objecting 

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

It is grossly unreasonable to require applicants on any major development site of just 0.4 hectares or greater to undertake a prior assessment of the possible archaeological 
significance of the site. What represents a major development? How can this possibly be justified on sites outside defined areas of high archaeological potential when there is 
very limited likelihood finding anything of significance in a generally poor archaeological area such as Surrey Heath? This policy appears to represents yet another 
unreasonable burden for landowners and developers. Are there resources available to the Council to consider such reports if submitted? 
 

Objecting 
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Appendices   
 

Appendix 2 General 
Comments 

  

MGA Town Planning 
& Development 
Consultants 

If the low-density policy areas are being deleted why bother including maps 3A & 3B? 
 

Objecting 

Windlesham Parish 
Council 

Map 2A 
 
We believe that the delineation of the western area (College Ride, Bagshot) should be extended to incorporate St. Annes Church, BPFA playing fields and Pennyhill 
House.  

Objecting 
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Appendix 2 
Comments on 
Deletion of Local 
Plan Policies - 
Housing 

  

 

H8 - Housing 
Reserve Sites 
(Deletion of Policy) 

  

Beswick Mrs P Return to green belt not justified because Deepcut Barracks may not become available for development, needing alternative sites (CP3 - 5.14) The area has already been 
identified as appropriate for development and has been administered accordingly (Policy H8 - Plan 2000). The area is not significant in terms of European Habitat.  
 
The area should remain Reserve Housing Sites.   

Objecting 

Cameron Mr I I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  

Support 
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Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Catley Mr D I support the Borough's decision to delete the West End reserve housing site, shown on Map 12B page 96 of Appendix 2, and return it to Green Belt - all as stated against H8 
on page 71.  
 
My support originates from the following considerations:- 
 
1. The area around Chobham was first designated as Green Belt in 1958 when West End was just the west end of Chobham. West End became a separate Civil Parish in 
1968. Unless West End's Green Belt status was legitimately changed since 1958 for the area of the reserve site, then restoring that status is merely a correction.  
 
2. Only redevelopment for 100% affordable housing is permitted in the Green Belt areas according to national Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green Belt (reference DM2, 
para 6.18 on page 50 of this DPD). 
 
3. The southern part of the deleted reserve site, between Kings Road and The Bourne main river system, is within Flood Zone 2 so is subject to the risk of extreme flooding 
with a 1 in 1,000 year chance in any year. Consequently, deletion of this part of the reserve site is in accord with the general presumption against inappropriate developments 
within the areas wich are at risk of river flooding. (reference para. 6.65 on page 57 of DM10) 

Support 

Chedd Mr M I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 

Support 
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that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Consterdine Mr G Moreover I believe that the 'Reserve Areas' in West End (to the east of Benner Lane, and south of Kings Road) should be returned to Green Belt status, as the Borough 
Council recently voted. In the residents survey mentioned above, 65% thought these areas should be returned to Green Belt, and another 30% thought there should be no 
development in these areas without significant expansion of the village infrastructure.  

Support 

Donald Mrs J I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision.  The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety. 

Support 
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This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the "reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a "just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. 
 
Housing Reserve Sites 
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road:  The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to onit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the housing reserve site has changed in size because of this. 
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed.  It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this.  The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not 
be able to also be part of the reserve housing site.  The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation. 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites.  
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites.  The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF.  It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
housing reserve sites. 
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last Inspector reported.  I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable "being 
more that 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail / employment / shops".  The Inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category. 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain.  Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding.  
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area.  As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them.  The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANG, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them. 
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites.  Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the Borough. 
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports.  The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat.  This is to be applauded.  The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing.  The consultation document identified this dilemma 
clearly and showed the housing targets to be what they are - unsustainable and undeliverable. 
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development.  For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support 
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath.  This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC.  The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village.  Whilst popular support may not be a planning issues in its own right, consideration of an 
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overwhelmingly majority opinion should be taken into account. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Elmer Mr R Return to green belt not justified because deepcut barracks may not become available for development needing alternative sites (CP3 - 5.14) 
 
The area has already been identified as appropriate for development and has been administered accordingly. (Policy H8 - Plan 2000) 
 
The area is not significant in terms of terms of european Habitat.  
 
The area should remain reserve housing sites. 

Objecting 

Esperanca Mrs S I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 

Support 



  192

H8 - Housing 
Reserve Sites 
(Deletion of Policy) 

  

Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Fuller Mr DJ Return to green belt not justified.  
Because Deepcut Barracks may not become available for development. Therefore a need for alternative site (CP3 - 5.14) 
 
This area has allready been identifying as appropriate for development and has been administer accordingly (policy H8 - Plan 2000) 
 
The area is not significant in terms of european habitat.  
 
The area should remain reserved houseing site. 

Objecting 

Fuller Mrs J The return to Green Belt is not justified because Deepcut Barracks may not become available for development and alternative sites would be needed (CP3 - 5.14). 
The area has already been identified as appropriate for development and has been administered accordingly (Policy H8 - Plan 2000) 
The area is not significant in terms of European Habitat.  
 
The area should remain Reserve Housing sites.  

Objecting 

Gilfrin Ms S I would like to express my support for the council's Core Strategy Document and in particular its policy to return the housing reserve sites at Benner Lane and Windlesham to 
the Green Belt. 
 
As residents of West End, we feel strongly that the potential addition of up to 400 houses to a village of 1600 houses would be a significant blight on an otherwise pleasant 
residential environment. With no proposed infrastructure to support it, this potential development would detract from the village in a significant way, as the area is already 
prone to flooding, has oversubscribed primary and secondary schools and has a very busy doctors surgery; we can also do without the additional road congestion and 
consequential pollution.  
 
Following the abandonment of the proposed bypass these sites should have been returned to Green Belt but were instead designated 'Housing Reserve'. We disagree that 
this land should remain Housing Reserve and the council's current proposal to restore the Green Belt status is one we totally support.  
 
I am also aware that last year a petition was signed by most of the West End villagers opposing such large scale development.  
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 

Support 

Glazier Mr and Mrs Return to green belt not justified because Deepcut Barracks may not become available for development, needing alternative sites. (CP3-5.14)  
The area has already been identified as appropriate for development and has been administered accordingly. (Policy H8-Plan 2000)  
The area is not significant in terms of European Habitat. 
 

Objecting 
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The area should remain Reserve Housing Sites. 
 

Gray Mrs C I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision.  The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety. 
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the "reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a "just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. 
 
Housing Reserve Sites 
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road:  The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to onit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the housing reserve site has changed in size because of this. 
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed.  It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this.  The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not 
be able to also be part of the reserve housing site.  The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation. 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites.  
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites.  The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF.  It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
housing reserve sites. 
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last Inspector reported.  I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable "being 
more that 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail / employment / shops".  The Inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category. 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain.  Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding.  
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area.  As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them.  The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANG, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them. 
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites.  Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the Borough. 
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports.  The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat.  This is to be applauded.  The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing.  The consultation document identified this dilemma 
clearly and showed the housing targets to be what they are - unsustainable and undeliverable. 
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development.  For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 

Support 
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Local Support 
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath.  This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC.  The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village.  Whilst popular support may not be a planning issues in its own right, consideration of an 
overwhelmingly majority opinion should be taken into account. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Green Mr C I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision.  The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety. 
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the "reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a "just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. 
 
Housing Reserve Sites 
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road:  The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to onit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the housing reserve site has changed in size because of this. 
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed.  It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this.  The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not 
be able to also be part of the reserve housing site.  The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation. 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites.  
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites.  The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF.  It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
housing reserve sites. 
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last Inspector reported.  I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable "being 
more that 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail / employment / shops".  The Inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category. 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain.  Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding.  
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area.  As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them.  The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANG, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them. 
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites.  Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the Borough. 

Support 
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This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports.  The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat.  This is to be applauded.  The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing.  The consultation document identified this dilemma 
clearly and showed the housing targets to be what they are - unsustainable and undeliverable. 
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development.  For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support 
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath.  This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC.  The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village.  Whilst popular support may not be a planning issues in its own right, consideration of an 
overwhelmingly majority opinion should be taken into account. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Gumbrell Mr A I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms. I have also noted in the reports of previous inspectors that 'all were agreed that the reserve housing site in West End should not be used prior to the 
building of a bypass.' There is no plan whatsoever for a bypass, nor is there funding and as the planning process for any such bypass would need to start again (the last was 
proposed for in excess of thirty years) then it is simply ridiculous to keep blighting this area by detailing an area unrealistically as appropriate for large scale development. 
 
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 

Support 
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Building on Flood Plain  
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common.   
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable.   
 

Hanks Mr and Mrs G As this land has been looked upon favourably in the past for housing it is appropriate to consider its allocation again for release in the shorter term.  The suitability of the land 
and its exclusion from the Green Belt was considered by previous Local Plan Inspectors.  As the boundary has now served effectively for 25 years, the boundary should 
remain unlatered and the land still excluded from the Green Belt. 
 
(Copies of representation made in relation to proposed sites for Development Sites Allocations documents attached) 

Objecting 

Haslam Mrs E V Return to green belt not justified because Deepcut Barracks may not become available for development, needing alternative sites (CP3 - 5.14) 
The area has already been identified as appropriate for development and has been administered accordingly (Policy H8 - Plan 2000). 
 
The area should remain Reserve Housing Sites.  

Objecting 

Higgins Mr M I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 

Support 
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protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Higgins Mrs C I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 

Support 
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This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
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majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Hopkins Mr M I would like to express my support for the council's Core Strategy Document and in particular its policy to return the housing reserve sites at Benner Lane and Windlesham to 
the Green Belt. 
 
As residents of West End, we feel strongly that the potential addition of up to 400 houses to a village of 1600 houses would be a significant blight on an otherwise pleasant 
residential environment.  With no proposed infrastructure to support it, this potential development would detract from the village in a significant way, as the area is already 
prone to flooding, has oversubscribed primary and secondary schools and has a very busy doctors surgery; we can also do without the additional road congestion and 
consequential pollution. 
 
Following the abandonment of the proposed bypass these sites should have been returned to Green Belt but were instead designated 'Housing Reserve'.  We disagree that 
this land should remain Housing Reserve and the council's current proposal to restore the Green Belt status is one we totally support. 
 
I am also aware that last year a petition was signed by most of the West End villagers opposing such large scale development.  
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 

Support 

Ivens Mr WS I fully support the preservation of the existing wooded environment which has always been an attractive feature of Windlesham village & an invaluable natural barrier to the 
adjacent M3 motorway. 
 

Support 

Kegge Mr J I would like to express my support for the council's Core Strategy Document and in particular its policy to return the housing reserve sites at Benner Lane and Windlesham to 
the Green Belt. 

As residents of West End, we feel strongly that the potential addition of up to 400 houses to a village of 1600 houses would be a significant blight on an otherwise pleasant 
residential environment. With no proposed infrastructure to support it, this potential development would detract from the village in a significant way, as the area is already 
prone to flooding, has oversubscribed primary and secondary schools and has a very busy doctors surgery; we can also do without the additional road congestion and 
consequential pollution. 

Following the abandonment of the proposed bypass these sites should have been returned to Green Belt but were instead designated 'Housing Reserve'. We disagree that 
this land should remain Housing Reserve and the council's current proposal to restore the Green Belt status is one we totally support. 

I am also aware that last year a petition was signed by most of the West End villagers opposing such large scale development.  

It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable 
 

Support 

Langston Mr B I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 

Support 
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protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Langston Mrs J I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 

Support 
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This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
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majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Mallindine Mrs A I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision.  The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety. 
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the "reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a "just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. 
 
Housing Reserve Sites 
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road:  The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to onit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the housing reserve site has changed in size because of this. 
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed.  It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this.  The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not 
be able to also be part of the reserve housing site.  The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation. 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites.  
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites.  The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF.  It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
housing reserve sites. 
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last Inspector reported.  I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable "being 
more that 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail / employment / shops".  The Inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category. 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain.  Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding.  
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area.  As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them.  The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANG, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them. 
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites.  Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the Borough. 
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports.  The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat.  This is to be applauded.  The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing.  The consultation document identified this dilemma 
clearly and showed the housing targets to be what they are - unsustainable and undeliverable. 
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to have an 

Support 
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adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development.  For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support 
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath.  This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC.  The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village.  Whilst popular support may not be a planning issues in its own right, consideration of an 
overwhelmingly majority opinion should be taken into account. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Moore Mr S I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  

Support 
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Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Moore Mrs J I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
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Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Nicholls Mrs L I would like to express my support for the council's Core Strategy Document and in particular its policy to return the housing reserve sites at Benner Lane and Windlesham to 
the Green Belt. 
 
As residents of West End, we feel strongly that the potential addition of up to 400 houses to a village of 1600 houses would be a significant blight on an otherwise pleasant 
residential environment.  With no proposed infrastructure to support it, this potential development would detract from the village in a significant way, as the area is already 
prone to flooding, has oversubscribed primary and secondary schools and has a very busy doctors surgery; we can also do without the additional road congestion and 
consequential pollution. 
 
Following the abandonment of the proposed bypass these sites should have been returned to Green Belt but were instead designated 'Housing Reserve'.  We disagree that 
this land should remain Housing Reserve and the council's current proposal to restore the Green Belt status is one we totally support. 
 
I am also aware that last year a petition was signed by most of the West End villagers opposing such large scale development.  
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 

Support 

Moore Mr S and Mrs 
J 

I am writing to express my complete support for the council’s Core Strategy Document and in particular its policy to return the housing reserve sites at Benner Lane and 
Windlesham to the Green Belt. 
 
As a resident of and active village members of West End for 13 years, we feel strongly that the potential addition of a large number of houses to our village would be a 
significant blight on an otherwise pleasant residential environment. With no proposed infrastructure to support it, this potential development would detract from the village in a 
significant way, as the area is already prone to flooding, has oversubscribed primary and secondary schools and has a very busy doctors surgery; we can also do without the 
additional road congestion and consequential pollution.  
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Following the abandonment of the proposed bypass these sites should have been returned to Green Belt but were instead designated ‘Housing Reserve’. We disagree that 
this land should remain Housing Reserve and the council’s current proposal to restore the Green Belt status is one we totally support. 
 
I signed the petition last year opposing such large scale development. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Pearman Mr J I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 

Support 
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This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Pearman Ms S I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
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no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Quigley Mrs S 050/01/LPH8/1 
 
Return to the green belt is not justified because alternative sites may be needed if Deepcut Barracks do not become available for development,  (CP3-5.14) 
 
The area has already been identified as appropriate for development and has been administered accordingly (Policy H8-Plan 2000). 
 
The area is not significant in terms of European Habitat.  
 
The site is already surrounded on three sides by development. 
 
The area may be suitable for low-cost housing so should remain a Reserve Housing Site. 
 

Objecting 

Robinson Mr G I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision.  The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety. 
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the "reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a "just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. 
 
Housing Reserve Sites 
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road:  The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to onit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the housing reserve site has changed in size because of this. 

Support 



  209

H8 - Housing 
Reserve Sites 
(Deletion of Policy) 

  

This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed.  It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this.  The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not 
be able to also be part of the reserve housing site.  The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation. 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites.  
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites.  The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF.  It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
housing reserve sites. 
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last Inspector reported.  I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable "being 
more that 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail / employment / shops".  The Inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category. 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain.  Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding.  
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area.  As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them.  The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANG, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them. 
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites.  Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the Borough. 
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports.  The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat.  This is to be applauded.  The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing.  The consultation document identified this dilemma 
clearly and showed the housing targets to be what they are - unsustainable and undeliverable. 
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development.  For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support 
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath.  This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC.  The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village.  Whilst popular support may not be a planning issues in its own right, consideration of an 
overwhelmingly majority opinion should be taken into account. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

RPS Planning  on 
behalf of Sentinel 
Housing Association 

The June 2010 revised version of PPS3 still requires the LPA to provide a 5-year housing land supply and this is reiterated in the DCLG letter dated 6 July 2010 to all LPA 
Chief Planning Officers. 
 
Paragraph 5.16 of the Submission Core Strategy acknowledges that at 1 April 2010 the Borough Council only had a 2.89 year land supply. 
 

Objecting 



  210

H8 - Housing 
Reserve Sites 
(Deletion of Policy) 

  

The SHLAA identifies potential available sites for 4179 houses (net) for the period 2010 – 2025 (Table 1 of the August 2010 Draft SHLAA) with table 2 of the SHLAA reducing 
the net figure to 3931 dwellings based on 5 year periods. Table 3 of the draft SHLAA identifies sites for 1584 dwellings (net) as being within settlements with sites for 2347 
(net) houses being outside settlements. Of these sites, the Windlesham site shown at Appendix 1 of this report is identified in the SHLAA. 
 
Had the housing provision for the Borough been correctly addressed by the Council by reference to the robust evidence base of the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
and SHLAA as commended by the updated PPS3, a higher housing provision figure would have been promoted (which in fact the planning officers commended). It is clear 
from the SHLAA findings that there are insufficient sites within settlements to accommodate all the necessary housing provision for the Borough. The proposed housing site 
at Windlesham as shown at Appendix 1 of this report remains an appropriate site for housing development and this is addressed in greater detail in the next Section of this 
report. 
 
Notwithstanding the above arguments, it is clear that there is some uncertainty over the timing and even the deliverability of the Princess Elizabeth Barracks, Deepcut site for 
housing. This is expressed in the planning officer’s report to the Executive Committee on 15 June 2010 which sought approval to pursue the Frimley Green site for SANGS as 
paragraph 2.4 of the report advises “Were this site not to come forward or be significantly delayed then alternative provision for housing and SANGS would need to be found 
elsewhere.” 
 
In the absence of certainty that the Deepcut site will be available for housing, the Core Strategy needs to be flexible in order to ensure deliverability of its housing targets. The 
site at Appendix 1 of this report should therefore, be allocated for housing, as it is available for development, suitable for development and development is achievable. The 
Windlesham site therefore meets the requirements of PPS3. 
 
It is inappropriate to delete the Windlesham reserve housing site given the demand and need for housing in the Borough as detailed in the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment. Moreover, the site shown at Appendix 1 can make its own provision for SANGS to compensate for potential impact on the SPA and a potential area for SANGS 
is also shown on the plan at Appendix 1 of this report. This potential SANGS amounts to an area of 8.2ha and could provide adequate mitigation for some 425 dwellings¹. It is 
therefore, inappropriate to dismiss the site for SANGS capacity reasons. Given the need and demand for housing in the Borough the site should be allocated as a housing 
development site in the Core Strategy. 
 
The site should not be included in the Green Belt. According to paragraph 2.14 of PPG2 proposals for Green Belts should be considered through Regional/Strategic 
Guidance or Structure Plans. These documents no longer exist and consequently there is no mechanism for establishing extensions to Green Belts. Furthermore, the Council 
has not shown why normal planning and development control policies would not be adequate and whether any major changes in circumstances make this exceptional 
measure necessary. There has been no demonstration that this measure would be for sustainable development. 
 
The proposal to include the site as Green Belt conflicts with PPG2. 
 
¹ Based on 8ha per 1000 population and 2.4 occupants per dwelling – SHBC adopted SPA Interim Avoidance Strategy July 2008 

Sadler Mrs L I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
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identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Scrutton Miss K I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision.  The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety. 
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the "reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a "just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. 
 
Housing Reserve Sites 

Support 
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I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road:  The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to onit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the housing reserve site has changed in size because of this. 
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed.  It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this.  The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not 
be able to also be part of the reserve housing site.  The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation. 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites.  
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites.  The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF.  It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
housing reserve sites. 
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last Inspector reported.  I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable "being 
more that 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail / employment / shops".  The Inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category. 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain.  Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding.  
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area.  As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them.  The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANG, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them. 
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites.  Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the Borough. 
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports.  The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat.  This is to be applauded.  The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing.  The consultation document identified this dilemma 
clearly and showed the housing targets to be what they are - unsustainable and undeliverable. 
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development.  For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support 
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath.  This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC.  The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village.  Whilst popular support may not be a planning issues in its own right, consideration of an 
overwhelmingly majority opinion should be taken into account. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Skyrme Mr N I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  This is entirely the right Support 
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thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision.  The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety. 
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the "reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a "just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. 
 
Housing Reserve Sites 
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road:  The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to onit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the housing reserve site has changed in size because of this. 
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed.  It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this.  The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not 
be able to also be part of the reserve housing site.  The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation. 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites.  
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites.  The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF.  It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
housing reserve sites. 
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last Inspector reported.  I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable "being 
more that 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail / employment / shops".  The Inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category. 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain.  Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding.  
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area.  As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them.  The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANG, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them. 
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites.  Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the Borough. 
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports.  The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat.  This is to be applauded.  The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing.  The consultation document identified this dilemma 
clearly and showed the housing targets to be what they are - unsustainable and undeliverable. 
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development.  For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support 
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The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath.  This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC.  The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village.  Whilst popular support may not be a planning issues in its own right, consideration of an 
overwhelmingly majority opinion should be taken into account. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Skyrme Mrs J I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision.  The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety. 
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the "reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a "just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. 
 
Housing Reserve Sites 
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road:  The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to onit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the housing reserve site has changed in size because of this. 
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed.  It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this.  The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not 
be able to also be part of the reserve housing site.  The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation. 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites.  
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites.  The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF.  It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
housing reserve sites. 
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last Inspector reported.  I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable "being 
more that 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail / employment / shops".  The Inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category. 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain.  Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding.  
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area.  As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them.  The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANG, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them. 
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites.  Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the Borough. 
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports.  The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat.  This is to be applauded.  The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
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commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing.  The consultation document identified this dilemma 
clearly and showed the housing targets to be what they are - unsustainable and undeliverable. 
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development.  For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support 
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath.  This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC.  The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village.  Whilst popular support may not be a planning issues in its own right, consideration of an 
overwhelmingly majority opinion should be taken into account. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

West End Action 
Group 

I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
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Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Wells Mr F I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
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Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Wells Mrs P I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
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to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

West End Action 
Group 

I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  

Support 
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There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
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West End Parish 
Council 

The reinstatement of green belt from reserve sites east of Benner land and south of kings road is supported and justified given the removal of regional housing targets, and 
focusing more on sustainability.  The loss of the west end and Bisley bypass should have automatically provided this.  A better use of such land could be to support a local 
sporting success story that is supported by the local community and consistent with recreational use of the land in green belt.  Details attached from West End Village FC with 
signed on player list. 

Support 

West End Village 
Society 

 on behalf of the 700 West End Village Society member households, within West End, I wholly support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the 
capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. We therefore agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities 
and local government has made it quite clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s 
plan which has passed the Council of our locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site” tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it” when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Within in this submission I shall refer to current preliminary findings from a village design statement survey, conducted February to April 2010, and published August 2010. All 
households in West End were given the questionnaire and 643 were returned giving a response rate of 38%. This high response rate is an indication of residents’ deep 
concern about the future of West End. 
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites. Indeed the VDS survey showed that 65% of respondents think that the reserve sites should be reclassified as Green Belt. Only 5% thought that any 
major new development should be located there.  
 
Housing Targets and No Infrastructure 
 
The council has identified some 2600 homes to be constructed within the SHBC area by 2026. This figure would seem to be arbitrary and a legacy from the previous  
Administration’s top down policy of imposing quotas on existing overpopulated parts of the country in contravention of the new governments proposed policies.  
Too often development in the past, driven by government quotas and fuelled by profit seeking developers completely ignores the needs of the local people and in particular 
the need to provide a proper infrastructure to support any new development, schools, shops, doctors surgery, transport etc. The proposal to significantly develop the Benner 
Lane site without addressing the already oversubscribed schools and doctors surgery would seem preposterous. Inviting more traffic to use the already congested through 
routes of the village would be further detrimental to the quality of life here. Such a proposal would also be at odds with one of the Core Strategy’s central aims of providing 
sustainable development. Large scale development of green field sites like Benner Lane would also represent a deviation from the Council’s existing and supported policy of 
natural and limited infill. It would also be against PPG2 while enough previously developed land remained available for new housing in the borough 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates an area that borders on areas of extreme flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the 
subject of flooding. Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural “soak” land would be disastrous for the local area. In August 2006 and again the 
following year, extreme rainfall has resulted in flooding of significant areas of West End and Chobham. As it is the flood defenses are inadequate and there are only limited 
proposals to significantly improve them. The survey showed the 22% of residents have been directly affected in some way by flash flooding. Not surprisingly there is 99% 
support for not building on flood plains or on any limits of “extreme” flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  

Support 
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This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. More importantly the petition advocated the return to green belt of the reserve housing sites. Whilst 
popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming majority opinion should be taken into account as should the residents 
response in the VDS survey.  
 
In summary it is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. 
Unsupported mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Woolf Bond Planning 
LLP  on behalf of 
Taylor Wimpey UK 
Ltd 

Our client has a fundamental objection to the proposed deletion of reserve housing site allocation and their inclusion within a revised Green Belt (GB) boundary as outlined 
within Appendix 2, with reference to saved Local Plan Policy H8 (Reserved Housing Sites), in particular the reserve site at West End (CS Map 12B). 
 
The LPA has failed to undertake a GB assessment as part of their evidence base in the preparation of the Core Strategy and thus their approach fails to meet the 
requirements set out in PPG2.  
 
As noted in PPG2, the fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. Para 1.5 to the PPG sets out the five purposes of 
including land in Green Belts:  
 
• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas 
• to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another 
• to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment 
• to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 
• to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land.  
 
The PPG also refers to the need to consider sustainable patterns of growth in the determination of Green Belt boundaries.  
 
As set out in the Core Strategy, the LPA is not able to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable sites.  
 
The Council's approach in seeking to meet their strategic housing requirement forms an over-reliance upon previously developed land without the need for Green Belt 
releases and is similar to that pursued by Windsor and Maidenhead (a Council with similar characteristics to that of Surrey Heath) - (urban areas constrained by Green Belt) 
in their Core Strategy. The Inspector found the Windsor and Maidenhead Core Strategy unsound for the following main reasons: 
 
• The heavy reliance on an uncertain supply of identified windfall sites. 
• Fails to ensure the continuous delivery of housing completions over the plan period in accordance with PPS3 guidance.  
• Defects in the housing trajectory as a consequence of the above. 
• Resistance to a local review of Green Belt boundaries as a consequence of the above. 
• That the affordable housing thresholds are unduly onerous. 
 
Paragraph 11.6 of the Inspector's report sets out his concerns with an urban capacity led approach in meeting the strategic housing requirement, whilst paragraph 11.7 
considers that the Core Strategy should "adopt a more pro-active stance towards a review of Green Belt boundaries". 

Objecting 
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In terms of the evidence base, the Inspector concluded that the Council failed to provide robust evidence to support their reliance upon housing delivery from potential 
housing sites, stating: 
 
"In my view the Core Strategy needs to countenance a more extensive review of potential housing sites to ensure that development requirements are satisfied 
and to reduce the reliance on an uncertain and possible optimistic supply of unidentified windfall sites. Adopting this approach should provide a much clearer 
picture as to where development can be expected over the plan period and the likely implications this might have for the provision of services and supporting 
infrastructure." 
(Our emphasis) 
 
Paragraph 4.24 further states, in relation to the spatial approach to locational choice:  
 
"As well as my doubts about the likely contribution from the UPR and windfall sites, it also seems to me that the Core Strategy should ensure that future 
development occurs at the most suitable and sustainable locations; locations where other strategic imperatives might also be better met. As GOSE notes in its 
letter dated 6.6.2007, "Housing delivery is about much more than meeting strategic requirement. It is, inter alia, also about meeting need such that the right 
amount of housing of the right type is located in the right places at the right time in a sustainable way." 
(Our emphasis) 
 
This suggests the need to provide for a more locational specific/targeted approach to housing delivery.  
 
The inspector further comments: 
 
"In my view these reasons collectively amount to the "exceptional circumstances" that PPG2, 2.6, accepts can justify a change to an established Green Belt 
boundary. Arguably the failure to meet the 10 year developable land test does on its own. While the Green Belt obviously enjoys widespread support from the 
local populace, I am not convinced that a slavish adherence to boundaries established over half a century ago is now in the best interests of the local 
community. It is important not to lose sight of the fact that the Green Belt is a policy constraint, it is not reliant on landscape quality considerations or the nature 
conservation value of the land in question." 
(Our emphasis) 
 
In terms of providing for the necessary changes to the spatial approach to the Council's housing strategy, paragraph 11.8 of the Inspectors report states quite clearly that: 
 
"To my mind the preparation of the Core Strategy is an opportune time to consider possible revisions to the defined Green Belt boundary in order to ensure a 
better and more sustainable spatial strategy up to 2026 and indeed beyond (PPG2, 2.12). The Core Strategy would retain its focus on previously developed land 
but would embrace the possibility of some development on peripheral sites beyond existing settlement boundaries." 
(Our emphasis) 
 
In accordance with the above, we submit that if the LPA wishes to continue its approach to the de-allocation of certain of the reserve housing sites and their inclusion within 
the GB then it should undertake a GB review to justify their approach having regard to PPG2.  
 
The Council's approach fails to accord with the tests of soundness at para 4.52 of PPS12.  
 
The Council's approach to HLS acknowledges that they cannot demonstrate an up-to-date 5yr supply of housing land. Their approach to the reserve sites further compounds 
the problem.  
 
The Core Strategy is not flexible and will fail to enable the Core Strategy to deal with changing circumstances.  
 
 
In order to accord with the tests of soundness set out at para 4.52 of PPS12 and in turn justify the Core Strategy's approach a full Green Belt review should be undertaken 
prior to any proposals to a revised Green Belt within Appendix 4.  
 
Appendix 2 of the Core Strategy should therefore retain the existing Reserve Housing Sites and not re-define them Green Belt. This would be in accordance with the final 
paragraph of Draft Policy CP1: Spatial Strategy which states: 
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"Within the countryside the current extent of the Green Belt (as shown on the Proposals Map) will be maintained. Any change to the boundaries of Major 
Developed Sites will be considered though the site allocations DPD. Development in the Countryside beyond the Green Belt (as shown on the Proposals Map) 
which results in the coalescence of settlements will not be permitted". 

Wretham Mr K I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council's unanimous decision.  The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath's plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety. 
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the "reserve housing site" tag 
on any parcel of land on a "just in case we ever need it" when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. 
 
Housing Reserve Sites 
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road:  The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to onit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the housing reserve site has changed in size because of this. 
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed.  It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this.  The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not 
be able to also be part of the reserve housing site.  The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation. 
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites.  
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites.  The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF.  It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
housing reserve sites. 
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last Inspector reported.  I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable "being 
more that 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail / employment / shops".  The Inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category. 
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain.  Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding.  
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area.  As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them.  The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain. 
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces 
 
During the recent consultation regarding SANG, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them. 
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites.  Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the Borough. 
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports.  The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat.  This is to be applauded.  The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing.  The consultation document identified this dilemma 
clearly and showed the housing targets to be what they are - unsustainable and undeliverable. 
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development.  For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 

Support 
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but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support 
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath.  This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC.  The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village.  Whilst popular support may not be a planning issues in its own right, consideration of an 
overwhelmingly majority opinion should be taken into account. 
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Young Mr and Mrs I would like to express my support for the council's Core Strategy Document and in particular its policy to return the housing reserve sites at Benner Lane and Windlesham to 
the Green Belt. 
 
As residents of West End, we feel strongly that the potential addition of up to 400 houses to a village of 1600 houses would be a significant blight on an otherwise pleasant 
residential environment.  With no proposed infrastructure to support it, this potential development would detract from the village in a significant way, as the area is already 
prone to flooding, has oversubscribed primary and secondary schools and has a very busy doctors surgery; we can also do without the additional road congestion and 
consequential pollution. 
 
Following the abandonment of the proposed bypass these sites should have been returned to Green Belt but were instead designated 'Housing Reserve'.  We disagree that 
this land should remain Housing Reserve and the council's current proposal to restore the Green Belt status is one we totally support. 
 
I am also aware that last year a petition was signed by most of the West End villagers opposing such large scale development.  
 
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it.  Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 

Support 

Young Mr K I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 
that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  

Support 
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Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

Young Mrs M I support the legal compliance and soundness of the DPD particularly in the capacity in which it returns the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt. This is entirely the right 
thing to do for the reasons stated below and I agree with the Council’s unanimous decision. The Secretary of State for communities and local government has made it quite 
clear that with the abolition of Regional Strategies decision making should return to the local councils and therefore Surrey Heath’s plan which has passed the Council of our 
locally elected representatives should be adopted in its entirety.  
 
This land, and all the land identified in the SHLAA will still be there beyond the period of this current plan but it would be entirely wrong to keep the “reserve housing site‟ tag 
on any parcel of land on a “just in case we ever need it‟ when it has been wrongly labeled because of a proposed bypass that has never been built and no longer exists even 
in planning terms.  
There are several other planning issues that support the return of the reserve housing sites to the Green Belt.  
 
Housing Reserve sites  
 
I refer to the Benner Lane site in West End adjacent Holy Trinity School and to the south of Beldam Bridge Road: The last inspector to report on the matter appeared to omit 
to take into account the fact that the lack of a significant and specific boundary to the reserve housing site (a requirement of the Planning Policy Guidance 2 2.9) has failed to 
protect the Green Belt, and that the reserve housing site has changed in size because of this.  
This means that if the local authority could not reliably and precisely identify the site then the process by which it was included in the last Local Plan is flawed. It would seem 

Support 
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H8 - Housing 
Reserve Sites 
(Deletion of Policy) 

  

that this circumstance would be sufficient reason to seek a judicial review i.e. due process had not been followed and I am pleased that the Council has taken this opportunity 
to correct this. The (then) proposed bypass provided a boundary to the reserve housing site and therefore any of the land compulsorily purchased for the bypass would not be 
able to also be part of the reserve housing site. The current site does not appear to be the same as the original so it would appear the council has been unable to clearly 
identify the site and has therefore changed the use of the adjacent Green Belt without the appropriate consultation.  
Given the extensive SHLAA process recently carried out which should identify all sites regardless of status, I would question why there is a need to keep the reserve sites. 
The component green fields could be better identified in line with government guidelines for significant landmarks within the SHLAA and then assessed fairly against other 
sites. The only way this could happen would be to firstly return this land to Green Belt giving the village the opportunity of opposing significant future development on the 
grounds of sustainability or to support lesser development in line with the LDF. It is worth noting that the council can deliver its targets without the use of Green Belt or these 
reserve housing sites.  
 
Given that the SHLAA should identify all housing sites for the future, this priority must surely supersede the need for any specific site with a non-existent boundary; this is a 
relevant change since the last inspector reported. I also note that within the Draft SHLAA August 2010 most sites in West End have been rejected as not sustainable “being 
more than 10 minutes walk/cycle from main rail/ employment/ shops‟. The inspector will note that reserve site in West End, plainly, must also be in this category.  
 
Building on Flood Plain 
 
The Benner Lane/Beldam Bridge Road site incorporates a significant area of flood plain. Chobham and its surrounds are regularly and increasingly the subject of flooding. 
Concreting over more land together with the destruction of natural flood plain would be disastrous for the local area. As it is the flood defences are inadequate and there are 
no proposals to significantly improve them. The status of Housing Reserve should not be afforded to a site designated as flood plain.  
 
Providing new Suitable Alternative Natural Green Spaces (SANGS)  
During the recent consultation regarding SANGS, one notable issue was the conflict between the housing targets that are being imposed on this community and the fact that 
current directives and legislation cannot support them.  
 
Any large sites must provide their own SANGS from within the confines of those sites. Development of the sites in Chobham and Deepcut will place further significant and 
unsustainable pressure on the already saturated TBH SPA of West End, so the Council is right to resist any further large scale development in the east of the borough.  
 
This area is a pleasant place to live in because the residents value the heathland and the wildlife it supports. The Government on one hand purports to protect these special 
areas by agreeing to the European Directives in respect of Birds and Habitat. This is to be applauded. The Government then undermines its own credibility with regards 
commitment to these Directives by driving through ill-conceived policies towards the provision of additional housing. The consultation document identified this dilemma clearly 
and showed the housing targets to be what they are – unsustainable and undeliverable.  
 
The declaration of existing recreational areas as new SANGS and the need to acknowledge sites outside but close to the SHBC boundary would both seem to be have an 
adverse effect when presenting land for use as SANGS to support adjacent development. For example the Chobham Tank Factory site is outside the SHBC area boundary 
but its proximity to the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA) of Chobham Common will surely impact on the numbers of people using this common. 
 
Local Support  
 
The vast majority of villagers of West End become alarmed to discover the potential development being considered by Surrey Heath. This matter has been given much 
consideration locally over the last two years and a petition of some 2000 signatures was presented to SHBC. The petition showed that the local support was overwhelmingly 
against the potential addition of significant development in the village. Whilst popular support may not be a planning issue in its own right, consideration of an overwhelming 
majority opinion should be taken into account.  
It is vitally important that villages such as West End are given a chance to evolve over time with infill development so that the infrastructure can evolve with it. Unsupported 
mass development is wholly inappropriate, and neither is it sustainable. 
 

 



  227

 

Appendix 2 
Comments on 
Deletion of Local 
Plan Policies - 
Housing 

  

 

H12 – Small 
Dwellings Policy 

  

Bain Mr E Deletion of Policy H12: 
 
The protection of affordable houses: at present there is a scale criteria (?85 sq m).  Price should be used, e.g. if a multiple is applied say x2 or x3 avg house price in Borough 
it becomes unaffordable and therefore does not deserve protection. 

Objecting 

The Chobham 
Society 

We have seen the excellent response by Chobham Parish Council dated 17/09/2010, and subject to the following additional comments, commend its contents to you; 

2 PARAGRAPH 5.36 SMALL DWELLINGS POLICY  

The problem of the young of this village not being able to find a home in their own village will be exacerbated if the small dwellings policy is abandoned, and the prospects for 
maintaining a balanced community in terms of age and circumstances will be dire. We strongly urge that the policy be maintained. 
 

Objecting 
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Appendix 2 
Comments on 
Deletion of Local 
Plan Policies – 
Urban Environment 

  

 

UE2 – Area of Urban 
Landscape Quality 

  

The Camberley 
Society 

The Appendix provides that Saved Local Plan Policies UE2-5 are to be deleted by the adopted Core Strategy and replaced by a Character Area Supplementary Planning 
Document.  But the latter does not yet exist, although it is due to be published for consultation next year.  There must not be an interregnum where there are no character 
area policies in force at all. 
 
Appendix 2 should provide that Saved Local Plan Policies UE2-5 will remain in force until a replacement Character Areas Supplementary Planning Document is adopted.  

Objecting 

 

UE3 – Low Density 
Policy Areas 

  

The Camberley 
Society 

The Appendix provides that Saved Local Plan Policies UE2-5 are to be deleted by the adopted Core Strategy and replaced by a Character Area Supplementary Planning 
Document.  But the latter does not yet exist, although it is due to be published for consultation next year.  There must not be an interregnum where there are no character 
area policies in force at all. 
 
Appendix 2 should provide that Saved Local Plan Policies UE2-5 will remain in force until a replacement Character Areas Supplementary Planning Document is adopted.  

Objecting 

 

UE4 – Areas of 
Good Urban 
Character 

  

The Camberley 
Society 

The Appendix provides that Saved Local Plan Policies UE2-5 are to be deleted by the adopted Core Strategy and replaced by a Character Area Supplementary Planning 
Document.  But the latter does not yet exist, although it is due to be published for consultation next year.  There must not be an interregnum where there are no character 
area policies in force at all. 
 
Appendix 2 should provide that Saved Local Plan Policies UE2-5 will remain in force until a replacement Character Areas Supplementary Planning Document is adopted.  

Objecting 

 

UE5 – West of 
Frimley Road 
Residential 
Enhancement Area 

  

The Camberley 
Society 

The Appendix provides that Saved Local Plan Policies UE2-5 are to be deleted by the adopted Core Strategy and replaced by a Character Area Supplementary Planning 
Document.  But the latter does not yet exist, although it is due to be published for consultation next year.  There must not be an interregnum where there are no character 
area policies in force at all. 
 
Appendix 2 should provide that Saved Local Plan Policies UE2-5 will remain in force until a replacement Character Areas Supplementary Planning Document is adopted.  

Objecting 
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Appendix 4   
Adams Hendry 
Consulting Ltd on 
behalf of South East 
Water 

South East Water considers it imperative that Surrey Heath Borough Council ensures that the policies seeking to impose water efficiency standards are implemented 
and that their effectiveness is monitored, evaluated and reported. 
 
In planning for water, South East Water needs to understand how effective the implementation of these policies are, so that it can relaiblt factor into its demand 
forecasts' the influence of those water demand measures. 

Support 
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Glossary   
Douch Mrs Judy In the main document the definition of biodiversity as given by Wilcox (1984) is correct, with reference to genetic diversity. 

In the glossary there is qualification with reference to "genetic, species and ecosystems".  The breakdown should be genera, species etc.  Genus, species are used in 
binomial classification systems. 
 
Changes Necessary 
I think genetic should be altered either to generic (adj) or genera (noun).  Preferably latter to fit in with other two nouns. 
[NB I probably provided the definition when I was Cllr (2003-7) and sat on the LDF Working Party Group] 

Objecting 

 



  231

 

Omissions   
Barton Willmore on 
behalf of Chobham 
Rugby Club in 
Association with PM 
Asset Management 

Chobham Rugby Club should be allocated within the Core Strategy. 
 
 
 
(Supporting Statement of Case available to view in hard copy at Surrey Heath Borough Council Offices) 

Objecting 

Corbin Ms D Summary of Representation: 
Land at Fenns Lane, West End should be included within consideration of potential development sites. 
 
Full representation available in hard/scanned copy. 

Objecting 

Natural England  
Natural England is deeply concerned that this document does not contain a separate policy covering the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBH SPA). The 
specific strategic solution which ensures that further residential development will not have a significant adverse effect on this site is now not covered by any national or 
regional planning policy. It was covered by Policy NRM6 in the South East Plan (the relevant Regional Spatial Strategy) but this was revoked on 6th July 2010. Natural 
England therefore considers the Core Strategy is unsound because it is not consistent with national policy. It is our view that this approach conflicts with 
Planning Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation.  
 
To the best of our knowledge Surrey Heath is the first of the eleven local planning authorities affected by the TBH SPA to have a Core Strategy reach submission stage 
since the loss of the South East Plan. Without the support of this tier of planning policy it is vital that a clear policy commitment to the protection of the TBH SPA is 
embedded in the Core Strategy. This accords with the findings of the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) which states on page 29 that “Given the abandonment of 
the South East Plan, it would be logical for the key elements of Policy NRM6 to be incorporated into Core Strategy policy.” We recognise that some elements have been 
included in policy CP14: Biodiversity and Nature Conservation but do not believe that this is strong enough.  
 
We consider that to make the Core Strategy sound an additional policy covering the TBH SPA must be inserted. The policy does not need to go into great detail but 
should make reference to the Thames Basin Heaths Delivery Framework and the Council’s Avoidance Strategy. Examples of TBH SPA policies can be seen in the 
adopted Core Strategies for Wokingham and Bracknell Forest Borough Councils.  

Objecting 

Savills on behalf of 
Fairoaks Airport 
Limited 

SUMMARY OF REPRESENTATION 
1.1. This report is a formal representation to the Pre-Submission Core Strategy document 
currently out to consultation and requests that a specific Fairoaks Airport policy is 
included in the emerging Core Strategy to reflect the strategic importance of the 
airfield in Surrey Heath and the South East as a whole. 
1.2. This policy should provide for the following: 
· To recognise the importance of, and to support the viability of the airport 
generally, and to support the development of the airport as a business 
aviation airport; 
· To enable aviation development to support the business aviation role of the 
airport; 
· The recognise the economic benefits currently associated with the airport 
business, and the potential to enhance this with a runway extension; and 
· The need for investment in the airport infrastructure and a hotel for airport 
use. 
· Variations to the Major Developed Site boundary to enable phased 
redevelopment or remodelling of existing buildings. 
 
[NB this is a summary only - complete representation available as hard / scanned copy] 

Objecting 

Thames Water 
Property Services 

Policy NRM2 of the South East Plan related to water quality and stated that: 
 
“Water quality will be maintained and enhanced through avoiding adverse effects of development on the water environment. 
 
Local authorities will work with water and sewerage companies and the Environment Agency to: 
i. identify infrastructure needs, allocate areas and safeguard these for infrastructure development; 
ii. ensure that adequate wastewater and sewerage capacity is provided to meet planned demand 
iii. ensure that impacts of treated sewerage discharges on groundwater, inland and marine waters do not breach environmental quality standards or ‘no 

Objecting 
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Omissions   
deterioration’ objectives……” 
 
The enclosed comments on Policy CP12 comment on the need to amend the policy to address wastewater infrastructure improvements as it is not considered that the 
current policy effectively addresses the issue. However, wastewater infrastructure developments can be required to deliver environmental improvements (such as the 
NVZ project) as well as to address growth. 
 
Within Appendix A of PPS23 it is stated that the possible adverse impacts on water quality; the need to make suitable provision for the drainage of surface water; the 
provision of sewerage and sewage treatment; and the availability of existing sewage infrastructure are matters for consideration in the preparation of Local Development 
Documents. Furthermore, PPS12 sets out that the Core Strategy should be supported by evidence of what physical, social and green infrastructure is needed to enable 
the amount of development proposed for the area. 
 
Given the loss of the Regional Strategy there would be no policy to address water quality for Surrey Heath below the national level. As such it is considered that a 
further policy should be inserted into the Core Strategy which addresses water quality and wastewater infrastructure as a whole both to address improvements required 
to support growth and to support infrastructure developments that will deliver environmental improvements. Without such a policy the Core Strategy will not be sound or 
compliant with national policy. 
 
 
Suggested Amendments 
 
The following policy should be inserted into the Core Strategy to address water quality, water and wastewater infrastructure: 
 
“Water quality will be maintained and enhanced through avoiding adverse effects of development on the water environment. 
 
Where new developments are proposed developers will be expected to demonstrate that adequate capacity exists within the existing network both on and 
off site to support proposed development. When there is a capacity problem and improvements in off-site infrastructure are not programmed, planning 
permission will only be granted where the developer funds appropriate improvements which will be completed prior to occupation of the development. 
 
The development or expansion of water supply or waste water facilities will normally be permitted, either where needed to serve existing or proposed 
development in accordance with the provisions of the Development Plan, or in the interests of long term water supply and waste water management, 
provided that the need for such facilities outweighs any adverse land use or environmental impact and that any such adverse impact is minimised.” 
 

The Royal Borough of 
Windsor and 
Maidenhead 

The Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead does not wish to object to the Surrey Heath Core Strategy. It is noted that the DERA site at Longcross is shown as a 
development site on the key diagram and that a small part of the site falls within Surrey Heath borough, but that no details of its proposed development are contained 
within the Core Strategy. Given the lack of detail and clarity regarding proposals for future development of the DERA site, and in particular its likely impacts on traffic 
levels within the Royal Borough, the council would welcome more details of the proposed development.  
 

Commenting 

West End Parish 
Council 

Document could make more acknowledgment and commitment for inclusion of Village Design Statements within the Core Strategy, which is a community based plan on 
how it wants planners to approach panning and development.  Local New Development and changes in the existing Residential Built stock requires appropriate controls 
such like H7, H12, H17, H18 and RE3 to; 
- manage distortion of housing stock 
- manage increase in head count provision versus infrastructure/services 
- residential amenity 
- quality of built environment preservation in respect to character of surroundings 

Objecting 
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SA/SEA   
English Heritage 
(South East Region) 

The Sustainability Appraisal Report July 2010 refers at para. 20.1.82 to changes to the 
Buildings at Risk Register. It would be more appropriate for the reference to be to the 
Heritage at Risk Register so as to include a wider basket of heritage assets. 

Objecting 

Environment Agency Table 2.1 Sustainability Appraisal - The indicator ‘amount of contaminated land remediated’ is not particularly meaningful.  The sustainability appraisal itself says that the 
borough has no contaminated land as defined under part IIa of the EPA.  It is not consistent with the definition within PPS23 used for remediation of contaminated sites 
through the planning process.  It would also not be able to be monitored as there is none of it to be remediated! 
We recommend that the wording of this indicator is altered to make it more consistent with PPS23 e.g. ‘amount of land affected by contamination brought back into beneficial 
use’ 
 
Sustainability Appraisal Objective 8 - Please be aware that using the number of new development in the floodplain permitted against the Environment Agency’s advice as an 
indicator will only give a partial picture.  Any development that comes under Flood Risk Standing Advice, rejected on sequential test grounds or is less than 1 ha in Flood 
Zone 1 will not be reviewed by the EA.   
 
Sustainability Appraisal Page 124 – You have called the policy on this Page DM12 Development and Flood Risk.  This appears to be a typo as the Development and Flood 
Risk Policy is actually DM10.  We do not necessarily agree with the assessment in this section that policy DM10 will have no impact on biodiversity and water resource 
availability as the use of SUDS recommended in this policy can enhance biodiversity and reduce water usage.  We recommend that this is changed to show that there is a 
positive effect. 
 
Table 21.2 Sustainability Appraisal - The monitoring suggestion relating to water resource availability for DM 10 is not appropriate, this would be more appropriate as a 
monitoring suggestion for DM9 
 
Section 14.4.2 refers to MOD land being under the jurisdiction of the Environment Agency. This statement is not strictly speaking correct. In the first instance, it is the role of 
the Local Authority to determine a site as contaminated land under Part IIA of the Environmental Protection Act 1995. Following this determination, then the site may further 
be determined as a special site, which, where the land is previously owned by the MOD, would be the case. Where the site is deemed a “special site” it will be under the 
jurisdiction of the EA, but the Local Authority still holds responsibility for initial prioritisation of sites in their area and their determination. 
Please amend paragraph 14.4.2 to say that there “are no sites in Surrey Heath that have been identified as “contaminated land” under Part IIA of the Environmental 
Protection Act 1995” as this is separate to those sites that may be considered to be impacted by contamination and fall outside of Part IIA.  Please remove the part of this 
paragraph referring to MOD land as being under the Environment Agency’s jurisdiction. 
 
In paragraph 15.1.3 you set out the risk of flooding from overtopping rivers and surface water drains. By only stating these it may give the impression to potential developers 
that these are the only sources of flooding they would need to consider. However, this does not fully consider all sources of flooding as required by PPS25.  This is 
particularly relevant as your SFRA has identified a potential breach in the Basingstoke Canal. 
Other forms of flooding should also be included in paragraph 15.1.3 e.g. are ground water flooding (due to high water table levels), the failure of infrastructure such as the 
breach in a canal embankment, overland flow (rainfall running of a surface prior to entering the drainage system). 
 
15.1.4 Sustainability Appraisal -This paragraph sets out some of the aims of PPS25 e.g. avoiding inappropriate development and directing development away from areas at 
highest risk of flooding.  However, it does not take into account another of the key aims of PPS25 which should be included within the paragraph which is to ensure that new 
development does not increase risk. 
Please add: the following text to paragraph 15.1.4: 
 ‘and to prevent new development from increasing flood risk elsewhere’. 
 
Section 15.2.3 – Environmental Permitting Regulations 2007 are now the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2010. These regulations have also been expanded to 
incorporate various other activities in addition to those listed in the report that may require an environmental permit. We recommend this section is updated. 
Please update section 15.2.3 with reference to the Environmental Permitting Regulations 2010. This is to ensure that it is consistent with national policy 
 
Paragraph 19.3.7 states that there is no flood risk in the Deepcut area. This is wrong. The absence of river flood outlines is not the absence of flood risk. PPS25 requires that
all sources of flooding is considered.  Based on this we do not think that this paragraph is sound especially as your SFRA has identified the Basingstoke Canal as having the 
potential to breach in this area and historic records shows the canal breach in 1984 at the Deepcut locks. Even through the canal is well maintained there is always the 
residual risk if flooding. 
Also there are small ordinary water courses that run through this area so there is the potential for very localised flooding. 
 
Also an FRA produced for the Deepcut area stated that unless surface water was appropriately managed there is the potential for new development in this area to 
cause significant surface water flooding down slope. 

Objecting 
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We understand that the evidence base within the SFRA is sound.  However. The evidence in here has been contradicted in the SA which shows that this paragraph is not 
founded on a robust and credible evidence base. 
 
This paragraph should be amended to state that the site does not fall within any flood zones but that it may still be affected by other sources of flooding, which will need to be 
managed/avoided appropriately. 
 
Spatial strategy page 158 SA - The statement that there is no flood risk in Deepcut is wrong and needs correcting.  This statement is not founded on a justified evidence 
base.  Your own evidence within your SFRA has identified there to be a risk of flooding in this location.  The statement needs to be amended to reflect this. 
Please amend the sentence to state that the Deepcut development is not within any flood zones, however it may be at risk from other sources of flooding. 
 
Sustainability Objective 11 - The indicator proposed ‘compliance with river and groundwater quality objectives’ is out of date.  We no longer measure this.   Therefore the 
indicator in not measurable.  We now measure river and groundwater quality to see if it meets Water framework Directive standards as set out in the River Basin 
Management Plan.   
Amendments should be made to this indicator to ensure that it is consistent with the current monitoring regime/targets. 
 

Highways Agency SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 
19.6 Infrastructure - CP11 Movement 
Proposed Monitoring 
Additional traffic related indicators should be added to the Sustainability Appraisal in addition to ‘access to public transport modes’ and ‘travel modes utilised’, which might 
include (but is not limited to): 
 
• The proportion of trips made by non-car modes;  
• The proportion of new development which is meeting its Travel Plan objectives; and 
• The level of growth of traffic on key routes within the Borough. 

The HA also request the M3 is specifically mentioned in this section of the Sustainability Appraisal, particularly because it is noted that there are high levels of congestion and 
high car ownership in the borough and that the M3 is an Air Quality Management Area.   
 
While the transport evidence base and IDP have not been provided in advance of the pre-submission stage consultation we understand that the former will be available for 
consultation in the coming weeks.  We would stress that both documents will need to be provided before the HA can be satisfied that the evidence shows that the Core 
Strategy is not unsound.  We will continue to work with Surrey Heath in order to ensure the evidence produced is sufficient to demonstrate whether the development within 
the Core Strategy can be delivered without an impact on the SRN. 
 

Objecting 

Natural England 2 - Background  
 
Table 2.1: SA Framework for Surrey Heath LDF  
 
Natural England note that we did not provide a detailed response to the Interim SA Report which was published for consultation between 29th September and 10th 
November 2008 and that consultation responses to this document and the policy options consultation paper have influenced the Council in developing their preferred 
approaches. Nonetheless we are disappointed that a number of our comments made much earlier in the SA process, particularly with respect to appropriate objectives 
and indicators at the scoping stage do not appear to have been incorporated. Of particular concern are the following:  
 

Objective  Indicator  Comments  
14  Areas designated for their 

intrinsic environmental value  
It is not clear what is meant by 
this indicator  

14  No. of SAPs and HAPs within 
the Biodiversity Action Plan  

This indicator doesn’t allow for 
the measurement of whether 
or not BAP targets are being 
achieved  

14  Total length of buffer zone 
achieved through 
development  

It is not clear what is meant by 
this indicator  

17  This objective should include 
Special Areas of Conservation 
(SACs) and the indicator 

Objecting 
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should be area and condition 
of SPAs and SACs. Part of the 
Thursley, Ash, Pirbright & 
Chobham SAC falls within the 
Borough.  

 
6 – Biodiversity  
 
Table 16.1: Location and area of nature sites  
 
Natural England is concerned that no area figures are provided for the extent of the SPA, SAC or NNR within the Borough. Although both the SPA and SAC extend 
outside the Borough it should still be relatively easy to arrive at a local figure using appropriate Geographic Information Systems (GIS) software.  
 
16.4.7  
Reference is made in this paragraph to a “Delivery Plan” produced by Natural England and partners to guide development in relation to the TBH SPA. This document 
was superseded by the “Delivery Framework” which was endorsed by the TBH Joint Strategic Partnership Board in February 2009. In addition this paragraph appears to 
imply that the 400m Exclusion Zone extending out from the SPA boundary was created solely as a response to cat predation. This is incorrect and evidence points to this 
zone capturing the bulk of a number of urbanising effects of which cat predation is just one. Others include garden waste dumping, garden extensions, fly tipping, 
accidental and malicious fires and human recreational pressure where mitigation measures would be unlikely to be effective given the short walking distance.  
 
16.5  
There is very little detail provided here as to how biodiversity within the Borough might change in the future in the absence of the implementation of the plan and what 
there is focuses entirely on SSSI condition. As such we do not feel that this section fully meets the requirement of the SEA Regulations.  
 
16.8  
Natural England is disappointed that the additional monitoring options suggested in our letter of 31st October 2008 have not been included. We also note that for the two 
monitoring options which relate specifically to visitor numbers on the TBH SPA and associated SANGs no information sources have been identified. Data should be 
forthcoming from the Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM) Project which is being coordinated by Natural England.  
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HRA   
Mytchett, Frimley 
Green & Deepcut 
Society 

Please accept the following submission in response to your published draft Core Strategy submission documentation.  

It refers only to the overriding issue of the Council's approach to the Habitats Directive  

I would be pleased to contribute evidence to the Examination in Public.  

However, in my opinion the Inspector should follow the example of Insp John Mattocks in avoiding further waste of public funds, when he encouraged the withdrawal of 
the Waverley Borough Council 2006 Core Strategy submission in advance of the EiP.  

Waverley were unable to answer his "Supplementary Question" which asked the Council to provide the 'Waddenzee' convincing evidence of the efficacy of the proposed 
mitigation measures. The Scott Wilson Habitats Regulation Assessment indicates that Surrey Heath BC are in a similar position and are unable to answer that same 
question.  

RESPONSE WITH REGARD TO THAMES BASIN HEATHS SPECIAL PROTECTION AREA CONSIDERATIONS  

 ON BEHALF OF  

THE MYTCHETT, FRIMLEY GREEN AND DEEPCUT SOCIETY  

Introduction  

We have been asked by The Mytchett, Frimley Green and Deepcut Society to submit on their behalf an assessment of the extent to which the Surrey Heath Borough 
Council draft Core Strategy (2010) complies with the provisions of the Habitats Directive.  

It is acknowledged that Surrey Heath BC has committed considerable resources to producing a strategy to avoid the likely detrimental effects upon protected Annex 1 
Bird Species arising from increased urbanisation around the 'Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area', in order to enable housing development in the borough to 
proceed without the restrictions imposed by Article 6(4) of the Directive.  

However, the SHBC Core Strategy ducumentation makes it perfectly clear that the Council has not succeeded in providing the evidence necessary to comply with 
Statutory Obligation "Planning Circular 06/2005" paragraph 21, which states,  

"21. In the Waddenzee judgment, the European Court of Justice ruled that a plan or project may be authorised only if a competent authority has made certain that the 
plan or project will not adversely affect the integrity of the [protected] site. “That is the case where no reasonable scientific doubt remains as to the absence of such 
effects”. Competent national authorities must be “convinced” that there will not be an adverse affect and where doubt remains as to the absence of adverse affects, the 
plan or project must not be authorised, subject to the procedure outlined in Article 6(4) of the EC Habitats Directive regarding imperative reasons of overriding public 
interest." (original emphasis) 

[CIRCULAR 06/2005 : Government Circular: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation – Statutory Obligations and their Impact Within the Planning System] : 
http://www.communities.gov.uk/documents/planningandbuilding/pdf/147570.pdf 

The Directive has 'Direct Effect' and it should therefore be understood that where the phrase "must ascertain" appears in the derivative UK legislation (e.g. Section 102 
of the Conservation of Habitats & Species Regulations 2010), the requirement is that the 'certainty' be supported by convincing objective scientific evidence.  

Summary  

The Council's interpretation of the intent of the Habitats Directive (92/43/EEC) contrasts directly with the letter and principles of the law. The Council's position is that 
given similar experimental mitigation, an unlimited amount of unimportant development can be permitted, but a limited amount of imperative development cannot. That 
position is clearly nonsensical and untenable.  

Our scrutiny of the Council's "Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Proposed Submission DPD (Aug 2010)" ('HRA') has also identified numerous material conflicts 
with the Directive and its derivative UK legislation, such that we can only conclude that the Surrey Heath draft Core Strategy is unsound. The assessment fails to 
acknowledge or consider the specific guidance of the EC DG (Env) on the preparation and content of such assessments, and further ignores all the relevant authoritative 
case law of the Grand Chamber.  

The HRA fails to answer the fundamental and crucial question,  

"Where is the convincing evidence that the avoidance strategy will not have the opposite effect to intended?"  

Objecting 
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In the absence of the obligatory 'Waddenzee' convincing objective scientific evidence of the efficacy of the proposed mitigation measures, the Core Strategy cannot 
satisfy the tests of Article 6(3). It is clear from the Directive that housing development in Surrey Heath must therefore be restricted in accordance with the tests of 
'alternative solutions' , 'Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public Interest' and an Opinion of the EC environmental Directorate, as specified by Article 6(4).  

In this respect, the Core Strategy Consultation has failed to meet the Council's legal obligation under Section 9(1) of the Conservation of Habitats and Species 
Regulations 2010 (& Section 3[4] of the Conservation (Habitats & C.) Regs 1994), such that is is reasonable to assume that any Court would find the consultation to have 
been conducted unlawfully.  

With Dartford warbler numbers now precarious, a new and genuinely precautionary approach is more appropriate, as demanded by the legislation.  

Findings  

SHBC's interpretation of the Habitats Directive is demonstrably nonsensical:  

Article 6(3) of the Directive provides that where development might contribute to negative impacts on protected habtats (& species), an appropriate assessment must be 
conducted. The Waddenzee criteria must be applied to thet assessment, in accordance with the Precautionary Principle: If convincing objective scientific evidence exists 
showing that the proposed mitigation will cancel out negative effects, then development can proceed unrestricted. In the absence of that evidence, development must be 
restricted, in acordance with Article 6(4). The Directive merely seeks to ensure an honest approach in order to protect endangered species, and makes perfect sense.  

By contrast, the council's interpretation of the law allows development to proceed without restriction, despite having no evidence that the proposed experimental 
mitigation will work. . The council also holds that (given the same experimental mitigation) a limited amount of development in line with Article 6(4) would not be 
acceptable to the EC and so cannot be lawfully consented.  

Theefore the Council's position is that given the same mitigation, an unlimited amount of unimportant development can be permitted, but a limited amount of imperative 
development cannot.  

The council clearly has the Directive upside down. Their interpretation and their position are clearly untenable.  

Our scrutiny of the Council's "Habitats Regulations Assessment of the Proposed Submission DPD (Aug 2010)" has identified numerous material conflicts with the 
Directive and its derivative UK legislation, such that we can only conclude that the Surrey Heath draft Core Strategy is unsound in terms of the relevant Tests of 
Soundness (specifically failing Test (vii)).  

Unfortunately the Council has repeated precisely the errors of pre-determination and lack of obligatory evidence that have caused the failure of LDF Core Strategies of 
similarly-affected District Councils.  

For instance, the Waverley Borough Council LDF Core Strategy (2006/7) was aborted during the pre-Examination process (and subsequently withdrawn by order of the 
Secretary of State) due to the Council's inability to answer Inspector John Mattocks' simple but crucial "Supplementary Question",  

"Where is the Waddenzee convincing evidence [that the mitigation proposals will be effective] ? (Circular 06/2005 refers)" The  

Surrey Heath BC's draft Core Strategy and Habitats Regulations Assessment fail to answer that same question. Despite five years of the best efforts of the twelve 
affected distric councils and the government's statutory ecological advisor 'Natural England'), no such evidence exists. Nor is it likely to in the foreseeable future.  

Thus we can conclude that the draft Core Strategy fails to meet the provisions of the Habitats Directive, as interpreted authoritatively in the Waddenzee 
Judgment and transposed into UK legislation through Statutory Obligation 'Circular 05/2005' [21].  

The 'Habitats Regulations Assesssment' produced by Scott Wilson and dated August 2010, which accompanies the SHBC Core Strategy submission document, states its 
intended purpose as being to satisfy the legislation (i.e. the provisions of Articles 6(3) and 6(4) of the Habitats Directive 92/43/EEC) whilst perversely admitting that its 
purpose is to avoid conducting an Appropriate Assessment. The Council's intent is to evade the stringent Waddenzee criteria by applying lesser tests at an 'earlier stage 
in the process' under a different guise.  

The HRA also fails to satisfy (or even acknowledge the existence of) the comprehensive guidance provided by the EC Director General of Environment, titled 
"Assessment of Plans and Projects Significantly Affecting Natura 2000 Sites". Thus the HRA instead attempts to apply a significantly lower standard of criteria in its 
assessment, despite such tactics being prohibited by the authoritative determination of the Grand Chamber in the cae of Commission v Germany (C-98/03). Furthermore, 
the 'avoidance strategy' seeks to place the unevidenced opinion of Natural England above the law, despite that same approach having been specifically prohibited in 
previous findings against the UK government in the case Commission v UK (C-06/04).  

There are numerous flaws throughout the HRA, one such being that the entire approach is out of date. The Assessment fails to acknowledge that the laissez-faire 
TBHSPA strategy was developed when bird populations were at an all-time high and rising (prior to decimation by the past two harsh winters and by numerous summer 
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heath fires - Pirbright, Thursley, Frensham etc), and is no longer appropriate. The Precautionary Principle must now be applied correctly in accordance with the Rio 
Declaration and its interpretation in the landmark Waddenzee case.  

With Dartford warbler numbers now precarious, a new and genuinely precautionary approach is more appropriate, and as demanded by the legislation.  

Further Detailed Observations  

The SHBC TBHSPA strategy follows the approach developed by the 12 affected district councils around the heaths, proposing the provision of "Suitable Accessible 
Natural Greenspaces" (SANGs) as an alternative recreational resource to relieve pressure (particularly from dogs off leads flushing the protected ground-nesting birds 
from their broods, causing nesting failure). This approach was proposed by Natural England in their 2006 "TBHSPA Draft Delivery Plan" (DDP) but was found unsound by 
the Inspector of the South East Plan at its EiP.  

The DDP set a 400m exclusion zone around the heaths to reduce predation by cats, whilst admitting that research shows that cats roam up to 1km and some as far as 
1.6km (1 mile). It also set a 5km 'zone of influence' within which housing development would require mitigation, despite the survey evidence showing that up to 30% of 
users travel from further than 5km and that a 10km zone would be more appropriate (see para 3.4.9.1 of the DDP). Neither the 400m zone nor the 5km zone reflect the 
Precautionary Principle. Furthermore, the DDP originally imposed a standard requiring 16 hectares of SANG per 1000 new population (ie per 400 new homes), but after 
finding that insufficient SANGs could be identified to justify the SEP housing alocation at that level of provision, the standard was arbitrarily reduced by half to just 8ha per 
1000. Therre is no evidence to support either the arbitrary zones nor the standard of SaNG provision, yet the figures have been adopted in local authority miniplans and 
assumed to be appropriate.  

The Surrey Heath Avoidance Strategy and the Scott Wilson HRA both acknowledge and rely upon that DDP, yet fail to mention that it was declared unsound.  

Nevertheless, Surrey Heath sought to evade the Directive in order to enable unrestricted housebuilding by implementing a "miniplan" that accorded with the failed DDP, 
charging developers a S106 tariff based on the arbitrary unevidenced 'SANG standards', to contribute toward "improvements" to existing public open spaces. There is no 
evidence that the SANGs (or the tariff) will mitigate the effects of increased urbanisation, and so it remains as little more than an unjustifiable arbitrary tax upon 
developers.  

The DDP 'SANG' approach was subsequently supplemented with a regional "Strategic Access Management and Monitoring" (SAMM) strategy co-ordinated by the 
TBHSPA Joint Strategic Partnership Board (JSPB).  

However, the SAMM strategy is itself fundamentally flawed. There is no evidence that it will work, and in the local context its use as mitigation is unlawful. The Directive 
dictates that where the heaths are below 'favourable condition' (which includes actual bird population numbers), as is the case across the TBHSPA, it is the responsibility 
of the landowner to take measures to improve the condition to meet the Conservation Objectives. Access management and habitat management were not proposed 
within Natural England's 2006 Draft Delivery Plan precisely because they recognised that such measures an Management Plans (if necessary) are an obligation under 
Article 6 of the Directive, and so cannot be applied as mitigation against deliberate harm resulting from development.  

Furthermore, the restriction of access to the heaths conflicts with a primary principle of international environmental law, "The Poluter Pays", as it seeks to disadvantage 
existing users as well as the 'polluters' (residents of new housing), contrary to the aim of the Directive.  

It should also be noted that monitoring of the heaths is already the responsibility of Natural England, and so cannot be charged to developers.  

Hence we can conclude that the entire basis of the 'Delivery Framework' and its resulting 'SAMM tariff' is unlawful.  

Equally importantly, the combined miniplan/SAMM strategy fails to consider the likely unintended consequences. Inspectors at Appeal have queried the extent to 
which the provision and the advertising of nearby dog-walking facilities will encourage increased incidence of dog ownership, for good reason.  

Given the evidence that in general, dog owners like to vary their destinations and will visit a number of different open spaces (including the heaths - acknowledged as 
being the favourite choice due to being the largest, most open and wildest terrain, allowing much-valued unrestricted off-lead roaming of dogs) - it must be assumed that 
any positive effect of SANG provision will be counteracted by increased dog-ownership which is likely to 'unexpectedly' increase pressure on the heaths.  

Neither the counter-productive effect of increased dog ownership nor the extent to which SANGs will attract users away from the heaths have been quantified, so the 
overall effect cannot be assessed. The Surrey Heath HRA simply assumes that SANGs will work, and assumes that Surrey Heath will be able to provide sufficient 
quantity of scarce new recreation land to mitigate the proposed housing numbers. Those assumptions are entirely unjustified. The crucial question in this respect is not 
just a matter of the lack of evidence supporting the assumptions, but goes somewhat further:  

"What convincing evidence do you have that the arbitrary designation and advertising of SANGs will not have the opposite effect to intended?"  

The joint Regional strategy involves a similar self-conflict. The intention of the on-SPA access management measures is to close paths on the heaths and remove 
existing car parking facilities, in order to 'encourage' users to divert to alternative destinations (ie to SANGs). However, the most likely effect of restrictions to access 
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would be to disperse users to other areas of the heaths, as that is the users' chosen destination. There are some 760 points at which the TBHSPA can be accessed and 
so theheaths cannot realistically be closed off, hence there is no real need for users to choose to visit a SANG instead.  

Not surprisingly, the evidence shows that the protected bird species tend to nest in the more isolated areas of the SPA, away from the existing main car parks and well-
used paths. Dispersing users to other access points around the SPA would risk spreading disturbance to the currently more isolated areas, precisely where the birds 
nest, with potentially disastrous consequences. This problem was highlighted in detailed reports into Access Management prepared by LDA Design in January/February 
2007, commissioned by Natural England for the 2006 SEP EiP TBHSPA technical sessions. Although Natural England indicated that they would conduct research into 
such dispersal effects, it is practically impossible to predict or quantify the likely effect and so the issue has since been evaded. We can only conclude that there is a 
distinct and undeniable possibility that the access management proposals will have a potentially disastrous effect on nesting success due to the unintended increase in 
disturbance. So again, the crucial question is not just a matter of whether access management will disperse users elsewhere, but goes much further:  

"What convincing evidence do you have that the SPA access management proposals will not have the opposite effect to intended?"  

.  

The two questions can be combined into a single question which puts Inspector Mattocks' question into context:  

"Where is the convincing evidence that the avoidance strategy will not have the opposite effect to intended?"  

There are other difficulties with both the SANG and SAMM strategies:  

The concept of SANGs relies upon providing an attractive alternative, and as the SEP Assessor (Insp. Peter Burley) concluded, the heavy usage of the TBHSPA is proof 
that the existing alternative spaces are insufficiently attractive. Though existing open spaces could be improved to make them more attractive, the sense of space and 
wildness of the heaths cannot be emulated, so the only real potential for improving the attractiveness of existing open spaces lies in improving accessibility (ie car parking 
and paths). However, most publicly-owned open spaces are already quite openly and easily accessible. Hence the arbitrary designation of existing open spaces as 
SANGs is unlikely to have the required effect. Natural England acknowledge this and have expressed their preference for new open spaces to be provided (ie, previously 
inaccessible private land, either as part of a major development or as free-standing SANG) but the strategy of evading the Directive precludes involving private 
landowners, wh do not benefit from the unaccountability that councils enjoy. Surrey Heath BC has often bemoaned its dire shortage of council-owned open space that 
can be designated as SANG.  

The regional SAMM strategy was agreed in 2009 in the guise of the "Delivery Framework" and its oft-delayed "SAMM Tariff" is beset by problems. Surrey Heath 
comenced charging the SAMM tariff long before the other 11 affected local authorities, only to find that following the JSPB's legal opinion of David Elvin QC, the tariff 
required re-structuring to ensure the fairness demandedby Circulaar 05/2005 (planning obligations). Hence we can be quite sure that Surrey Heath BC has been 
prematurely charging developers an unfair (and therefore unlawful) tariff.  

The SAMM tariff finances are based upon he assumption that both inflation and interest rates will average 3% in perpetuity. No society can sustain an economy where 
there is no real return on investment, so it is surely clear enough that the SAMM finances are fundamentally flawed  

The current financial parameters for the SAMM tariff were set at the height of the housing boom, based on an assumption that the full SEP allocation will be delivered 
throughout the 20-year Plan period to cover ongoing costs and to accumulate a 'sinking fund' to enable provision of wardening and monitoring in perpetuity. However, the 
oncoming recession has ensured that insufficient funds will be available to sustain the strategy, and it has already been pared and delayed. Unfortunately some 7000 
new homes were consented around the heaths between 2006 and 2009 on the strength that an effective SAMM strategy would one day emerge - but without levying a 
charge upon those 7000 homes. Hence from now on, developers are being forced to pay the share for 'mitigation' (however unlawful and counterproductive it may be) 
that pertains to past developments, but which have not contributed their share of the costs. This contravenes the principles of planning obligations (s106 agreements) set 
out in Circular 05/2005. This flaw was also identified by developers in response to Guildford Borough Councils' 2009 TBHSPA strategy consultation, but Officers of 
Surrey Heath have led the JSPB in avoiding addressing the matter.  

Despite this, the JSPB has obtained an Opinion from the highly respected David Elvin QC, and in June 2010 reported that (subject to changing to a sliding scale of tariffs 
rather than the errant 'one fee fits all' approach), Mr Elvin has declared the SAMM Tariff to be compliant with Circular 05/2005. It is clear that Mr Elvin could in reality 
reach no such conclusion, and the JSPB has refused to comply with an EIR and FOI request for them to release the Opinion. The JSPB secretariat was part of SEERA 
and then the SEEPB, which have since been dismanteld as part of government restructuring, and the secretariat duties have now been voluntarily assumed by Surrey 
Heath BC. Hence Surrey Heath BC are now the relevant authority responsible for defying the access to information legislation, in defence of their own patently unlawful 
Core Strategy.  

It is clear enough that the approach being taken by Surrey Heath BC and other affected councils is of 'evasion' rather than avoidance. The latter could be lawful, were an 
honest approach adopted, but the former is certainly not.  

In the absence of Waddenzee evidence, development must be limited in accordance with the tests of Article 6(4) and the available genuine and evidenced 
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mitigatory/compensatory measures.  
 

Natural England Habitats Regulations Assessment  
 
3 – Pathways of impact  
 
3.2.3  
With respect to cats and the 400m Exclusion Zone we refer you to our comments made under 16.4.7. (See SA representation) 
 
1 Atmospheric pollution  
 
Natural England commends the use of the UK Air Pollution Information System (APIS).  
 
Thames Basin Heaths SPA  
 
Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and Chobham SAC  
 
We agree with the conclusions drawn in relation to these two sites with regards to air quality and water levels. However, as we currently consider the Core Strategy 
unsound due to the lack of a clear and separate policy protecting the TBH SPA we cannot agree with the conclusion that the Surrey Heath DPD does include an 
adequate policy framework to deliver measures to avoid or mitigate the adverse effects of recreational pressure on either of the above sites. The HRA document itself 
appears to recognise an inherent level of uncertainty as evidenced by the following statements:  
 
4.5.7 – “Given the measures outlined above, and assuming that either level of SANGS provision can be increased commensurately with the increase in housing provision 
or that Surrey Heath will revise their allocation to a level that can be accommodated...” (our emphasis).  
 
14.1.3 – “This is however contingent on Surrey Heath Council meeting its necessary SANGs apportionment..” (our emphasis).  
 
As a result of the above we find ourselves unable to agree with the overall conclusion given in paragraph 14.1.6. If our recommendations relating to the inclusion of a 
specific and separate policy covering the protection of the TBH SPA (as outlined in the first part of this letter) are followed then we will review this decision.  
 
Windsor Forest and Great Park SAC  
 
South West London Waterbodies SPA and Ramsar  
 
Although the document also identifies the two sites above as potentially being impacted by recreational pressure as a result of the plan we take the view that the 
additional factors documented for each site allow us to agree with the conclusion that no adverse effects will result.  
 
Thursley, Hankley and Frensham Commons SPA  
 
We agree with the reasoning behind the screening out of recreational pressure as an impact on the above site. We also agree that provided the amendment covered 
under paragraph 8.5.12 is incorporated it can be concluded that an effective policy framework exists to enable the delivery of sustainable transport measures to mitigate 
the adverse air quality effect resulting from increased development as set out in the DPD.  
 
Thursley and Ockley Bogs Ramsar  
Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC  
Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA  
East Hampshire Hangers SAC  
Burnham Beeches SAC  
 
Natural England agrees with the conclusion that no pathways of impact leading to adverse effects will occur on the above sites.  

Objecting 

 


