Pyrford Neighbourbood Forum .

Pyrford Village War Memorial Hall
Coldharbour Road
Pyrford, GU22 8SP
Woking Borough Council
Civic Offices
Gloucester Square
Woking
Surrey, GU21 6YL
29" December, 2014
Dear Ms Jackson,

regn Janua 1

Wemwriﬁnghwunnhohdfnfﬂumamhuﬂipufunmmmignwhmdme.mmpmmm
consultant's report, published earfier this year on the Council website. It is our understanding that you are
due, in January 2015, to make your recommendations lo the Council about land that could be taken out from
ﬂ'lnﬂmunMhmmwm,MhCﬁmﬂﬂmHmhum“mﬂh
Delivery DPD process.

Whilst it is noted that the Council has not considered the report nor made any decision about how it wishes

1o take forward the recommendations of the report, we are aware that the Council will do so as part of the
Delivery DPD process that will eventually allocate specific sites for development.

The NPPF states (p19) that The Govemment attaches great importance to Green Belts. The fundamentai

aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.’ Tha letter from Nick Bowles to the
Planning Inspeciorate in March 2014 states that:

“Alongside these reforms we were always very clear that we would maintain key protections for the
countryside and, in particular, for the Green BelL

The National Planning Policy Framework met this commitment in full

WFMmﬂmmMn&mhnmmmwmmwhm
circumstances and reiterates the importance and permanence of the Green Belt”

More recently, an October 4th 2014 Eric Pickles issued new advice to councils, stating that:

%mmmmmwymmmmhmm.mmwmm
beft must be paramount. Local people don't want to lose their countryside to urban sprawl, or see the
vital green lungs around their towns and cities fo unnecessary development.’

Paragraph 034 Reference ID: 3-034-20141006 of the advice states:
‘In decision taking, can unmet need for housing outweigh Green Belt Protection?

Is unmet housing need (including for traveller sites) likely to outweigh the harm to the Green Beit and
other harm to constitute the “very special circumstances” justifying inappropriate development on a site
within the Green Belt?

Our own survey of local opinion also elicited a strong responsa against building on substantial green belt
land in Pyrford unless there was no alternative. It was also appreciated that some new housing was
needed.



Woking council is required to fulfil their
through the release of green belt land

calculations. However it is understood

needs locally and as such it is
progressing
that whilst some Green Belt will require

process forward to 2040, this will halp

mmmmawmwmhmmmgm
grunhalt.ﬂ-HPPmeuummﬁum

We have looked at the
the report reaches are

We suggest the conclusions the

to check the unrestricted sprawd of large built-up areas;
hmmﬁw“mmmﬂmm

io assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;
mmhmwmmwmw;w
. mmmmw.mwhmﬂmummmnw

weight,

WMImmWEWhmdmbﬁhMmmm of the report.
Purpose 1: To check the unrastricted sprawl of large built-up areas.
Purpose 2: To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another
Purpose 3: To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment

quota and they musl provide a minfmum of 488 homes
to independent recommendation to them and their own
mmmmmﬁnmmhm
to release land for development, starfing with brownfield sites, and
be insufficient capacity elsewhere. The Council has emphasised
to be released, and site allocalions done socn, that by taking the
preserve and make more robust, a new green belt boundary

belt is that it does not fulfil the stated purposes of

mmmmmmwhmm.ummmm
only arguments which may be refuted by other arguements

report reaches after the first two stages of study should carry the gresatest

[ Parcel | Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Notes Overall
suitability
8 Critical Critical 1. Designation important to Very low
importance to | impartance to importance to | prevention of expansion into Aita
Green Beit Green Beilt Green Belt open mostly exposed arable Pt
Purpose Purpose Purpose landscape where it would be | O “"I';f:n
Continued | Continued Confinued | Pefceived as uncontained | p )
inclusion inclusion within | inclusion Growth. oy rong | o rmose(s)
wihin Green | Green Beltof | within Green | 5ting boundarie o | Land is
Belt of minorinegligible | Belt of and fundamental to
Paramount | importance Paramount Country, where no other | o/ o 'p
importance importance | Suitable boundaries exist
(except north west comer).
2. Litle/no contribution to
Purpose as no significant
outlying settierment,
3. As Purpose 1 -
safeguards mainly open
arable andscape, with
distinct characler, much of
which is exposed on south
east facing slopes
Pms.ﬁ.uwzsmmumnhngmmmwmmm At this point it
mummmwummamwmmmm The land clearly fulfils green
bﬂmmﬂhpﬁﬁmmmmmhprﬂﬁuhw. The land has been the
nfputnrrlhlGlmnﬂnltrmmuﬂhpmﬁuﬁmnunmmhmwmucumdlmummng
MtMﬂMmmﬂthMdﬂmmm. It is believed that the arguments
wmmmﬁIIMMWandMnnmmhnmmminlhu
report to justify changs.

Parcel 8 per the report becomes a
is little if any detailed justification.

preferred site for the building of 223 houses? We question this as there
lmmmmmnmmwmmmﬂu




mmhhmmﬂmliﬂmHMMdmmw
m:upplymmauﬂymvmu.hhmknymdhmumhh&mmﬂ?

usmnuﬂnummmﬁmmmwmnmmunmmunm
from green beit.

Hm.mmmmﬁws.lhmnumymmmmamm
distance in terms of driving to the town centre (9 minutes) and a 15 minute bus ride. Itis further from the rail
station than many other green sites. The sustainability assessment itself is flawed as it doesn't take into
amﬂﬂuwyimﬂa&mmﬁmwwmmmhmmmmm
mﬂwwmmmuw The highest scoring parcels were Parcel 30 and parcels 31, 20,
17 and 15.

Pwminmmmpmdymhﬂrhﬂwmhwm{mryrﬂnﬂruamnﬂun}m
parcel § is at the extramity of this capability.
S.S.MEMMMNum.WWMMMMMMMMMM
consideration because housing need overrides this.
Suh.mmhrmmnundmhﬂﬂm. There is a strong case for keeping
parcel 9 in the green belt,

3212%Hhhﬂmbuﬂtm%mmhﬂwﬂhmhmm
accessibility to a local cantra. mmm&npumﬂmmm.mshmnm
in ‘urban regeneration.’ mmmmm‘uh:ummmmmumpmm
anmmﬂmmmwncwmcmﬂmmwwmm

3.3.%Mmhmdnmmwﬂhharu#nd 18 out of 31.

3.4 Landscape character and sensitivity to change. The report writers undertock a limited landscape
character assessment:

Abmudup&nnbhh!dmpenmmmkw tand which is consequently quite widely
axposed to the south east. mmmumwﬂmmmmummm
m-mmd&ummnmmmmm. The northem edge is
mmwmmmwahuMdemmmmmm
mmmmmmmum“hmmmmmmm.
mummmmnnnmhuhymmmumhkummmm

memwmmmuhmmmﬂmummhmm.dm
landscape character and sensitivity. The western section is considered to have low capacity for change.
mmmmﬂmmmmmnWWFaunPhn.dmhhm
shortly. 'I‘halru:l'pﬂulﬂ.mlmuhinmummbamknmumuﬂh.hmmhm
Pllnnsbﬁummfhmmmmﬂymmmmmummﬂammmhpﬁhh
green belt.

Qverall conclusions of stage 2.
3.5.5 The repont states, controversially in our opinion, that:
mﬁmmnmﬁuhmmmmumuhhwummmmﬁmyhr

removal from the Green Beill. Hﬂummﬂﬁhmhﬁmmuﬂynfumdufhndﬂhhy
in reaching conclusions on which areas to remove from the Green Belt.

angmﬂmh'fmlumw:mﬂmhbn,mmgannnfmmamﬂ!m—nﬂ
wholly suitable for removal from the green beit.

s m&mﬂupmfumdp-mhfummﬂmwsdmmmﬂm-ﬂ
parcel 4 at West Byfiest,
a.snmmmmmmwmurmubmmmtummmmEuum
accommodate new strategic development.”

p?z.mﬂmmmmmma-mwm. This considers the potential of specific
mmmmmmwummmmmm.

4.3.10 sets out strong arguments why Parcel 9 has a Low to Very Low suitability for housing development,
TMmdMMhmnﬁawmhmmdm1waﬂnmmm
amwdwmmmthmmmmmm. Site 009a
8ppears o have been chosen as being suitable on grounds of sustainabiiity. The local community contest
Mmh-mmuhmmmmmmmmmunm
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infrastructure. mwunmhmmmmummwmm
afmwdmmmrmmmwmwnuunummwm:mmmmm
overturn its own arguments and at 4.3.11 deems the land suitable for development.

T:md.lmmmmndﬂﬂyumdnﬁel&ﬂmmm Again, no local consuitation
mmmmmmumtwmmm

Report Conclusion
5,5.1TﬁGmnMWHMhmﬁdwﬁuﬂhﬂhmmmtmﬂﬁm
Mwwmdhmmhm. The process is underpinned by a robust
nnﬂhdnlugyuﬁ:.hisdmhmhm

7. New green beft boundary

mw.hnmmmmmnmudw:

lnnﬂhmm&mh!hmmﬂmmwummmﬂrmm
the purposes of Green Balt.

mmmamwmmwm

7.3.1 mmmmmmm.wnwulmmu
mm.uandwmmmwmmthmm
mmwm-wm.uwmnwm The north-eastern
udunﬂFdemmhmmdhmmmmuumm For these reasons:

7.3.9 Part of parcel 12. Thnmﬂw—auhmadgeofﬂhpnmd{lmEmFlguu 10) is currently defined
along rear garden boundaries. Muhmmwmwmmmmmmmu

Thmnmmlndﬂaannﬂﬁhhmnwﬂy. It is felt very strongly that the Common should be
pmmdmmmm:mmwtohumhmmwmummmm
status for Area E with the main tract of Pyrford Commaon. Any such reclassification of Area E on Figure 10
:hﬂmmtumtmmummmmmmmw:mu
ﬂhuﬁummmhrﬂormmm.

Alternatives to Parcel § ralease

HMMWWMmemMHMMPMB.Mmmmm
plmﬂitmalﬁmnMHM{MHJMMMH@HMMTMGHCMM
MMWHMLMTMM{HBMWL This land Is fial and appears
mhﬁhmmmmmmmtmmmm

mrmumhdmmmmmmcwmwmnmunhmma
is likefy that this could involve small parces.

ALTOINING "ay A gounging with Pyrion

Mhmmmumwmwmmmuwmmmm
especially Parcel 4. The parcel is suggested in the report as being capable of release from the Green Belt.
Mummmmmmmmemmmmmmmmmmum
Byfieet Village and West Byfieet Village contrary to NPPF and also contrary to page 51 of the report ( ‘the
mmmmmmmmw. We strongly oppose release of Parcel 4

Also ﬂmhasmﬂmﬂm&lhhmﬂﬁ;Tmthth'ﬁmin Parcel 4
and we feel this is inappropriate as it would likely blight Parcel 4 for other purposes. Wie feel if release of
Fm¢MMMhmMMhTmshwmmwmw.MHm,

Conclusion

We believe that the report has itself made a strong case that Parcel 8 is not suitable for removal from the
green beit, mmmmmmuummmmummmﬁm
possible alternative parcals with you. Hﬁmmﬂfmbuum:dmdhyﬂ:ucound,ﬂm
euitable for future development, will need to take serious note of the added demands on infrastructure.



