
The Planning Policy Team, 
Woking Borough Council, 
Civic Offices, Gloucester Square, 
Woking, Surrey, GU21 6YL

and via email to planning.policy@woking.gov.uk

Mrs C Gale, Chair
Pyrford Green Belt Action Group
16 Onslow Way,  Pyrford,
Woking
Surrey
GU22 8QX

26th February 2017

Dear Planning Policy,

Response to Woking Borough Council Consultation on “Land east of Martyrs Lane”
The consultation question asks: 

“Would you agree to the possibility of substituting the land to the east of Martyrs Lane for the 
safeguarded sites identified in the draft Site Allocations DPD (in Byfleet, Mayford and Pyrford), 
to meet long term future development needs of the borough between 2027 and 2040?”

With Regard to the Consultation Question

1.1  The Pyrford Green Belt Action Group say NO to including the two Pyrford fields as  
 prospective  safeguarded sites to meet the development needs of the borough.  
As a Green Belt Group we believe that ALL Green Belt should be protected and say YES to including Martyrs 
Lane as a possible substitute safeguarded site only to satisfy the terms of this consultation with the following 
qualifying comments:

1.2 The Consultation Question sets up a false dichotomy between the land at Martyrs Lane and land at locations 
in Byfleet, Mayford and Pyrford. These are not the only possible options; the Council has presented an invalid, 
and socially divisive, proposition. 

1.3 The Consultation Question refers to the land in Byfleet, Mayford and Pyrford as “safeguarded sites”. 
This is inaccurate.  Presently, NONE of the sites proposed in the Site Allocations Development Plan Document 
have been “safeguarded” for future development.

1.4 The Pyrford Green Belt Action Group deplores this Consultation which, by the terms of its Question 
has sown division between groups of neighbours within the Borough.  This contradicts a specific aim within 
the Woking Core Strategy (CS) Section 1.30 (being part of the Surrey Strategic Partnership Plan and Woking 
Sustainable Community Strategy)
“Creation of a strong community spirit with a clear sense of belonging and responsibility to promote a clean, healthy 
and safe environment.”

1.5 The Pyrford Green Belt Action Group believes NONE of the greenbelt sites should be “safeguarded” 
for housing development. The proposed safeguarding of Green Belt land contradicts CS 3.3 (4) Spatial Vision, 
Objectives and Strategy, which states the objective:
“To protect the integrity of the Green Belt and to harness its recreational benefits for the community”

1.6 Despite being advised by yourselves not to repeat responses made to the Regulation 18 consultation, we find 
ourselves obliged to restate certain details and facts as these have been ignored to date.



With Regard to Woking Borough Overall

Pyrford Green Belt Action Group :~
2. Object to development on the Green Belt in Woking
2.1 Green belt land is a finite resource, once developed it is gone forever.
2.2 We strongly urge Woking Council to halt the harmful dismantling of the Green Belt in Woking.
2.3 Proposals to build on the Green Belt contradict the Government’s commitment to protect Green Belts, 
reaffirmed in the Housing White Paper of 7th February 2017.  

3. Support the policy of building on Brown Field land and the creation of a Brown Field Land Register
3.1 A brown field first policy should be adopted. 
3.2 Enquiries to your office show that Woking Borough Council does not have a Register of Brown Field Land.
3.3 The government White Paper on Housing states that ‘authorities should amend Green Belt boundaries only 
when they can demonstrate that they have examined fully all other reasonable options for meeting their identified 
development requirements.’  As made clear in 3.2, this has not been fully demonstrated.

4. Seek a review of the number of houses proposed for development in Woking Borough
Housing numbers should be reviewed as it is clear that: 
4.1 Existing infrastructure cannot cope. The provision and location of new supporting facilities is unplanned. 
4.2 Natural countryside which has never been built on is being proposed for development. This is in contradiction 
to Woking Council’s “Core Strategy CS6”, “Vision for 2050” and the “Natural Woking Strategy” which all 
emphasise the protection and enhancement of our natural environment.
4.3 Furthermore we protest all proposals for building on floodplains. “Core Strategy CS1.38” states “It has been 
agreed with the Environment Agency that the Proposals Map should not include areas at risk of flooding”
 
5. Call on the Council to abandon the policy of Safeguarding land for development 
5.1 Safeguarding is a totally unsatisfactory method of choosing the future direction of development in the Borough. 
The eleventh hour proposal to safeguard land to the east of Martyrs Lane shows this to be an inadequate method 
of producing endurable Green Belt boundaries. If Martyrs Lane can be suddenly brought into consultation then 
this could happen repeatedly, each time losing land which serves clear Green Belt purposes.
5.2 The Council has identified Green Belt land which is capable of delivering at least 900 dwellings during the 
current plan period, well over the 550 homes targeted in the Core Strategy. The intention to revise boundaries 
such that a further 1,000 units could be delivered in the Green Belt is a decision which cannot be justified. 
5.3 The Safeguarding process allows developers to choose land for themselves without the agreement of local 
communities. Once land is safeguarded for development and removed from the Green Belt it is lost forever.

With Regard to Pyrford

Pyrford Green Belt Action Group say No to selecting the fields either side of Upshot Lane for 
development to meet the long term future development needs of the Borough. The Pyrford fields are 
unsuitable for removal from the greenbelt either now or in the future:

6.1 Faulty Procedure

6.1.1  The Pyrford fields have been selected for removal from the Green Belt as a result of a faulty process. 
The NPPF states in paragraph 83 that 
‘Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the 
preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries 
having regard to their intended permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond 
the plan period.’
The choice of the Pyrford fields is an unsafe decision based on inadequate evidence and cannot be 
justified as a decision capable of enduring in the long term.



6.1.2 Critical Green Belt Purpose
The Green Belt Review selected the field to the north of Upshot Lane (GB12 Randalls Field) for removal from 
the Green Belt despite concluding that the field served two critical green belt purposes : 
(i)Restricting sprawl and (ii) Safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. 

6.1.3 Sustainability
The Green Belt Review ranked Randalls field only 18th of 31 sites in terms of sustainability. It was noted that it 
is not near to a town centre, Secondary school or General Practitioner and Public Transport is limited.

6.1.4 Methodology
The methodology of The Green Belt Review states
 ‘At each stage, areas of land were eliminated from consideration, to leave a series of sites at the end of the process, 
that are considered most acceptable in Green Belt terms as well as being sustainable and deliverable.’
Since Randalls Field was deemed to be unsuitable for removal in Green Belt terms and sustainability terms 
then this only leaves “Availability”.

6.1.5 Availability
A report by LDA design, a respected consultancy, states of The Green Belt Review:
“Land use and availability considerations have been drawn into the assessment process and are given great 
weight, resulting in Parcels being identified for Green Belt release which perform ‘Critical’ Green Belt purposes 
and are unlikely to deliver sustainable development.”
The report further states:
Introducing ‘availability’ as an overriding determinant of whether land should be released from the Green Belt is 
problematic as it directly undermines the methodology designed to identify the importance of the land for Green 
Belt purposes  according to the National Planning Policy Framework (“NPPF”), and indicates a disregard for the 
assessment method established by the Green Belt Review to rank the land Parcels according to their Green Belt 
purposes and sustainability credentials.

Pyrford Green Belt Action Group contend that “Availability” is not a relevant consideration when 
selecting sites for safeguarding beyond the plan period.
As Availability is the only justification being offered, against clear evidence that the site is not suitable for 
removal from the Green Belt, then the decision to include Randalls Field cannot be justified.

6.1.6 The process by which the field to the south of Upshot Lane (GB13 Aviary Road Field) was selected 
to be removed from the Green Belt has no rationality or transparency. It was not supported even by the 
Green Belt Review, thus no evidence exists to support this decision.

6.2 Natural, Historic and Cultural assets, Landscapes.  
Woking Council’s sustainability appraisal scores the two fields as a double negative for the impact 
development would have on natural, historic and cultural assets, and landscape. 
6.2.1 The Green Belt Review correctly stated there to be a Major environmental constraint to developing both 
fields. The fields were assessed as ranging from having a strong unspoilt rural character to a predominantly 
intact rural character having little or no capacity for change. The rural character of the area is valued by residents 
and vistors alike.

6.2.2 Both Pyrford fields are in an environmentally sensitive area. Large flocks of farmland birds overwinter 
in the fields and protected mammals have made their home in the field margins. The Pyrford fields are an 
important winter roosting area for reed buntings which, like many farmland birds, are declining in numbers. 
There would be a net loss to biodiversity if the fields were built on. This is counter to the principle stated 
in the Natural Woking Strategy (April 2016) which states “Biodiversity is a key element of the vision of a 
sustainable Borough”

6.2.3 The area is identified as an ‘Escarpment and rising ground of Landscape importance’ protected by 
Woking Core Strategy CS24.  The landscape of the area has been identified by the Surrey Landscape Character 
Assessment as having a rural feel to which the fields contribute. The fields provide an important setting for the 
extensive heritage assets in the area including Pyrford Court and Gardens, Aviary Road Conservation Area, 
Pyrford Village Conservation Area and the Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) Pyrford Common. 
Other listed buildings close by include Grade 2 listed Stone Farm and the Pyrford Stone monument.



6.3 Rights of way. 
The footpaths and bridleways in the area are recognised as being of special importance. The country feel of 
the area, provided by the open fields, draws people from all over the county to walk, cycle and ride in the area. 
The footpaths are ancient and afford attractive views, including uninterrupted views of the North Downs. The 
Natural Woking Strategy directly recognises the importance of this green infrastucture and “highlights the 
benefits that enjoying our green spaces can bring including to our own health and well-being”

6.4 Affordable housing.
The Government Housing White Paper recommends higher density building. This is inappropriate in Pyrford, 
an area surrounded by Conservation Areas. The genuine need for smaller properties would be better met 
elsewhere. Prospective developers of the Pyrford fields would most likely wish to build large executive homes 
which would not satisfy the need for genuinely affordable housing.

6.5 Community Involvement, Action and Support 

6.5.1 Much is made of the idea that communities should be involved in deciding where houses are built. 
Pyrford Neighbourhood Plan has not allocated housing on the Green Belt in the Forum area; this is because 
there is a clear wish by the community to keep the fields in the Green Belt.

6.5.2 Over 700 residents signed a petition which stated:
We the undersigned call on Woking Borough Council to protect the countryside in Pyrford from a development of 
over 400 houses by keeping the two fields either side of Upshot Lane in the Green Belt.

6.5.3 Another, ongoing online petition currently has over 700 signatures. The Council has proved itself 
willing to listen to landowners and developers but not to Pyrford Residents. 
See: https://you.38degrees.org.uk/petitions/save-the-pyrford-green-belt
6.5.4  99.9% of 32,712 Points raised by Residents to the Regulation 18 consultation were dismissed 
with the phrase  “No further modification is proposed as a result of this representation”.  
This is despite many objections being valid and contradicts the values expressed in the Core Strategy (1.5) 

7. Infrastructure. 
The NPPF paragraph 84 states that ‘When drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning 
authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development’. 

7.1 Roads
7.1.1 Changes to the roads in Pyrford are impossible without harming the character of the village.
Our narrow roads are built on ancient trackways and contribute to the rural character of the area. The B382 Old 
Woking Road is already a severely congested road. The impact of additional traffic from other developments 
could be substantial and traffic analyses do not take all of the proposed developments into account viz; the 
enlarged International School (200 to 1100 pupils), developments at Sheer House and Broadoaks in West 
Byfleet, possible development at West Hall and Sheerwater, let alone the impact of development of the two 
Pyrford fields. Furthermore, there are other large developments proposed (all within 4 miles of Pyrford) but 
outside the Woking boundary viz; Burnt Common, Garlicks Arch, Send, Ripley and Wisley Airfield.  This is not 
“sustainable development.”

7.1.2 The B367 which runs through the centre of Pyford is already severely congested during the school run 
period. The Pyrford Neighbourhood Plan has identified the verges along this route as playing a significant 
role in contributing to the character of the village. Widening of this road is not an option. An alternative 
route around the centre of the village uses the Pyrford Road. This, however, meets a junction with the Old 
Woking Road where traffic is frequently at a standstill.

7.1.3 Additional traffic generated by the large number of new households proposed would not only be 
inconvenient it would increase levels of noise and air pollution, damaging to both people and wildlife. 
This is not “sustainable development.”

7.1.4 Public Transport is limited in Pyrford and no attention has been paid to cycle routes or safety.



7.2 Health Care Facilities
Pyrford’s local health centre is the Madeira Road Health Centre in West Byfleet as are the nearest dental surgeries 
and opticians. There is no pharmacy in Pyrford. It is unclear if any of the health practitioners would be able to cope 
with an additional 400 plus households on Patient lists. This contradicts the Core Strategy, Woking Sustainable 
Community Strategy section 1.31 which envisages  “a community which values personal health and well-being”

7.3 Schools
The newly rebuilt Pyrford Primary school and Pre-school nurseries are over subscribed. There would be no 
school places to serve the proposed additional 400 households.

7.4 The “framework for securing the necessary infrastructure to support development, including
transport, education, health, utilities, community facilities, open spaces and green infrastructure” as 
specified in Woking Council’s Core Strategy is severely compromised.

8. Agricultural Land. 

8.1 Climate change and other political and economic uncertainties underscore the need to keep agricultural 
land. The NPPF paragraph 112 states that:
“Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile 
agricultural land”. 

8.2 English Nature have stated that Pyrford fields have not been examined to determine their agricultural grade.

8.3 It is possible that the fields are classified as 3a Category ie ‘Best and most versatile agricultural land 
classification.’ 

8.4 The Green Belt Review in paragraph 3.3.20 states that ‘in the context of Woking Borough there are only very 
limited choices in terms of options for urban extensions. Therefore we have not considered Agricultural Land 
Classification to be a major constraint at this stage.’ Pyrford Green Belt Action Group believe it is wrong to 
remove Pyrford’s fields from the Green Belt without knowing the status of this land. 

Yours sincerely,

Mrs Carole Gale. 
Chair,  Pyrford Green Belt Action Group.


