Please provide your name, address, telephone number & email details below:

If you are an agent representing a client(s) or you are making representations on behalf of
another third-party organisation please supply the name(s) and address(es) of those for
whom you are acting:

Warfield Parish Council
7 County Lane
Warfield

RG42 3JP

Tel/lFax: 01344 457777

clerk@warfieldparishcouncil.org.uk

Please indicate whether you would like to be kept informed of any future consultations.

Yes

Before answering the questions please refer to the relevant sections (as indicated before
each set of questions in this questionnaire) in the Site Allocations Development Plan
Document (SADPD) Participation Document (www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/sadpd).

This consultation runs from Friday 26th February to Friday 9th April 2010 . The
Participation Document can be viewed at the Council Offices at Time Square and
Easthampstead House; local libraries; and at Town/Parish Council offices. It is also available
on-line at www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/sadpd.

Public exhibitions are being held around the Borough and planning officers will be at some of
these to discuss the issues. Details of the exhibitions are on the Borough Council's website
(see link above)

You can make your comments in a number of ways. The quickest is electronically, either by:
The following link to comment on the document using our planning consultation portal pages:
(http://consult.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/portal then click on ‘Participation Document' and click
to add comments to the questions throughout the document. Email your comments direct to
us at development.plan@bracknell-forest.gov.uk Once you have completed all, or part, of
this questionnaire, please email it to development.plan@bracknell-forest.gov.uk or post it to:
Spatial Policy ,Environment,Culture & Communities, Bracknell Forest Council, Time
Square, Market Street, Bracknell, RG12 1JD



All representations received will be summarised and published on our web site after the
consultation period, please check http://www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/sadpd for updates.
Your views will help to inform the choices we need to make about where future development
in Bracknell Forest should go.

Further Information
If you have any queries please contact the Development Plans Team using the e-mail or

postal addresses above, or by phone on: 01344 352000. More information on the Local
Development Framework is on our website at http://www.bracknell-forest.gov.uk/Idf

A Please refer to Section 2 (paragraph 2.5) of the SADPD Patrticipation Document.
To plan for a balance of housing and employment growth.

A(i) To ensure a continuous supply of land for housing to facilitate the delivery

of new homes.

B To aid the delivery of housing in the Borough which meets the needs of all
sectors of the community, including the provision of affordable housing.

C To deliver the regeneration of Bracknell Town Centre.

D To promote a sequential approach to the location of new development.

E To promote a transport system which enables access to services, by a choice of transport
modes.

E(i) To mitigate against the impacts of the development on the Strategic Road Network.
F To ensure high quality well designed development is delivered in theBorough.

G To support and facilitate essential community facilities and infrastructure in
accessible locations.

G(i) To co-ordinate new developments with the provision of infrastructure so that

it is available for occupiers of new developments at appropriate points in

the development process.

H To deliver accessible development meeting the needs of the Borough.

| To maintain and improved the built and natural environment, and to avoid or mitigate the
effects of new development upon the natural and historic environment.

J To maintain high and stable levels of economic growth.
K To promote the sustainable use and disposal of resources.
L To mitigate against and adapt to climate change.

Qu.1 Do you agree with the proposed SADPD sub-objec  tives (shown in italics) in the
table

Yes



Qu.2 Do you think there are other sub-objectives th  at should be added?

E(ii) To promote a reduction in use of private tran  sport to the workplace through a
combination of enhanced local public transport infr astructure and safe and pleasant
cycle ways and walkways.

G(ii) To take account of existing local shortfalls in infrastructure (eg. school,
allotments, doctors’ surgery, dental surgery) and c o-ordinate new developments to
mitigate these needs.

I(i) To enhance biodiversity in areas designated as SANG through the re-
establishment of native plant species to replace lo st habitat for native animal and
insect species in decline.

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.12-4.13) of the SADPD Participation Document.

Question 3. Which of the following approaches is th e most appropriate for delivering
a robust and flexible land supply?

Option 1-Allocate land to meet our housing needs to 2031 (based on a continuation of SEP
building rates). Some sites would be phased for development after 2026 but could be
brought forward should the need be identified through the Annual Monitoring Report

Option 2-Allocate land to meet our requirements to 2026 and identify additional 'reserve
sites' that could be brought forward should the need be identified through the Annual
Monitoring Report.

Option 3-Only allocate the land required to meet our needs to 2026 on the basis that the
review of the Core Strategy (programmed for adoption in Spring 2014) will provide an
opportunity to allocate additional strategic sites if required, and, if necessary include a review
of the Green Belt

Option 2

Qu. 4 Is there an alternative that should be adopte  d? Please describe your preferred
approach.

We propose a revised option 2:

Allocate land to meet our obligations to 2026 in ac ~ cordance with the current South
East Plan and identify additional ‘reserve sites’t  hat could be brought forward should
the need be identified.

Strengthen Green Belt policy including the provisio n of a ‘buffer zone’ in which any
development in close proximity to the Green Belt mu st minimise its visual intrusion
upon the Green Belt.



Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.15-4.18) of the SADPD Participation Document.

Qu. 5 Which of the following approaches for Travell ing Populations is the most
appropriate?

(please tick one answer)

Option 1- Rely on the application process to meet future need rather than specifically
allocate additional pitches.

Option 2- Seek provision for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople as part of each
mixed use broad area allocated in the Site Allocations Development Plan Document.

Option 3-Invite proposals to extend existing private Gypsy and Travellers and Travelling
Showpeople sites

Option 4- Seek provision as a mix of the above options.
Option 4

Qu. 6 Is there an alternative you think should be ¢ = onsidered? Please describe your
preferred approach.

A combination of options 2 and 3 is preferred.

Establish what the legitimate requirements of the T  ravelling Populations are and
accommodate where possible so as to be able to defe  nd against unauthorised
development.

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.19-4.21) of the SADPD Participation Document.
Qu 7. Do you agree with the following principles fo r settlement boundary changes?

Settlement boundaries will be defined tightly around the existing built up framework and
where possible will follow defined features such as hedges, walls and roads.

The settlement boundaries will be drawn to include:
(please tick one answer for each question)

Existing commitments for development including perm issions that have not
yet been implemented

Buildings on the edge of villages that relate close ly to the economic or social
functioning of the area e.g. village halls and publ ic houses

Curtilages (areas around and related to buildings) except large gardens or
other open areas that are visually detached fromth e settlement

Yes

The settlement boundaries will be drawn to exclude:
(please tick one answer for each question)



Playing fields or open space on the edge of settlem  ents

Isolated buildings that are visually or physically detached from the settlement
Settlement boundaries do not need to be continuous and it may be appropriate to define
more than one element to a settlement depending on the nature and form of the settlement.
Yes

Qu.8 Are there other principles you think should be followed. Please describe your
preferred principles.

Inclusion of previously developed land outside Gree n Belt.

Exclusion of previously developed land inside Green Belt.

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.22-4.23) and Appendix 4 (Warfield Park Map) in the
Participation Document.

Qu. 9 What is the most appropriate approach for War  field Park Mobile Home Site?
(please tick one answer)

Option 1-Extend the boundaries of the site to include any of the areas of land shown on the
plan in Appendix 4 of the Participation Document

Option 2-Review the designation of the site aimed at protecting its existing character and
appearance in the interests of intensification

Option 3-Retain the existing policy approach and boundaries
Option 3

Qu. 10 Looking at Qu.9 above, is there alternative  you think should be considered?
Please describe your preferred approach.

Allow extensions to area 247 (plot already cleared and road exists) and area 243
(previously developed land) only, subjectto tree a  ssessment and provision of Tree
Preservation Orders where appropriate.

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.24-4.28) of the SADPD Participation Document
Employment Site Strategy

Plan flexibly for sustainable economic growth

Continue to promote the regeneration of Bracknell Town Centre with a significant
component of employment development

Retain the majority of the employment sites and premises for economic development,



Identify a limited number of sites which could change from employment to other uses
without causing conflict or detracting from the integrity of the employment areas.

Qu.11 Do you agree with the employment site strateg vy set out above?
(please tick one answer)

Yes, provided contraction of B1 land now does not | ead to fragmented expansion of
employment sites in the future.

If no, please describe your preferred strategy

Qu.12 What is the most appropriate approach foremp  loyment land within the
employment site strategy referred to in Question 11 ?
(please tick one answer)

Option 1- Maintain the existing employment areas as they are.

Option 2- Reduce the size of the Eastern Employment Area by allowing other uses along the
London Road (to focus employment on a core area west of Brants Bridge and north and
south of Eastern Road).

Option 3- Revise the northern boundary of the Cain Road/Amen Corner Business Park
where it adjoins residential development to slightly reduce its size and focus on a core office
area.

Option 4- Release the Crowthorne Business Park for mixed use development, primarily for
housing purposes but including some small and medium sized employment generating
premises. (This option is linked to the potential development of this site as part of 'Broad
Area 3'. Further details are in the Broad Area 3 profile in Section 7 of the SADPD
Participation Document.)

Option 5-A combination of Options 2 to 4 above

None of the above

Qu.13 Looking at question 12 above, is there an alt  ernative approach you think we
should consider? Please describe your preferred app roach.

Pursue options 2 and 4 but preserve the Cain Road/  Amen Corner Business Park
boundaries to allow future expansion of business oc cupancy.

Qu. 14 Are the following approaches appropriate for other employment sites outside
settlements?

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraph 4.30) of the SADPD Participation Document (please
tick one answer for each question)

Option 1-Give other employment sites outside settle ments and the Green Belt a
specific notation and policy to enable limited deve lopment to occur.

No

Option 2-Designate other employment sites generatin g significant employment within
the Green Belt as Major Developed Sites



No

Qu. 15 Looking at Question 14 is there an alternati  ve you think we should consider?
Please describe your preferred approach.

Option 1 is appropriate for schools but not for hos pitals or training centres.

Employment land within the Green Belt should be res  tricted to agricultural or

agriculture-related employment. If such land is no longer required for employment it
should be cleared and revert to agricultural land, not be converted to a non-
agricultural designation. The presumption should be to preserve and enhance_the
Green Belt

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.32-4.42), and the Maps in Appendix 1, in the
Participation Document.

Qu. 16 Do you agree with the following approachest o Retail Centre Boundaries?
Please refer to Section 4 (paragraph 4.31-4.41) of the SADPD Participation Document
The following centres have been found to comply with the guidance and no boundary
changes are proposed:

(please tick one answer for each question)

Bracknell Town Centre
Bullbrook

Crown Wood
Crowthorne Station
Forest Park

Harmans Water
Martins Heron
Owlsmoor

Priestwood

Sandhurst (east of Swan Lane)
Whitegrove

Yes

Boundary changes are proposed to the following centres and details of the proposed
changes are shown on the maps at 'Appendix 1- Retail Boundary Maps':
(please tick one answer for each question)

Binfield

Birch Hill

College Town

Crowthorne Centre
Easthampstead

Great Hollands

Sandhurst centre (Yorktown Road,
west of Swan Lane)

Wildridings

Yes



Qu.17 Please provide any comments you have to make  about any of the boundary
changes suggested in '‘Appendix 1- Retail Boundary M aps' in the Participation
Document?

None

Qu.18 Is there an alternative that the Council shou Id consider? Please describe your
preferred approach.

None

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.42-4.43) and the Maps in Appendix 1 in the
Participation Document.

Qu. 19 Do you agree with the following approaches f  or Bracknell Town Centre?
(please tick one answer for each question)

Keep the existing town centre boundary but change t he wording of “retail area” to
“primary shopping area” and “defined frontage” to “ primary frontage”.

Yes

Slightly reduce the extent of primary frontage toa  ccord with government guidance
and remove an area where there are no shops. Define  secondary frontages, again to
reflect current guidance.

Yes

Extend secondary frontages further than the previou s “retail area” designation to pick
up some retail and service (A class) units that wer e previously omitted.

Yes

Show the Peel Centre as a secondary frontage rather  than part of the primary
shopping area. It is presently designated as part o f the “retail area” but that
classification no longer exists in government guida nce. Classify the Peel Centre as an
edge of centre location, as it is some 280m walking distance from the primary
shopping area.

Yes

Qu.20 Provide any comments you have to make on the proposed changes to
Bracknell Town Centre (as shown on the Bracknell To  wn Centre Map in Appendix 1)?

The Peel Centre will become increasingly important as further development proceeds.
The Council should consider refurbishment / enhance ment of the centre to meet these
future needs, to mitigate and defend against pressu res for “out of town” retail
development.

Qu.21 Is there an alternative we should consider fo  r Bracknell Town Centre? Please
describe your preferred approach.

None.



Qu. 22 Do you agree with the following proposed cha  nges to Crowthorne Centre?

The designated "retail area”, "retail core area" and "defined frontages" in Crowthorne have
also been reviewed and the following changes are proposed:
(please tick one answer for each question)

Change “Retail core area” designation to “primary f rontage” and extend it to better
accord with the PPS 4 definition by including the L idl store site.

Yes

Exclude land between Waterloo Road and the fire sta  tion, which does not have
enough shops (Al Use) to accord with government gui dance for this classification.

Yes

Define secondary frontages and to define the primar  y shopping area more tightly than
the previous “retail area” to accord with governmen t guidance.

Yes

Qu.23 Provide any comments you have to make on the changes to Crowthorne Centre
shown on the Crowthorne Centre Map in Appendix 1?

None

Qu.24 Is there an alternative we should consider fo  r Crowthorne Centre? Please
describe your preferred approach.

None

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.44-4.49) of the SADPD Participation Document.
Qu. 25 Which of these approaches is the most approp  riate for Infrastructure? (Please
select one option only).

(please tick one answer)

Option 1 Prioritise the most important forms of infrastructure and adopt a flexible approach to
other elements based on site viability

Option 2 Set rigid infrastructure requirements that may make some sites unviable,
particularly under current market conditions.

Option 2.
This is a loaded question.

Current market conditions are irrelevant in the 202 6 time frame.
Inadequate infrastructure leads to ‘slums’.

We propose an alternative.



Option 3 Prioritise the most important local schem es and raise contributions across
all areas to deliver the additional core infrastruc ture enhancements needed for an
enlarged town (eg. Hospital, increased rail capacit y)

OSPV Notation on School Sites

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.50-4.51) of the SADPD Participation Document.
Qu.26 Bearing in mind the need for schools to expan  d and develop their facilities over
time, what is the most appropriate approach for Sch ool sites which contain an Open
Space of Public Value (OSPV) notation on their open land (usually relating to playing
field areas)? (Please select one option only).

(please tick one answer)

Option 1 Keep the existing OSPV notation.

Option 2 Change the existing OSPV boundary to locate it further from school buildings to
allow some development to take place (playing fields are protected under other legislation).

Option 3 Remove the OSPV notation.

Option 4 Replace the OSPV notation with an alternative notation that would allow education
needs to be fulfilled, but ensure proper consideration is given to the amenity value of the
land.

Option 2

Qu.27 Looking at Question 26 above, is there an alt  ernative we should consider?
Please describe your preferred approach.

None

Qu.28 Should the Council also consider applying the se options to private schools?
(please tick one answer)

Yes

Please refer to Section 4 (paragraphs 4.52-4.53) of the SADPD Participation Document.
Schools outside the settlement boundary and outside the Green Belt

Qu.29 Which of these approaches do you think is the most appropriate way forward
for Schools outside of the settlement boundary and outside the Green Belt? (Please
select one option only).

(please tick one answer)

Option 1 Retain existing designations.

Option 2 Create a new policy designation to allow limited extensions, infilling and alteration
to Local Authority schools subject to other planning considerations.



Option 2

Qu.30 Looking at Question 29 above, is there an alt  ernative approach we should
consider? Please describe your preferred approach.

Option 2, with additional provision: Where an addit ional site exists close to an

existing school, consider splitting combined infant /junior schools across the two
sites.

Qu.31 Should the Council also consider applying the se options to private schools?
(please tick one answer)

Yes

Please refer to Section 5 (paragraphs 5.5-5.11) of the SADPD Participation Document.
Qu.32 What is the most appropriate approach to hous  ing development in Bracknell
Town Centre? (Please select one option only).

(please tick one answer)

Option 1 Allocate additional new homes to the circa 1,000 already with planning permission.
Option 2 Allocate just the circa 1,000 new homes already with planning permission.

Option 3 Allocate less than the circa 1,000 already with planning permission.

Option 1. Increase density proportionate to the inc  reased housing requirements
specified in the South East Plan

Qu.33 Looking at Question 32 above, is there an alt  ernative we should consider?
Please describe your preferred approach.

Due to the close proximity of town centre facilitie s and public transport hub, extend
town centre into Old Bracknell, considering redevel opment of the land to the south of
the railway station.

Please refer to Section 5 (paragraphs 5.12-5.18) and Appendix 2 in the SADPD Participation
Document.

Qu.34 What is the most appropriate approach to incr  ease housing potential on
previously developed land within settlements? (Plea se select one option only).
(please tick one answer)

Option 1 Take a more pro-active approach to regeneration, possibly by engaging specialist
regeneration consultants to look at the scope for regenerating Bracknell's neighbourhoods,

Option 2 Identify more employment land as having potential for housing than is suggested in
the 'Development Needs - Employment' Section of the SADPD Participation Document.



Option 3 Rely on the current list of possible sites in Appendix 2 of the SADPD Participation
Document.

Option 1 is required simply by virtue of due dilige nce before relying on Greenfield
urban extensions. This is stipulated in the Core St rategy.

Qu.35 Looking at Question 34 above, is there an alt  ernative we should consider?
Please describe your preferred approach.

None

Qu.36 What is the most appropriate approach for the density of housing development
in existing settlements? (Please select one option only).

(please tick one answer)

Option 1 Use our design policies and local character assessments to guide densities.

Option 2 Develop locally specific density policies that seek to maximise densities in
particular locations.

Option 3 Apply a minimum density of 30dph on all new residential developments.
Option 1

Qu.37 Looking at Question 36 above, is there an alt  ernative we should consider?
Please describe your preferred approach.

Optimise in keeping with local character appropriat e to strategic environmental
assessment.

Option 1 is required to retain suburban character.

Option 2 is required to increase central density in relation to the overall size of
Bracknell.

Qu.38 Do you have any views on the suitability, ava ilability and achievability of any of
the sites in 'Appendix 2 - Sites for Potential Allo  cation - PDL and Buildings in Defined
Settlements' in the SADPD Participation Document. ( Please indicate SHLAA reference
number).

Site 95 — Battle Bridge House and Warfield Garage.

This site needs to be considered in relation to the improvement of the A3095,
specifically the planned spur to Quelm Park roundab out, access to the planned urban
extension to the south and potential development of Area 6.

Even if this land is not required for these road im provements, it may not come
forward as housing, due to its location being suita ble as a local centre.

In other words, site 95 is integral to the planned urban extension and must not be
considered for stand-alone in-fill housing developm ent.

Qu.39 Can you think of any other previously develop  ed sites within the defined
settlements suitable for housing development? (Plea se give full address and map
where possible).



Please refer to Section 5 (paragraphs 5.19-5.22) and Appendix 3 in the Participation
Document

Land South of Bracknell railway station:

Qu.40 What is the most appropriate approach for oth  er land within settlements?
(Please select one option only).
(please tick one answer)

Option 1 Reduce the amount of open space sought within new developments and promote
the development of open space in built up areas.

Option 2 Reduce the amount of open space sought within new developments but protect
existing open spaces in built up areas.

Option 3 Continue with our current standard of provision of open space and protect existing
open spaces in built up areas.

Option 3

Qu.41 Looking at Question 40 above, is there an alt  ernative we should consider?
Please describe your preferred approach.

The smaller the housing unit, the greater the open space requirement, including
space for allotments etc.

Qu.42 Do you have any views on the suitability, ava ilability and achievability of any of
the sites identified in 'Appendix 3 - Sites for Pot  ential Allocation - Other Land within
Defined Settlements' in the Participation Document? (Please indicate SHLAA
reference number).

SHLAA references 19 and 216, Football ground and cr  icket ground.

Neither cricket club nor football club is thriving. Both could be relocated to Warfield
with minimal impact.



However, the town centre land, in close proximityt o the transport hub, could deliver a
higher sustainable housing density than an equivale nt area of land on the edge of
Bracknell.

Qu.43 Can you think of any other land within the de  fined settlements suitable for
housing development? (Please give full address and map where possible).

None

Please refer to Section 5 (paragraphs 5.23-5.32, Section 7 (Profiles of Broad Areas) and
Appendix 6 (Initial Sustainability Appraisals of Broad Areas in the Participation Document.

Qu.44 What is the most appropriate strategic option for housing development?

(Please select one option only).

(please tick one answer)

Option 1 Concentrate new housing in a planned arc of development to the north of Bracknell
based on locations 4, 5 and 6 in Appendix 6 of the Participation Document and the major
development areas identified in the Core Strategy.

Option 2 Spread development more evenly across the Borough with priorities based on the
relative merits of individual sites.

Option 2. This is a loaded question since only one concentration of development is
suggested.

Qu.45 Looking at question 44 above, describe any ot her strategic options for the
broad areas that you think should be tested?

Give equal weight to provision __ for new inhabitants and protection __ of remaining
Greenfield sites.

Please refer to the information in Section 6 'Initial SA of Broad Areas', Section 7 'Profiles of
Broad Areas' and the site capacities (shown in Table 6 ‘Estimated capacity of broad areas’)
in the Participation Document, please indicate

Qu.46 How suitable are the identified broad areas f  or development?
(please tick one answer for each question)

1. South West Sandhurst
High

2. Broadmoor

High

3. North East Crowthorne

Medium



4 West Binfield

Medium

5. East Binfield

Medium

6. North Warfield

Low

7. Chavey Down Long Hill Road
Low

8. East Bracknell

Low

Describe your reasons for scoring

Whereas the pros and cons cited in the profiles of the Broad Areas were haphazard,
inconsistent and even contradictory, we applied a m ethodical and consistent
approach.

We applied the criteria consistently across all areas

We applied relative weightings to each criterion

We classified each criterion as either provision or protection

We balanced the total weightings for provision w ith the total weightings for
protection

5. The sites were ranked as high, medium or low by  virtue of their total score.

pPwOdDE

Criteria

Each criterion was ranked from 1 to 5 according to the following scale:
Highly negative

Moderately negative

Neutral

Moderately positive

Strongly positive

agrwdE

Corresponding to the availability of services, the 8 areas were rated:

N
ARWAANA®

Corresponding to the proximity of employment, the 8 areas were rated:
1. 4
2. 4



O NG A W
AR WAWA

Corresponding to the proximity of a railway station , the 8 areas were rated:

ONoOrWNE
ONFRENNNN D

Note: the DPD failed to rank sites 2 to 7 inclusive on this criterion.

Corresponding to the provision of education, the 8 areas were rated:

ONOo O RWN R
WhRWRRNAN

Note: the DPD failed to rank site 8 on this criteri on.

Corresponding to the provision of recreation, the 8 areas were rated:

©ONoOrWNE
NMNRONDNRNNN D

Note: the DPD failed to rank all except site 1 ont his criterion.

Corresponding to the provision and proximity of bus services, the 8 areas were rated:

ONo O hkWN R
DOowohwN W

Corresponding to the risk of flooding, the 8 areas were rated:
1. 2



R
WWN WUl oA

Corresponding to the proximity to the SPA, the 8 ar  eas were rated:

= W

ONO O kWN P
NWAWWE

Corresponding to the prevalence and impact of TPOs, the 8 areas were rated:

R
ARBRNAAADN

Note: the DPD failed to rank all but areas 1 and 5.  In the absence of a negative impact
we took this to mean a positive impact.

Corresponding to the accessibility of health servic es, the 8 areas were rated:

©ONoOrWNE
NNV DDBAN

Note: the DPD failed to rank areas 6, 7 and 8 on th is criterion. Due to the absence of
health services, we rated them as a negative impact

Corresponding to the accessibility of schools, the 8 areas were rated:

NG~ WNE
PR RNOMNBNN



Note: the DPD failed to rank area 3 on this criteri  on. In the absence of a negative
comment, we took this to mean a positive.

Corresponding to the impact on Greenfield sites, th e 8 areas were rated:

Nk, wNE
RPRPRRPRRPRRPWWR

Note: The DPD failed to rank area 8 on this criteri  on.

Corresponding to the impact on important landscapes , the 8 areas were rated:
1. 2
2. 4
3. 2
4. 4
5. 4
6. 4
7. 2
8. 2

Note: The DPD failed to rank areas 2, 4 and 5 on th is criterion. In the absence of a
negative comment, we took this to mean a positive.

Corresponding to the potential for mineral extracti on, all 8 sites were ranked 2, so this
criterion has no bearing on the outcome.

Corresponding to the impact of landfill sites, the 8 areas were rated:

©ONoOrWNE
RPRONNDRNWNRN

Note: The DPD failed to rank area 3 on this criteri  on.

Corresponding to cycle access, the 8 areas were rat  ed:

ONo O hkWN R
ANWRAWAWN

Corresponding to car reliance, the 8 areas were rat  ed:
1. 4



ONOo Ok WN
BNONNNNN

Note: the DPD failed to rank areas 1 and 8 on this  criterion. In the absence of a
negative comment, we took this to mean a positive.

Corresponding to listed buildings on the site, the 8 areas were rated:

e
BONWWWWA

Note: the DPD failed to rank areas 1 and 8 on this criterion. In the absence of a
negative comment, we took this to mean a positive.

Corresponding to impact on OSPV, the 8 areas werer  ated:

e
PANMNDADND

Note: the DPD failed to rank areas 1, 3, 4, 7 and 8 on this criterion. In the absence of a
negative comment, we took this to mean a positive, except area 8 which we are aware
of the constraint of it being Crown Estate.

Corresponding to the impact on wildlife, the 8 area s were rated:

e
ARBRNNAARN

Note: the DPD failed to rank areas 1, 2, 3, 6, 7 an d 8 on this criterion. In the absence of
a negative comment, we took this to mean a positive

Corresponding to the impact of pollution, the 8 are as were rated:
1. 4
2. 4



O NG A W
ARBRNMNA

Note: the DPD failed to rank areas 1, 2, 3, 6, 7 an d 8 on this criterion. In the absence of
a negative comment, we took this to mean a positive

Corresponding to the scale of development, the 8 ar  eas were rated:

2o sler @l g R
ENNANIENY N ANE N

Note: the DPD failed to rank all but area 4 on this  criterion. Since area 4 was ranked
negatively, other sites were ranked more positively according to their sizes.

Corresponding to use of the site as a ground water source, the 8 areas were rated:

©ONoTOrWNE
BNONNMNAAMD

Note: the DPD failed to rank areas 1, 2, 3 and 8 on this criterion. In the absence of a
negative comment, we took this to mean a positive.

These rankings are summarised thus:



%

Note: Items marked in pink are those where the DPD  omitted to provide an
assessment.

Relative weightings

Each criterion was assigned a weighting from 1to 1 0, where 1 is unimportant and 10
is extremely important. We weighted the criteriaa s follows:

Services 8
Employment 10
*Railway 3
Education 10
Recreation 8
*Bus 3
Flood 6
SPA 10
TPO 3
Health 10

School access 5
Greenfield 8
Landscape importance 6

Minerals 1



Landfill 1
*Cycle access 1
*Car reliance 3
Listed buildings 3
OSPV 6
Wildlife 6
Pollution 2
Scale of development 6
Ground water source 5

The four transport categories were together awarded a weighting of 10 since they
should collectively not outweigh any of the other k ey criteria.

Provision versus Protection

We take the view that provision of housing and prot ection of the Greenfield
environment need to be given equal weighting. Corre  spondingly, the criteria were
divided between the two categories and the total we  ightings balanced by slight
adjustments to the weightings of a few criteria.

The criteria considered pertinent to provision are:

Services, Employment, Railway, Education, Recreatio  n, Bus, Health, School Access,
Landfill, Cycle Access and Car reliance.

The criteria considered pertinent to protection are

Flood, SPA, TPO, Greenfield, Landscape importance,  Minerals, Listed buildings,
OSPV, Wildlife, Pollution, Scale and Ground water s  ource.

Each category totals 62 points.
Results

The Scored Rankings are thus:
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The totals fall into 3 discrete groupings:

385 to 400 points — rated as HIGH suitability ford  evelopment

370 to 374 points — rated as MEDIUM suitability for ~ development

324 to 356 points — rated as LOW suitability for de  velopment

At the lower densities specified, areas 1 and 2 rat  ed HIGH would deliver 1380
dwellings. Areas 3, 4 and 5 rated MEDIUM would deli  ver 4000 dwellings.

Together, these areas would deliver at least 5380 d  wellings, meeting the requirement
to 2026.

However, before ANY of these sites are allocated fo  r development, we would prefer
town centre development:
1. Increase planned town centre redevelopment dwell  ing delivery at least
proportional to the increased housing requirement i n the SE Plan



2. Redevelop the low density housing and light comm ercial / industrial town
centre site to the south of the railway station to provide high density housing
(similar to what has been achieved in Basingstoke)

3. Develop the town centre site comprising the foot ball and cricket grounds.
These measures together could deliver well in exces s of 1000 dwellings, which would
allow area 5, the smallest and lowest scoring mediu  m-rated Greenfield site, to be
removed from the allocation.

Please refer to Section 5 (paragraphs 5.34-5.35) of the SADPD Participation Document

Qu. 47 Do you agree with the following principles f  or assessing rounding off sites?
(please tick one answer for each question)

Whether their development would harm the physical o r visual character of the
settlement.

Yes

Whether the relationship between the settlement and the surrounding countryside or
other nearby settlements would be harmed.

Yes
Sustainability of any proposed sites.
Yes

Qu.48 Looking at question 47 above, should we adopt a different approach to the
allocation of rounding off sites?

No. This is essentially the regular planning proces s that is fit for purpose and is
suited to small scale development of rounding off s ites.

Please refer to Section 6 (paragraphs 6.1-6.3) and Appendix 6 of the Participation
Document.

Qu.49 Do you have any comments on the initial Susta  inability Appraisal findings?

The lack of consistency shown in the pros and cons of the area assessments is
alarming.
A consistent approach to assessing all the criteria is essential to provide a fair test

that could be supported by the community as a whole and lead to the correct
outcomes.

Our findings, together with a greater emphasis on t he ability of the town centre to
meet future housing needs, have comprehensively deb unked the notion that a



“northern arc” of development is an appropriate str ategy. On the contrary, our best
efforts to assess development potential on the part ial information provided have
highlighted that the least _ sustainable development would lie to the north and east of
Bracknell.

Simply put, the DPD “evidence” appears skewed to pr oduce a conclusion to match a
preconceived notion and is thereby discredited. It is not a defendable position.

Therefore we request that the initial sustainabilit ~ y appraisals are set aside and
replaced with an honest, transparent and comprehens ive comparative appraisal of
each potential area.

Qu.50 Are there any other issues that should be inc  luded within the Sustainability
Appraisal?

Whilst the Council’'s preoccupation with the SPA is understood and accepted, there
are other protected species prevalent in Bracknell Forest including Great Crested
Newts and various species of bats. The sustainabili ty appraisal must take account of

these species and their distributions, since mitiga tion to cater for their needs could
have a significant impact on the capacity of any ar  ea to deliver its predicted housing.

Qu.51 Are there any other issues that we should be looking at in the Site Allocations
Development Plan Document?

Sewage effluent. The ability of any water course to cope with treated effluent from
sewage works relies on dilution. Where a sewage out let contributes a high percentage
of the flow of a water course, it becomes increasin  gly susceptible to hypoxia, which
can cause the rapid death of the fish population an  d other marine life.

It is evident that the Hazelwood Lane sewage treatm  ent plant is already contributing a
high proportion of the flow to The Cut, particularl y during dry weather, when the
natural river flow decreases but the effluent flow remains at a comparatively higher
level. Any development that would result in increas ed volumes of sewage reaching
this plant would exacerbate this situation. Prevent ive measures could include the
addition of tertiary treatment or establishing a bo g habitat into which to direct the
discharge.

Alternately, development could be located elsewhere , with effluent discharge into
existing bog lands or a water course with a greater capacity to accept it.



