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Introduction 
 

At the conclusion of our submission to the Planning Inspectorate for Deadline 3, Heronscourt and 
Colville Gardens Residents Associations (RAs) indicated that they would provide the ExA with a 
response to the Applicant’s answers to the queries raised by the Planning Inspectorate following the 
latest two Issue Specific Hearings on 3rd and 4th December 2019. 
 

In submitting a document in anticipation of Deadline 4, 30th January 2020, we are now aware that 
additional questions and requests for information (ExQ2) were issued on Monday 13th January 2020 
for answers by the Applicant and other Interested Parties (IPs). These answers are required by the 
Deadline 4 date. 
 

We were extremely pleased to note that a section of the further enquiries under ExQ2 are matters 
of major importance to the proposed routing across Turfhill Park and seek additional clarification 
and explanation from the Applicant and other IPs. 
 

We applaud the forthrightness and determination by the ExA to obtain proper explanations on 
how decisions were made and consultations undertaken during the early processes including the 
reasoning behind the last minute switch of the final route BEFORE submitting the project for 
Examination.   
 

For this reason, our Deadline 4 submission, still remains as part of ‘work in progress’ since, like the 
Planning Inspectorate, the RAs remain uncertain what the responses will be to the further questions 
in ExQ2 and what additional clarification and assurances will be provided for all affected residents. It 
also does include concerns about some of the earlier Applicant’s responses to Written 
Representation – Other Parties in Table 5.1 (pages 41 to 54).   
 

Additionally, having anticipated working closely with Surrey Heath Borough Council to ensure that 
our submissions were addressing similar concerns, it is evident that there are serious organisational 
and structural issues within the Council.  We have therefore been unable to co-ordinate our 
responses and similarly we have only recently been able to make contact with Michael Gove, our 
MP.   
 

We remain confident that the Inspectorate are asking the relevant and appropriate questions but we 
highlight in this paper some of the points that do seem to be presenting particular conflicts and 
concerns to both the RAs and Residents of Lightwater at this stage of the Examination. 
 

These include, inter alia, our concerns about materiality and our limited ability to be part of the 
statutory consultation process with the Applicant before and during the examination and leads us to 
highlight some of the on-going issues which we anticipate the Examiners will be addressing over the 
coming weeks. We also anticipate that the publication of ExQ2 responses by the Applicant and 
Interested Parties will evoke some strong feelings and responses from all those affected by the 
proposals.  
 
 

On behalf of the two Residents Associations, we also formally request permission to be involved in 
the newly planned Environmental Specific Hearings to be held on 26th and 27th February 2020. As 
previously we require 4 representatives from the RAs and this could also include several Interested 
Parties. (CT 20022408, BF 20022447, AB 20022422 and KS 20022395) 
 

Your confirmation that our representatives will be able to attend on those two dates will be 
appreciated and will be guided by you on any input you may require from us in relation to Turfhill 
Park. 
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Responses to the Applicant’s answers to the Actions called for by the ExA and 
their responses to HC&CG RA’s Deadline 3 submission 
 
Sections 1 & 3: Consultation, Route Proposal and Materiality 
 
Heronscourt and Colville Gardens Residents’ Associations [HCRA and CGRA] are pleased to note, in 
response to Action number 26 from ISH2, the Applicant states  “The change could nevertheless still 
be proposed and made during the remaining time within the Examination”, thereby acknowledging 
that this change is possible within the current application. 
 
However this acknowledgement is clouded by the inconsistencies, and obfuscation evident in the 
Applicant’s replies to Action points 29 and 32. 
 
The Applicant claims that it would be a “material change” to change back to route F1c, and, in effect, 
then challenge the ExA by refusing to consider it.  And yet, in January 2019, they considered the 
change from the commonly anticipated F1c to the proposed F1a+ to be so “immaterial”, that it did 
not warrant consultation.  Their logic is at best, questionable! 
 
The questions of consultation and materiality have become interlinked in this project, leading to the 
lack of cohesion, confusion and consequent list of untrue statements that litter the Applicant’s 
responses. They seem to have decided “at will” what is material and what is not material, to match 
their desired objectives. 
 
The Applicant lays blame on Surrey Heath Borough Council for listing the bodies with whom they 
should consult.  This lazy decision resulted in their consulting many totally irrelevant bodies, such as 
the Curley Hill Residents’ Association, and many health and welfare organisations with unlikely or 
even remote interest.  They conspicuously ignored HCRA and CGRA, despite the fact that both of 
these bodies are constituted as Limited Companies [HCRA as the Lightwater Residents’ Association in 
July 1984 and CGRA in 1988].  Easy reference to Companies House would have gained this 
information and would have avoided this error, but is symptomatic of this casual or selective 
approach, to this important consultation. 
 
In the HCRA and CGRA submission to Deadline 3 [Section 3 Consultation Process], the chronology of 
consultation failures by the Applicant is comprehensively listed, but some of these are perpetuated 
in their responses to the Actions arising from ISH2 and ISH3.  
 
In the Applicant’s response to Action number 29: 
 
• Paragraph 1 is not true. The Applicant did not communicate the final route with those in the 

vicinity of the scheme. The Applicant categorically did not send a booklet to all properties within 
50 metres of the order limits of the project in March 2019. 

 
• Paragraph 2 may have partly occurred but HCRA ,CGRA and their residents were never on the list 

of prescribed consultees,and never had the opportunity to comment 
 
• In Paragraph 3, the Applicant finally admits that no consultation took place and infers that this is 

a reason for excluding HCRA and CGRA in this decision! 
 
This catalogue of errors is not one with which the Applicant should be proud. 
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Throughout this period, especially in the leaf-free period when the route decision was taken, the 
residences in Heronscourt and Colville Gardens stood clearly visible on the Northern edge of Turfhill 
Park! The failure to recognise them as primarily impacted by the route decision is frankly, 
incomprehensible. If this was deliberate, it was deeply cynical; if it was accidental, it was 
incompetent – especially in view of Esso’s policy, declared at ISH2 “of avoiding residences”. 
 
The fervour of HCRA and CGRA’s objections over the last six months, and latterly at the two ISH’s has 
been visibly obvious, and there is no doubt that this would have been equally vigorous, in every 
format, if expressed in January 2019, but the opportunity never arose.  
 
The problems associated with the route decision would have been exposed to public scrutiny and 
the Applicant would have been forced to justify their decision to abandon route F1c.  HCRA and 
CGRA are confident that with proper consultation and in the public gaze, F1c would have prevailed 
and the question of “materiality” would not have arisen. 
 
Thus the question of “materiality” is of the Applicant’s own creation going back to their inadequate 
identification of “relevant organisations” and perpetuated into their current intransigence in 
defending what is glaringly obvious to be an inferior route across Turfhill Park.  [See Document REP3-
053 in the Project Document Library].   
 
Any consequent actions necessary to survey and thence revert to F1c, claimed in response to Action 
point 26 from ISH2, to be significant and material, all revert back to this initial failure. 
 
The action taken earlier in 2019 for Chobham, and now latterly we understand for Queen Elizabeth 
Park, to change the route should now take place for Turfhill Park. 
 
Section 4: Lack of field surveys 
 
Sand lizards feature significantly in the Applicant’s responses as one of its most important 
considerations in selecting the F1a+ option. 
 
However, the Applicant agrees that they undertook no field studies for the actual presence of sand 
lizards in Turfhill Park but replied that they only undertook desk studies and one site visit to identify 
suitable areas of heathland for them.  
 
The Applicant states that ‘the survey results show that habitat within the Order Limits showed a high 
potential for sand lizards for the F1b and F1c options’.  Couple this with the statement in paragraph 
2.4.3 of the same Appendix, which states ‘..... the combination of desk study results, habitat 
mapping with species experts, presence/absence surveys and population estimate surveys are 
considered likely to present an accurate picture of reptile presence throughout the Order Limits, 
hence no need to do any other field studies’; the words ‘potential and likely’ and ‘Order Limits’ 
clearly indicate that there is no certainty about the conclusions drawn and that it is the Order Limits 
which are the defining dimensions on sand lizard proximity. 
 
It is apparent from walking the route of F1c, the survey results could not have shown any evidence 
of sand lizard habitat actually within the 30 metre Order Limits of F1c.  
 
As the Order Limits are at a maximum 30 metres, which if need be, can be reduced to 15 metres, by 
no stretch of the imagination, is there suitable heathland for sand lizards within or adjacent to the 
Order Limits. It seems that ecological altruism has been the basis for this route selection! 
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Given the very serious implications of changing to F1a+, a decision essentially based on the predicted 
presence  of sand lizard habitat being within the Order Limits of F1c and F1b, the RAs repeat their 
belief that there is more than enough justification for an independent survey to determine whether 
sand lizards or their habitat could be affected by using F1c. 
 
In the event that evidence is found that confirms that there is, such information would be extremely 
useful to the Applicant to enable it to manage the area concerned. 
 
It is noted therefore, that this requirement has been placed on the Applicant by the ExA in questions 
TH 2.6 and TH 2.7 but an independent survey would be more acceptable, recognising that in January 
2020, the lizards are in hibernation. 
 
Section 4: Environmental damage and biodiversity net gains and losses  
  
It is inconceivable also, that primarily from the above conclusion, the decision was made to switch to 
essentially a new route F1a+.  This route runs along heavily wooded paths and was decided upon 
without any comparisons or surveys to determine the particular impact of the removal of a 
significant number of trees upon the environment, the natural habitat, the Residents or the 
Community.  
 
However, the Applicant states that the decision made, was finely balanced! 
 
The Applicant refers to REP2-047/49, however it has not been possible for us to access these sites. 
On all occasions, the link goes back to REP1-003.  
 
Section 4: The Alternative Route 
 
Whilst listing this point under Section 6, it has not in fact, responded in any way to this suggested 
alternative route.  
 
The Applicant has adjusted its construction programme to avoid the period of concern for ground 
nesting birds and shown no evidence of sand lizards or their habitat being adjacent to or on the 
Order Limits of F1b and F1c. 
 
So the RAs have proposed a sight deviation of the F1b/c route to maintain the benefits to the Red 
Road users by continuing to leave the Red Road at the same departure point as F1a+, but then turn 
right along an almost treeless pathway which runs alongside the Red Road to join up with F1c.  
 
This alternative route has several important merits in that it; 
• continues to be well away from the sand lizard release site 
• avoids serious construction issues introduced by the Affinity Water main 
• causes only temporary disturbance to the natural habitat  
• removes all objections and concerns of the Residents and the Community 

 
and enables the Applicant to take advantages of all of the construction benefits of using F1c as set 
out in the submission in the Library document REP3-053, presented by the RAs to the ExA for 
Deadline 3. 
 
The RAs strongly recommend that this option is given very serious consideration. 
 
 



7 
 

Section 5: Community Concerns  
Being unable to access REP2-047/49 the comments below revert to REP1-003. 
 
REP1-003 Paragraph 9.3.48  
 
The Applicant does not seem to recognise the RA’s concerns about the increased risk of flooding by 
the removal of trees. 
 
It is not the destruction of the physical barriers provided by the trees, a position maintained 
throughout this process by the Applicant, but the maintenance of the water table in that area of the 
park that is vital. Turfhill has a very high water table and the presence of the trees presently 
prevents this water table from going from stable to a critical state. 
 
The Applicant rightly makes the point that F1a runs across the Park behind the two estates which is 
immediately adjacent to the highest levels of the Park, peaking at 61 metres. Hence excess water 
naturally flows down towards the estates. 
 
Already, ground water regularly runs into the properties bordering F1a and with the increasing 
likelihood of more frequent extreme weather conditions in the immediate future, both the risk and 
extent of flooding, dramatically increases.   
 
This risk cannot be dismissed in such a cavalier way by the Applicant. 
 
REP1-003 Paragraph 9.3.60  
 
The Applicant has not responded to the risk of increased noise, pollution and dust arising from the 
removal of so many trees. 
 
REP1-003 Paragraph 9.3.65  
 
The Applicant does not address the fact that that during next 18 months or so of the Planning and 
Construction phases, any residents having to sell will have real difficulty doing so. No one will want 
to buy while this process is going on.  
 
Similarly, if trees are removed from Residents’ gardens, values will be compromised or, if their roots 
are disturbed, then the safety of those Residents and the integrity of the property is also 
compromised. 
 
The Applicant states on page 44 Section 5, that ‘land used temporarily would be reinstated in an 
appropriate condition relevant to its previous use’. To come close to restoring the three heavily tree 
lined pathways through Turfhill Park, enjoyed daily by the Community, will take decades.  
 
The Applicant cannot deny that this so called ‘restoration’ will not be like-for like and will result in a 
permanent change to the landscape and that the evidential basis for achieving this outcome, is 
extremely flimsy.  
 
The Community asks why should this need to be done when one of the primary causes for it are 
sand lizards which can be managed, if indeed they are proven to exist in the close proximity of F1c! 
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Section 6: Engineering and Construction 
 
The Water Line  
 
The Applicant states that it has been in discussion with Affinity Water since November 2018, but 
presumably not about Turfhill Park. It would seem that had that been the case, due to the 
complications it presents, it would have been taken into account before the decision was taken to 
switch to this route or prompted a written statement completed by both parties agreeing to discuss 
it, before December 2019. 
 
Communications between the RAs and Affinity Water (AW) indicated that there had been no contact 
between the Applicant and AW before it was raised by the RAs in July 2019.  
 
In the meantime, the Community continues to have major concerns over the integrity of the clean 
water supply to the part of Lightwater served by that main, particularly if AW agree that its 
easement may be used as the feeder route for pipe trucks and heavy plant to and from the 
Compound and ultimately to install/lay the pipeline immediately adjacent to the edge of its 
easement all along its length.   
 
If it strays from this, it will be exceeding its Order Limits.  
 
The RAs are equally concerned about the inevitable destabilisation of tree roots during construction 
and their subsequent re growth, representing a further security threat to the water main that cannot 
be ignored by AW.   
 
The outcome of the discussions between the parties is awaited when further comment will be made. 
 
Comments on the Applicant’s responses to the Actions called for by the ExA 
for Turfhill Park on the 3rd December 2019 
 
Action 6 and 24 
 
The Applicant has provided an arboricultural survey to the RAs. 
 
However, it is incomplete, does not provide or reflect an accurate picture of tree loss and is of little 
value.  
 
F1a+ has three sections, the report only addresses two of them. It misses out completely the narrow 
and heavily wooded section that runs alongside the Guildford Road, where tree loss is likely to be 
heavy. 
 
The report indicates only that trees in excess of 250mm diameter may be directly affected by the 
construction on the two sections it shows.  The Applicant must therefore believe that all other trees, 
no matter what size below 250mm within the Order Limits, have no worth and are dispensable.  
 
It also does not take any note of the substantial trees in Residents’ gardens in the close proximity of 
those shown to be on the boundaries of properties shown on the map. These trees could be 
destabilised (as happened at 33 Heronscourt) by any major root disturbance/removal of those 
shown on the map. 
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A case in point is the garden of 13 Heronscourt which has 18 such trees. 
 
The survey may have employed impeccable standards, but fails to recognise that every tree makes a 
positive contribution. 
 
It also makes no provision for the area proposed to be cleared for the Compound and the necessary 
turning circle large enough to allow 40ft pipe carrying trucks to manoeuvre.   
 
In the Applicant’s drawings, the Compound appears to be sited in virgin woodland, however it has 
been mooted that this might now be sited in clear heathland, that happens to be the ideal habitat 
for sand lizards which needs to be protected! 
 
These three major deficiencies must be addressed before any estimate can be made on the number 
of trees that will be affected. This in turn will inform on; 
 
• the increased risk of flooding 

 
• the impacts on noise, pollution and dust arising from tree loss bordering the Red Road, Guildford 

Road and overflying aircraft 
 
• the requirements of the SHBC Park Management Plan to maintain a 40/70 metre tree belt around 

the perimeter of the Park to shield it against nearby roads and houses.  
 
Action 25 
Addressed above under Section 6 Engineering and Construction. 
 
Action 26 
Addressed above under Section 1 & 3 
 
Action 29 
Addressed above under Section 1 & 3 
 
Action 32 
 
Under Section 6 of the Applicant’s responses to Other Parties, it states ‘However, following 
significant consideration and engagement with multiple environmental bodies, the Applicant has 
selected the route that best balances the competing environmental considerations in this highly 
constrained area’. 
 
The Applicant, by its own admission (as highlighted by the 13th January 2020 questions by the ExA) 
has made no comparison of the environmental, natural habitat and Community impacts between 
the two options, so it is difficult to understand how that statement can be made.  
 
The RAs agree with the 3rd paragraph of the Applicants response to Action 32, that there is sufficient 
evidence to demonstrate that protected species are living in the heathland alongside the existing 
pipeline route.  What it fails to say is that the only heathland known to accommodate sand lizards 
runs alongside F1c for only a short distance and is far removed from the existing line.  Other suitable 
heathland to the north east is even further removed from F1c. 
 
The RAs totally disagree with the statement in paragraph 5 that F1a+ would be “likely” to have a 
better environmental outcome versus the other options considered.  
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In the RAs submission for Deadline 2, a detailed comparison was made between the impacts of F1c 
and F1a+.  It has no intention of reiterating those here, only to repeat that; 
 
• the choice of F1a+ leads to permanent long term damage to the Environment and the Natural 

Habitat and to an important and daily used amenity for the Community   
 

• the choice of F1c causes only short term temporary disturbance to the Natural Habitat and, if at 
all, the particular habitat for sand lizards 

 
It is very obvious that the decision to abandon F1c creates a serious biodiversity net loss, is 
imbalanced and ignores all of the benefits of F1c over F1a+ as listed in the RA’s submission to the 
ExA Library document REP3-053.  
 
All this in the mistaken belief that some permanent damage may occur to sand lizard habitat. 
 
Action 34 
 
In paragraphs 3 and 4 of the Applicant’s response to Action 34, it implies that the extent and cost of 
the programmes of mitigating damage to sand lizard habitat is the predominant reason for 
abandoning this route in favour of F1a+.  It would seem to the RAs that this cost should not be a 
consideration when compared to the potential causal damage and the construction complexity of 
F1a+. 
 
It is hard also to imagine how the Applicant can determine the scope of mitigation necessary as no 
definitive identification of sand lizard presence has been attempted. The report states that there 
exists only ‘….the potential for sand lizards’ and with no information on their distribution, cannot 
substantiate this conclusion. 
 
In any event, as the only area of sand lizard habitat remotely close to F1c is the release area, the RAs 
cannot understand why the Applicant states that the whole of F1c would need to be fenced off.  If 
that would be to prevent sand lizards straying or having strayed from their potential habitats onto 
the Order Limits of F1c, then the likelihood must be zero, as the Order Limits can be classed as a very 
hostile environment for them for the reasons set out in the RA’s Deadline 2 submission to the ExA. 
 
One fact which cannot be ignored is that as the construction period is between October and January, 
the sand lizards will be in hibernation during this time in their heathland habitat and far from any 
construction activity. 
 
One final point, as the Applicant is required to apply consistent standards in managing the 
environmental and ecological impact of the pipeline and its construction, it maintains that its 
approach to Chobham  Common  and Turfhill Park is consistent.  However, this cannot be the case, 
as detailed field studies for sand lizard presence were done in Chobham but no remotely similar 
studies were done in Turfhill.  Furthermore, the pipeline route from Deepcut to the Red Road also 
passes through established sand lizard habitat which the Applicant will have to mitigate.   
 
There seems to be significant inconsistency in their treatment of Turfhill Park. 
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Conclusion 
 
As mentioned in the Introduction, we await answers to the questions posed by the ExA by Deadline 
4 and we are certain that additional issues will need to be raised either at the upcoming ISHs or in 
writing to the ExA. 
 
 
 
 
 
Heronscourt  Residents  Assocation 
Colville Gardens Residents Association 
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