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Introduction 

Most representations have been summarised and key issues drawn out.  In many cases 

representations relating to the same issue have been put together, in some cases many 

representations were received on the same issue.  Each representor ID number is listed 

using square brackets.   

In most cases, if officers believe a change to the Local Plan is needed, the text of the 

change is set out in the document.  Bold text is used to show additional text and strike 

through example is used to show where text would be removed.  These suggested changes 

will be sent to the Planning Inspector and discussed with them as part of the Examination 

Process. 

All acronyms used are listed at the front of the document.  To reduce text length SBC has 

been used rather than Spelthorne Borough Council, EA has been used for Environment 

Agency, SCC for Surrey County Council, etc. 

All of those who have responded to the Local Plan consultation have been assigned a 

responser ID number.  These can be found in CD011  Representations Made Under 

Regulation 20 in Representor Name Order.  Pressing the Ctrl and the F button on the 

keyboard brings up the find function, type part of the name (e.g. Jones) will bring up the 

number of times that name appears in the document.  The up and down arrows can then be 

used to navigate between them.  Representor ID appears on each of the forms, at the top, in 

brackets after the name.  This is NOT the same as the Response ID, as one representor 

may have made multiple responses.  Please note your response ID.  Then within this 

document you can use the find function again to locate your representations. 
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List of abbreviations used 

Abbreviation Full text 

5YHLS Five Year Housing Land Supply 

BHS British Horse Society 

CIL Community Infrastructure Levy 

CVRP Colne Valley Regional Park Trust 

DfE Department for Education 

DfT Department for Transport 

EA Environment Agency 

EBC Elmbridge Borough Council 

FC Forestry Commission  

GBA Green Belt Assessment 

GBC Guildford Borough Council 

HBF Home Builders Federation 

ICB NHS Surrey Heartlands Integrated Care Board 

IDP Infrastructure Delivery Plan 

LBH London Borough of Hounslow 

NG National Grid 

NPPF (2021) National Planning Policy Framework 

RBBC Reigate and Banstead Bouough Council 

LBR&W London Borough of Richmond and Wandsworth 

RBC Runnymede Borough Council 

RBWM Royal Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead 

RTS River Thames Scheme 

SA Sustainability Appraisal 

SBC Spelthorne Borough Council 

SCC Surrey County Council 

SE Sport England 

SWT Surrey Wildlife Trust 

TfL Transport for London 

TW Thames Water 

Type of Organisation How referenced in officer responses Example 

Statutory Consultee By name (abbreviated if required) EA, DfT 

Advisory Body By name (abbreviated if required) SWT, CVRP 

Member of Public Individual 

Developer/Landowner/Promoter Developer 

Residents Association Residents Association  Staines Town Society, LoSRA 

Community Interest Group Community Interest Group Keep Kempton Green 

Local Authorities By name (abbreviated if required) RBC, EBC, RBWM 
Spelthorne and/or County 
Councillor Councillor 

Interest Group By name (abbreviated if required) British Horse Society 
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Plan as a Whole, Sustainability Appraisal and Evidence Base

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

LBR&W [25693857] comment that they 

support approach to DtC 

Noted.  The Council will continue to have on-going engagement with LBR&W as part of the 

Duty to Cooperate

No DtC

RBBC [42131713] comment on housing need 

and state they cannot meet any unmet need.  

Note continual engagement between both 

authorities

Noted.  The Council will continue to engage with all neighbouring authorities to ensure 

effective cross boundary working

No DtC 

Highways assessment close to 

Borough boundary

Noted.  At present no mitigation has been identified however should any further work 

demonstrate impacts, particularly on the noted roads, then this will be shared with 

neighbours

No Strategic 

Highways 

Assessment 

Green Belt Assessment assessing sites 

close to Borough boundary

Noted.  No GBA

Concerns over increase in population 

and lack of expansion of utility 

infrastructure; sewerage, water 

supply, gas network expansion, 

electrical power transmission needs 

[33960033] [33516193] [23601825]

Noted. Throughout the development of the Local Plan the service providers, including 

utilities, have been kept updated with the amount of development and the likely locations 

of this. This has allowed providers to assess where the development needs will be and to 

determine if additional provision is required. This information is within the IDP which will be 

updated as and when new information is provided.

No IDP & IDP Part 2

Concerns over access to train 

facilities and quality of provision in 

services [42037633]

Noted  South Western Railway are one of the service providers that have been consulted on 

during the development of the IDP.  It has ben set out that some improvements to stations 

in Spelthorne are planned to be carried out.  

No IDP & IDP Part 2

Concerns over a lack of education 

provision in Staines and the rest of 

the Borough [23601825] [33960033] 

[33516193]

Noted.  Throughout the development of the Local Plan the service providers, such as SCC, 

have been kept updated with the amount of development and the likely locations of this.  

This has allowed providers such as education to assess where the development needs will 

be and to determine if additional provision is required.  SCC have informed the Council that 

there is sufficient capacity within existing primary and secondary schools to absorb the 

expected increase in pupil numbers across Spelthorne.  This information is within the IDP 

which will be updated as and when new information is provided 

No IDP & IDP Part 2

Concerns over lack of fire services 

following closure of two stations and 

only one in the Borough [23601825]

Noted.  SCC  ad Surrey Fires and Rescue are responsible for the management of fire and 

rescue services in the Borough.  The new fire station at Fordbridge serves all of Spelthorne 

and the IDP sets out that there are no proposals to further extend the facilities or the 

number of vehicles at present.

No IDP & IDP Part 2

RBWM [42130017] note that highways 

assessment has been undertaken including 

A30 exit from M25J13 and B376 which cross 

boundary. Raise that they would want to know 

of any mitigation.  Also make reference to the 

GBA assessing sites close to the Borough 

boundary to justify exceptional circumstances

Concerns over general infrastructure provision 

to cope with increasing population and 

expected increased demand [33516193]
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Plan as a Whole, Sustainability Appraisal and Evidence Base

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Concerns over healthcare provision 

and impacts of growth especially in 

Staines [23601825] [33516193]

The IDP has identified a shortfall in funding for new healthcare provision.  The focus of the 

IDP part 2 is to seek contributions from developers and monies for healthcare forms part of 

this ask.  The IDP also identifies the Health and wellbeing centre in Staines, and its required 

funding, which is proposed to come forward as part of an allocation in the Local Plan.  The 

Council have been working with the ICB and NHS to set out where development is proposed 

and the subsequent growth in population resulting from this.  Additional funding is also site 

for expansions to Sunbury Health Centre which also is in an area where growth is likely to 

see increased demand.

No IDP & IDP Part 2

Concerns over transport provision 

across the Borough especially in the 

lack of bus services [23601825] 

[33516193]

Noted.  In the case of bus services these are run by private companies and where not 

profitable the routes are administered by SCC.  SCC, as part of LTP4, have published a bus 

service improvement plan 

No IDP & IDP Part 2

Individual [19813377] comments on IDP 

lacking detail and being out of date

Disagree.  The IDP has undergone two separate consultations with service providers prior to 

the Reg 19.  The IDP sets out the requirements of these providers when assessed against 

the quantum of and location of proposed development.  The IDP is an iterative document 

that is updated as new information becomes available.

No IDP & IDP Part 2

ICB [41800097] comment that they wish to see 

the IDP and CIL funding to support health care 

provision

Noted. The IDP sets out that there is an identified shortfall when it comes in funding to 

cover healthcare provision in the Borough.  The IDP part 2 sets out where allocated sites 

can contribute to reducing this shortfall through developer contributions.  There are 

competing services for these funds.

No IDP & IDP Part 2

DfE [42118273] raise concerns over the lack of 

reference to education contributions in IDP 

part 2

Noted.  The IDP Part 2 sets out known infrastructure costs.  It is anticipated that CIL may 

contribute to the provision of any identified infrastructure needs.  At present no specific 

funding requirements have been identified for SEND provision however the IDP is an 

iterative document which will be updated when new information becomes available

No IDP & IDP Part 2

Support for IDP Noted.  Opportunities exist for further work to develop some of the suggested schemes  No IDP

Need for some additional information 

for the SHAR

Noted.  SCC have developed the SHAR in conjunction with the Council and on-going 

engagement with NH is essential to developing a robust highways assessment.  

Consideration of the M25 junctions is noted and additional work can be undertaken to 

support this

No SHAR

Concern over viability Noted.  The Local Plan has had a viability assessment completed to consider the costs 

associated with development.  The IDP sets out where developer contributions could be 

sought and what funding gaps would need to be closed in order to provide for services that 

support development.  

No Viability 

assessment

Issues with DtC Noted.  The Council has had on-going engagement with its neighbours and other authorities 

over the course of the development of the Local Plan and this is set out in the DtC 

compliance statement

No DtC

Concerns over general infrastructure provision 

to cope with increasing population and 

expected increased demand [33516193]

Developer [42320673] raises concern over 

viability and the requirements of CIL.  The 

submission also raises questions about DtC and 

discussions with neighbours over any unmet 

needs.  The submission also has concerns over 

the scoring for the SA

National Highways [41823137] support the 

opportunities for improvements near the 

strategic road network in IDP. NH note the 

need for additional information concerning 

M25 j13 and j14 and to account for modal shift 

to active travel/public transport
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Plan as a Whole, Sustainability Appraisal and Evidence Base

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Scoring of sites in SA The Sustainability Appraisal has been produced to demonstrate how each site and policy 

scores against various criteria.  The site allocations site specific requirements set out what 

each site is expected to consider and provide for as  a means of securing planning 

permission.  This could involve contributions to infrastructure where deemed necessary and 

seeking to help to encourage a modal shift toward sustainable and active travel.  

No SA

Evidence base out of date Disagree. Much of the evidence base has been completed in the last 12 months and 

presents as up-to-date a picture of the Borough as possible.  The latest retail update was 

produced in 2018 however a further update has not been produced since given the impacts 

of the pandemic.  The scenarios in 2018 update remain valid 

No Retail and Town 

Centres

Documents published late - HRA Disagree.  The Council published documents during the course of the consultation period as 

and when they were completed and became available.  In the case of the Habitats 

Regulations assessment this was produced in conjunction with Natural England who agree 

with the conclusions of the assessment.

No Habitats 

Regulations 

Assessment

Documents published late - SFRA Disagree.  SFRA level 1 was published ahead of the consultation for Reg 19 beginning and 

the Level 2 was published during the consultation.  This was because this was the point 

when the Level 2 had been completed but still allowed opportunity for those who wish to 

view it to do so and comment

No SFRA

Key Diagram to be updated with the 

indicative RTS boundary

Noted.  Whilst the key diagram does not need updating to make the Plan sound, 

consideration will be given to updating this for information

Yes Local Plan key 

diagram

Key diagram to be updated with the latest 

boundary for the River Thames Scheme - 

detail to be provided by SCC

Amend Para 2.15 from River Thames 

(Flood Relief) Scheme to River 

Thames Scheme

Noted. Whilst the Objectives does not need updating to make the Plan sound, consideration 

will be given to updating this for information

Yes Local Plan 

objectives

Objectives to be updated

Update for IDP on RTS Noted.  The IDP is an iterative document and can be updated when new information 

becomes available.

Yes IDP Include updated wording on RTS in IDP 

once provided by SCC

DtC issue over neighbour's unmet 

needs

Disagree.  The Council are seeking to meet their needs in full and have not sought others to 

meet any unmet need.  The DtC compliance statement sets out the Council's engagement 

with its neighbours and other authorities.  The only neighbour currently asking for us to 

help meet their unmet need is Elmbridge Council, who are also at the pre-submission stage. 

We believe Elmbridge has not sufficiently evidenced their current position of not being able 

to meet their own need in full and why this position has changed recently. 

No DtC Compliance 

document 

Individual [41882049] has concerns over parts 

of the evidence base being out of date.  Retail 

document is from 2015.  The submission also 

raises concerns over timing of publication of 

some documents during the consultation 

period [25674497] [33516193]

SCC [41555105] indicates that updates are 

required to River Thames Scheme on key 

diagram and to wording in Our Destination 

'tackling climate change'.  The submission also 

suggests updated wording for reference to RTS 

in IDP.

Developer [42320673] raises concern over 

viability and the requirements of CIL.  The 

submission also raises questions about DtC and 

discussions with neighbours over any unmet 

needs.  The submission also has concerns over 

the scoring for the SA

HBF [1120381] raise concerns about DtC as 

Spelthorne have not fully considered unmet 

need from neighbouring authorities.  Also 

highlight that the SA considerations led to the 

Plan only seeking to meet minimum 

requirement without establishing if strategy, 

or alternative, could meet more homes than 

the minimum
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Plan as a Whole, Sustainability Appraisal and Evidence Base

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

SA leading Council to only meeting 

minimum target

As above the Council propose to meet its needs in full to comply with the standard method 

and national policy as set out in the NPPF.  The Plan proposes Green Belt release as part of 

meeting this need and information on this is set out in the Exceptional Circumstances topic 

paper.  No further Green Belt release is required to meet that need, beyond that identified 

in the Plan. An option of releasing larger amounts of Green Belt to deliver above our need 

and potentially to assist neighbouring authorities who are unable to meet their need in full 

was considered at the Issues & Options stage and discounted due to the unacceptable 

impacts this would cause and this was set out in the Sustainability Appraisal.  The SA has 

provided a robust narrative to show how the Council has considered meeting its needs and 

the impacts of this and also the effectiveness of any alternative strategies.  The SA confirms 

that the spatial strategy for the Local Plan is best option to pursue to meet needs and 

minimise impacts.

No SA

SLAA not considered flood risk Disagree.  SLAA sites include allocations and those likely to come forward for development.  

The site allocations have been subject to assessment for flood risk through the Strategic 

Flood Risk Assessment.  Sites that come forward through the planning process, and do not 

require allocating in the Local Plan, will be assessed on a case by case basis in regard to 

their risk of flooding using the most up-to-date data available.  Flooding absolute 

No SLAA

Issue with DtC Noted.  The Council has had on-going engagement with its neighbours and other authorities 

over the course of the development of the Local Plan and this is set out in the DtC 

compliance statement

No DtC

Issues with evidence base The Local Plan evidence base has been populated by documents as and when they have 

been completed and these have been published over the development of the Local Plan. 

These documents take time to complete, check and make sure they are suitable to be 

published.  Those documents that were complete were published in time for the start of the 

consultation and a small number of others were completed during the course of the 

consultation.  In the case of the Spelthorne Biodiversity Action Plan (BAP) the work on this 

was paused due to emergence of Local Nature Recovery Strategies (LNRS) and the decision 

to produce a Green and Blue Infrastructure SPD.  This was to ensure no duplication and 

make the relevant documents effective.  The partial work on the BAP will inform the LNRS 

and G&B SPD and these documents will carry greater weight for decision-making.

No General 

evidence base 

comments

Concern over the baseline used for 

strategic highways assessment report 

(SHAR)

Noted.  The SHAR 2022 uses to scenarios 'Do Minimum'(DM) and Do Something (DS).  Both 

scenarios use the same baseline, which is committed ad planned developments in 

Spelthorne since 2014.  The DS includes an uplift to account for Local Plan allocations and 

windfall sites as included within the SLAA.  In the SHAR April 2022 the scenarios are 

extended to 2037 to cover the Local Plan period and this is an increase from the SHAR 2019 

which considers the period to 2035.  This document was completed in April 2022 and 

published ahead of the Regulation 19 consultation.

No SHAR 2019 and 

2022

Individual [19813377] comments that the SLAA 

has not considered flood risk or as an absolute 

constraint.  The submission also makes 

reference to the DtC.  The submission also 

refers to evidence base and documents being 

slow to be published and changes made prior 

to consultation e.g. Spelthorne BAP being 

removed as key evidence.  Concerns over the 

highways assessment and baseline applied. 

Submission makes comment on the spatial 

portrait and this not aligning with the Plan

HBF [1120381] raise concerns about DtC as 

Spelthorne have not fully considered unmet 

need from neighbouring authorities.  Also 

highlight that the SA considerations led to the 

Plan only seeking to meet minimum 

requirement without establishing if strategy, 

or alternative, could meet more homes than 

the minimum
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Plan as a Whole, Sustainability Appraisal and Evidence Base

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Spatial portrait is at odds with Local 

Plan strategy

The spatial portrait provides information to give an up-to-date picture of the Borough at the 

time of the publication of the Local Plan for Regulation 19 consultation.  The spatial strategy 

seeks to address as many of the issues as possible and identifies were improvements could 

be sought through relevant policies.  

No Spatial Portrait - 

Appendix A

Topic paper being published Disagree.  The Topic Paper provides a summary of the background and the exceptional 

circumstances surrounding release of Green belt which accords with the Spatial Strategy 

and the detail in the Local Plan builds on this

No Topic Paper - 

exceptional 

circumstances

GBA assessment of sites is flawed Noted.  The GBA stages 1 & 2 were carried out by a consultant with experienced in 

undertaking such work using a methodology that is utilised by many other Local Authorities.  

No GBA

Housing supply and delivery Noted.  The trajectory sets out how the Council anticipates sites to come forward and this 

corresponds with the allocations and their respective timeframes in the Local Plan.  Green 

Belt boundaries can only be altered during the Local Plan process

No Housing 

trajectory & five 

year supply

Discounted site allocations/officer 

site assessment does not present fair 

characterisation

Disagree.  The process for site selection follows a robust approach using the methodology 

to assess sites which are suitable for inclusion in the Plan and to discount those which are 

not.  This accords with the Spatial Strategy

No Officer Site 

Assessment and 

Sustainability 

Appraisal

SHMA - lack of distinguishment 

between C2

Noted.  The SHMA sets out the requirement for older persons housing as part of its 

consideration of housing needs in the Borough.  The level of care that may be required or 

provided varies depending on the needs of the individual or the type of development.  This 

would be assessed under the provisions of C2 as and when a planning application came 

forward

No Strategic 

Housing Market 

Assessment

Supports the objectives and the SA Noted.  The site has been included in the Local Plan and the allocation sets out site specific 

requirements for the development.   

No SA

No 5 year land supply Noted No Housing 

delivery/5 year 

supply

Consideration of site in context of 

GBA

Noted.  The GBA Stage 3 provides a continuation of the approaches to 1&2 to further 

analyse the sites that are proposed to be released from the GB.  This is to ensure that only 

where there is suitability to be released this occurs and defensible boundaries can be 

identified and maintained.

No GBA

Exceptional circumstances for release 

of site for employment use

Disagree. The Local Plan proposes release of some sites within the Green Belt to support 

housing delivery.  The ELNA has not identified any additional sites to be released from the 

Green Belt to support employment use in the Borough

No GBA/ELNA

Developer [42272161] supports the Local Plan 

objectives and the SA in relation to their site 

which is an allocation and confirms 

deliverability within first 5 years.  The 

submission also sets out that there is no 5 year 

land supply at present and this justifies sites 

within the Green Belt being brought forward 

and this is reflected in the GBA stage 3.  From 

this consideration should be given to the 

southern part of the site 

Individual [42239329] comments on DtC, GBA 

and ELNA.  The submission comments on 

exceptional circumstances existing for release 

of site from Green Belt for employment use 

and disagree with site assessments.  

Submission takes issue with DtC as SoCG still 

outstanding

Individual [19813377] comments that the SLAA 

has not considered flood risk or as an absolute 

constraint.  The submission also makes 

reference to the DtC.  The submission also 

refers to evidence base and documents being 

slow to be published and changes made prior 

to consultation e.g. Spelthorne BAP being 

removed as key evidence.  Concerns over the 

highways assessment and baseline applied. 

Submission makes comment on the spatial 

portrait and this not aligning with the Plan

Developer [41643681] sets out that the topic 

paper on background and exceptional 

circumstances should have been published 

before the consultation and the position of CIL 

and Affordable Housing provision for C2 sites 

should also be made explicit.  The GBA is 

flawed in its assessment of sites.  Submission 

also comments on housing supply and need for 

GB sites to meet early housing delivery.  The 

submission also comments on discounted sites 

and has concerns the scoring is overly negative 

and does not present a fair characterisation of 

sites. The submission also have strong 

objections to the SHMA methodology, as no 

distinguishment has been made between 

market/affordable/extra care or any other 

tenures
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Plan as a Whole, Sustainability Appraisal and Evidence Base

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

DtC not been satisfied Disagree. The DtC compliance statements set out the engagement that the Council have 

had with neighbouring authorities and others and was published ahead of Regulation 19  

The Duty is not a duty to agree but to demonstrate continued engagement over strategic 

issues.

No DtC

RA [33516193] has concerns that SFRA level 2 

has not screened in all sites in FZ2 and none in 

FZ1.  Makes Level 2 inconsistent as not all 

allocation sites have undergone sequential test 

[19813377]

Disagree.  All allocated sites have been assessed as part of the SFRA to identify flood risks.  

Those with a higher risk of flooding have been included as part of the assessment in SFRA 

level 2.  Some sites in flood zone 2 have also been assessed in level 2 where it is forecast 

that climate change could result in an increased risk of flooding.  Those sites not included as 

part of this assessment have been judged to not be at risk of flooding or where the risk is 

not likely to worsen as a result of changing climatic conditions.  

No SFRA

RA [33516193] provides a copy of a design 

guide and code

Noted. No

Developer [19637825] sets out that the 

allocated site is deliverable within years 1-5 of 

the Plan

Noted. No Housing 

trajectory

SCC [19592417] comment that some current 

minerals sites are missing from the Policies 

map

Noted.  The areas previously included were supplied by SCC.  Having reconsidered this, the 

decision has been taken to remove all Minerals and Waste sites from the policies map.  This 

is because there are no specific policies relating to M&W in the Local Plan and all decisions 

are made by the County Council.  As such reference should be made to SCC's interactive 

map for these sites

Yes Policies Map All Waste and Minerals sites to be 

removed from the Map as these are not 

covered by specific policies

Individual [19545249] states the SFRA should 

identify flood zone 3b

Agree. All flood zones and the impacts on proposed development have been identified and 

assessed as part of the SFRA to inform the Local Plan

No SFRA

Individual [33832961] comments that officer 

site assessments do not assess sites against 

local road usage

Noted.  This has been assessed within the Strategic Highways Assessment for sites that are 

proposed to be allocated for development and including within the SLAA

No Officer site 

assessments - 

allocated sites

Developer [42188193] suggests that 

exceptional circumstances exist to justify 

release of further sites from GB and the 

scoring in GBA is not accurate

Disagree.  The Council have proposed the release of sites from the GB to meet needs as 

part of the spatial strategy.  The GBA has been developed by an experienced consultant 

who has undertaken a thorough assessment based on a widely used methodology.

No GBA

Developer [42254977] sets out that the ELNA 

is not prepared in accordance with the PPG 

and additional land should be set aside for 

employment use in the Plan

[42140481]

Disagree.  The ELNA has been developed in line with the most up-to-date evidence available 

at the time and on line with current planning policy.  This considers the specific 

circumstances in Spelthorne and has determined that no additional land beyond that 

included in the Plan is required for employment use.

No ELNA

Individual [42239329] comments on DtC, GBA 

and ELNA.  The submission comments on 

exceptional circumstances existing for release 

of site from Green Belt for employment use 

and disagree with site assessments.  

Submission takes issue with DtC as SoCG still 

outstanding

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 8



Policy ST1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [19637825] supports the policy for 

being unambiguous in seeking to approve 

planning applications that accord with the 

Local Plan policies without delay

Noted. No

Individual [19551713] is concerned that the 

policy implies the removal of the rights of local 

affected residents to object to planning 

application

Disagree. The policy reflects planning legislation and national policy. There is no change to 

manner in which applications are considered, which includes consulting relevant parties, 

and representations that raise material considerations will be taken into account.

No

Developer [42051521] considers the policy to 

repeat national policy

Noted. Whilst Para. 16 of the NPPF says local plan policies should avoid replicating national 

policy, inclusion here sets the tone for our Local Plan and a positively prepared strategy that 

can be delivered in a timely fashion.

No

Residents Association [11180845 & 1120841] 

considers this policy should be amended to 

adjust the housing target to reflect local 

constraints and omits where the strategy 

might be inconsistent with achieving 

sustainable development

Disagree. Reasons are set out in ST2 where the spatial strategy is analysed No

Individual [19813377] combined with ST2 

objections to the spatial strategy for not giving 

equal weight to the three arms of 

sustainability

Disagree. Reasons are set out in ST2 where the spatial strategy is analysed and with 

reference to the Sustainability Appraisal

No

Residents Association [19552033] questions 

what circumstances would result in no policies 

being relevant to the application or if they are 

out of date and why permission would be 

granted in that event

Noted. The corresponding reference in the NPPF is intended to explain the decision-making 

process in light of where an application should be considered against national policy 

because a local policy does not cover the issue or the Local Plan becomes out of date 

before it is updated. ST1 exists to prevent a policy vacuum to allow decisions to proceed in 

a positive manner, taking account of material planning considerations and the planning 

balance to be struck.

No
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Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Site specific comments from a developer 

regarding an omission site used for recycling 

processing and considers it should be removed 

from the Green Belt [19546433]

Noted. This site was put forward for release from the Green Belt and was assessed (see 

Officer Site Assessments - Discounted Sites) but it was considered that exceptional 

circumstances did not exist to outweigh the harm

No

CVRP [41803201] objects to specific site 

allocation (ST4/025)

Noted. This representation does not make comment on the overall spatial strategy and is 

considered under the site allocation reference.

No

The EA [19771841] raises concern over flood 

risk in respect of the spatial strategy and 

individual allocations

Noted.  These concerns have been addressed in detail within policy E3 and the individual 

site allocations.

No

Suggestions for development opportunities 

from an individual for a site in Ashford town 

centre to support entertainment facilities 

[41817121]

Noted. It is unclear what site this is and whether the respondent has an interest in it. The 

respondent is invited to provide further detail to our next Call For Sites exercise

No

A councillor [19531809] comments on the 

importance of open space and Green Belt but 

recognises the need for new homes. Would 

prefer traveller sites to be provided on 

brownfield land and fewer Green Belt release 

sites. Development should be focused in towns 

such as Staines, where there are more 

opportunities for growth, excellent design and 

meeting our housing need. Supports extension 

of Oyster Card into Spelthorne and the light 

rail scheme linking Staines with Heathrow 

Airport.

Noted. The Plan aims to strike a balance between protecting our green spaces and 

preventing harmful overdevelopment of the urban areas, focusing development on 

brownfield sites and supporting the growth of Staines with the Staines Development 

Framework. No sites were put forward or were otherwise identified for our travelling 

community in the urban area and in any case it can be difficult to accommodate their 

specialist needs in residential or employment areas, where the land values mean this type 

of use would be deliverable. The Plan is supportive of the transport initiatives raised but 

these are largely outside the remit of planning policy.

No

An individual [42220321] generally supports 

the provisions of the Plan to meet housing 

need, given the number of people on the 

Council's housing register. Further brownfield 

sites may be available for development that 

could reduce the reliance on Green Belt 

release sites. Additional site put forward on 

brownfield land. The White House scheme 

(Green Belt) should not have been discounted.

Support noted. Brownfield sites have been reviewed extensively to focus development here 

before considering Green Belt release. The site mentioned does not appear to have been 

put forward prior to this stage and should be submitted at the next Call For Sites exercise. 

However, as a non-Green Belt site, delivery does not depend on adoption of the new Local 

Plan and does not require allocation if it is not included within this iteration of the Plan. The 

White House scheme was reviewed again after the Preferred Options consultation. Sites 

identified for allocation were considered against the current spatial strategy, agreed by 

members of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. 

No

Individual [40366753], [40923617], Residents 

Association [33516193] Strategy is creating 

overdevelopment

Proposed overdevelopment of 

Staines/Spelthorne/Ashford

Disagree. The Council has decided to pursue a strategy which is balanced and meets the 

needs of the community over the Local Plan period. The Local Plan strategy has been tested 

against the Sustainability Appraisal objectives and was deemed to have the most balanced 

impacts across social, environmental and economic objectives when compared to 

alternatives. By majority, The Council agreed on the spatial strategy.

No
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Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [41643681] Provision of housing in 

Green Belt should be greater

Smaller parcels of land should be 

assessed in the Green Belt 

Assessment. 

Disagree. The Council has previously carried out a stage 1 Green Belt Assessment of larger 

local areas, followed by a finer grained assessment of smaller areas through the Green Belt 

Assessment stage 2. The identification of sub areas was carried out using identifiable 

boundary features - where sites have not been assessed this is due to the lack of defensible 

boundaries. 

No

An individual [42037633] raises concerns over 

too many flats, not enough outdoor space, 

disabled access and elements of the new 

leisure centre in Staines

Noted. The spatial strategy includes a small amount of Green Belt release to deliver family 

homes with gardens. Without these sites, 98% of the new homes built during the Plan 

period would be flats. Larger sites would be expected to include public open space and 

there are no proposals to build on existing parks in the urban area. Policy H1 includes 

provision for accessible homes. Dropped kerbs are a matter for Surrey County Council as 

the highway authority. The new leisure centre was granted planning permission in June 

2021.

No

A developer [42188001] considers the Plan 

should meet the needs of Heathrow expansion

Disagree. We work closely with Heathrow Airport Ltd and the Heathrow Strategic Planning 

Group. Our information on the expansion is that any expansion plans, which have been 

paused since Covid-19, are unlikely to be brought to bear in the first five years of the Local 

Plan at the earliest. There are currently no exceptional circumstances to warrant amending 

boundaries to meet additional need for employment land at the present time (see 

Exceptional Circumstances topic paper) but this will be reviewed at the 5-year stage if plans 

are being developed at that point. The site in question was one Heathrow Airport Ltd (HAL) 

were seeking for a car park of considerable size and was not supported by the Council. Our 

view was that HAL would need to make an argument under 'very special circumstances' as 

part of the Development Consent Order process as we were unconvinced of the need for 

this scale of parking and were concerned over the impacts on the Borough. We would not 

have sought to allocate this site and release it from the Green Belt even if expansion plans 

were in progress.

No

More should be done to use our 

constraints as a strong basis for 

setting a housing target below our 

need figure. The Plan represents only 

the 'least worst' option

Disagree. The topic paper on the Journey of our Local Plan sets out the considerable 

number of task group and committee meetings where this issue has been debated robustly. 

Whatever housing target is set, whether below, at or above our need, it does not act as a 

cap and development will continue to come forward at the current rate. The same applies if 

we have no up to date Local Plan, and it is evident the effect this is having on appeal 

decisions where we do not have 5-year housing supply. What the Local Plan aims to do is 

provide more protection against overdevelopment, particularly in Staines, more community 

benefits, more affordable housing, more family homes than we can currently deliver with 

an out of date Local Plan. That has meant some incredibly challenging decisions for 

Members in agreeing a Plan that releases even just a relatively small amount of Green Belt 

but in doing so they carefully balanced the adverse impact against the benefits of the 

strategy and the continued risk of an out of date Plan. The Local Plan will not please 

everyone. Has a Local Plan ever pleased everybody? It's about deciding on a well-evidenced 

and balanced strategy that aims to achieve the most benefit for the least harm, which 

Members agreed by a strong majority. This does not represent the 'least worst' approach.

NoAn individual [19813377] provides a lengthy 

lists of criticisms of the Plan, covering a variety 

of matters. Many of these are also covered 

under the respective policies.

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 11



Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Plan is just about houses and not 

enough infrastructure to support 

growth. 

Disagree. The Plan also delivers Gypsy and Traveller sites, a new sixth form college, a 

replacement community centre, policies to support climate change mitigation, 

employment, retail and infrastructure.

No

The Plan does not do enough to deal 

with flooding and climate change

Disagree. Within the remit of the planning system, the Local Plan has done more than ever 

to tackle these issues. As well as the policies in the Plan, there will also be supplementary 

guidance on Flood Risk (following LP adoption) and Climate Change (already commenced). 

As the respondent notes, Spelthorne can't resolve everything but we have pushed the 

policy requirements as far as possible while taking account of other factors such as viability 

and deliverability.

No

Consultation outcomes ignored Disagree. The Journey of our Local Plan topic paper sets out the significant number of 

weeks spent collectively on public consultation during the preparation of the Plan. There is 

no evidence to support the claim that the responses were ignored. They led to Members 

selecting an option for the Local Plan that did not seek large-scale release of Green Belt or 

overdevelopment of Staines at Issues & Options. The proposals for zoning in Staines to limit 

heights and densities in the most sensitive areas of Staines as part of the SDF under the 

overarching Local Plan Policy. The selection of sites for allocation, alongside the planning 

merits. The reasonable aspirations of residents was at the heart of Members' concerns 

throughout the process. Not every outcome sought by residents could be met and decisions 

were reached by a majority. That means not every wish could be accommodated but they 

were certainly discussed at length and in a democratic manner.

No

Noted. Sites have been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 

where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 

based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 

of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The 

spatial strategy has been the subject of lengthy discussion and debate, informed by three 

public consultations, since the new Local Plan began preparation. National policy requires 

us to aim to meet our housing need in full so we have explored all reasonable opportunities 

to do so. A sound Local Plan will ensure we can protect the most strategically important 

green spaces, both in the Green Belt and in the urban area, from unwanted development. 

We do not have sufficient capacity in the urban area alone to meet our housing need and 

the supply would almost entirely comprise flatted developments. The strategy also allows 

us to balance the spread of development across the Borough and reduce the impact on 

Staines, where densities will be expected to be optimised, by introducing a zoning approach 

to protect the most visually sensitive areas in the town. Without meeting our housing need 

in full, we will be unable to justify the zoning proposals. A small amount of Green Belt 

release, using sites that are not publicly accessible and in many cases would not be 

immediately obvious are within the Green Belt, allows us to deliver further benefits to our 

communities, including more affordable units and family homes with gardens than can be 

delivered on brownfield sites alone, and site specific proposals to deliver a new sixth form 

college, a replacement community centre and enhancements to sports and recreation 

facilities. 

No Policy ST2 (1) & 

(3)

An individual [19813377] provides a lengthy 

lists of criticisms of the Plan, covering a variety 

of matters. Many of these are also covered 

under the respective policies.

Objection from individuals and a councillor to 

any release of Green Belt [41983393] 

[25758433] [41483041] [41768289] 

[41768193] [41983937] [41983105] 

[25506849] [41983201] [25673313] 

[34187777] [27304225] [23601825] 

[41983457] [41564417] [41829537] 

[41904993] [41771425] [41977441] 

[41367393] [19568033] [42010113] 

[42012353] [41983233] [41994145]
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Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Some of these representations also 

include reference to protecting open 

space in the urban area through the 

Local Green Space designation

Noted. The Local Green Space (LGS) designation will replace the former designation of 

Protected Urban Open Space (PUOS) in the new Local Plan. National policy provides criteria 

on how to assess sites for the LGS designation, which include importance to the community 

and other local significance. A methodology for assessing LGS in Spelthorne was consulted 

on then used to assess a range of sites across the Borough, including those currently 

designated PUOS, those put forward by the community and other open space in the urban 

area. Green Belt sites are not included as the policy provisions are intended to put these 

spaces on par with Green Belt anyway so there would be no added benefit. Sites also 

cannot be extensive tracts of land and some spaces benefit from other protections such as 

playing pitches, so these have been discounted. The methodology and assessments can be 

found in the evidence base and a number of new sites have been put forward through the 

Regulation 19 consultation and will be assessed for potential inclusion (see Policy E5). Any 

sites not taken forward for LGS designation will still benefit from the provisions under the 

policy for open space, which does not need to be designated. This is still a higher level of 

protection than the current policy under the Core Strategy 2009 affords.

No

An individual [40270977] objects as too many 

affordable homes and traveller sites, which will 

increase crime

Disagree. We are required by national policy to aim to meet our housing need and that 

includes affordable homes and the need for Gypsies and Travellers, who are also part of our 

community but have different needs in terms of the type of accommodation. 

Discriminatory comments are not acceptable and do not warrant a response.

No Policy ST2 (1) & 

(3)

An individual [40923617] considers the spatial 

strategy would have a negative impact on 

Ashford due to effects on infrastructure, 

traffic, overpopulation and loss of Green Belt

Disagree. The Local Plan is supported by a Transport Assessment that considers congestion 

and how proposed allocations will affect it. Ashford is a sustainable town with good 

transport links in its centre, where individual developments can include measures to limit 

car ownership and travel. Infrastructure needs and how they will be met are considered 

within the Infrastructure Delivery Plan. A small amount of Green Belt release, using sites 

that are not publicly accessible and in many cases would not be immediately obvious are 

within the Green Belt, allows us to deliver further benefits to our communities, including 

more affordable units and family homes with gardens than can be delivered on brownfield 

sites alone, and site specific proposals to deliver a new sixth form college, a replacement 

community centre and enhancements to sports and recreation facilities. The community 

centre is in Ashford (AT1/012) and one of the release sites in Ashford (AT1/002) is to enable 

improvements to the sports club adjacent. 

No Policy ST2 (1) & 

(3)

Objection from individuals and a councillor to 

any release of Green Belt [41983393] 

[25758433] [41483041] [41768289] 

[41768193] [41983937] [41983105] 

[25506849] [41983201] [25673313] 

[34187777] [27304225] [23601825] 

[41983457] [41564417] [41829537] 

[41904993] [41771425] [41977441] 

[41367393] [19568033] [42010113] 

[42012353] [41983233] [41994145]
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Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

The representations considered here 

relate to the overall spatial strategy. 

More detailed sub issues are 

considered further under their 

respective policies (particularly H1), 

allocations (where a developer has 

compared the merits of their 

omission site against sites includes 

for allocation) and the evidence base.

Disagree. Our evidence on housing need and the trajectory demonstrates the Plan will meet 

our housing need in full, including the mix of units, affordable homes and older people's 

accommodation. Further detail can be found under policies H1 - Homes for All and H2 - 

Affordable Housing. No further Green Belt release is required to meet that need, beyond 

that identified in the Plan. An option of releasing larger amounts of Green Belt to deliver 

above our need and potentially to assist neighbouring authorities who are unable to meet 

their need in full was considered at the Issues & Options stage and discounted due to the 

unacceptable impacts this would cause (see Sustainability Appraisal). More recently, we 

have revisited the question over whether we could deliver above our objectively assessed 

need figure in light of representations received at Regulation 19, including an addendum to 

the Sustainability Appraisal. The conclusion remains that the adverse impacts particularly on 

infrastructure, traffic and air quality would not significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, as per Para. 11 NPPF, and that exceptional circumstances do not exist to release 

Green Belt of this quantum to meet neighbours' unmet need (Exceptional Circumstances 

Topic Paper). The only neighbour currently asking for us to help meet their unmet need is 

Elmbridge Council, who are also at the pre-submission stage. We believe Elmbridge has not 

sufficiently evidenced their current position of not being able to meet their own need in full 

and why this position has changed recently. Therefore they should consider Green Belt 

release, as per their previous Preferred Option 2 (Strategic Options Consultation - 

Regulation 18, 2016), which was supported by paper that demonstrated exceptional 

circumstances existed to amend Green Belt boundaries to meet their need in full. As such, 

even if we had capacity to deliver homes above our OAN, there is no convincing case that 

this surplus should be offered to Elmbridge to assist in meeting their need.

No Policy ST2 (1)

Comments concerning the Plan 

period and whether it will cover 15 

years

Noted. The Regulation 19 consultation used the date of 2022 but this will be rolled forward 

to September 2023 and adjust the Plan period accordingly if the Plan remains on track for 

adoption at that point, and the updated housing trajectory uses this date. The Plan will not 

be amended until such stage as the adoption timetable will depend on the progress of the 

examination which will be in the hands of the inspector.

No

Objections to the scoring of omission 

sites in relation to the Sustainability 

Appraisal that has informed the 

decision not to include them for 

allocation and the Green Belt 

Assessments

Disagree. The SA is an iterative process, carried out objectively and using the professional 

planning judgement of officers. Similarly, the Green Belt Assessments were carried out 

objectively by qualified consultants with extensive experience, using a methodology that 

has withstood the rigours of examination at other authorities. This work has then informed 

the site selection assessments, which themselves follow a robust methodology. The sites 

identified for allocation were agreed by members of the Local Plan Task Group and 

subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. 

No

Overall objection from developers and a body 

that represents the home-building industry 

that the spatial strategy will not deliver 

sufficient homes to meet need, including 

specific housing mix, affordable units, older 

people's accommodation and unmet need 

from neighbouring authorities. Further Green 

Belt release is required. The majority of 

developers represent omission sites in the 

Green Belt [19542177] [19532737] [19531329] 

[19538401] [42320673] [42140321] 

[42037089] [42051521] [42140481] 

[42425089] [41898145] [42254977] 

[42188193] [41643681] [42102049] 

[40344545] 
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Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

The Duty to Cooperate has not been 

fulfilled 

Disagree. Please see Duty to Cooperate Compliance statement, which details the lengthy 

engagement with all relevant partners that fulfils the legal duty. Further work has been 

carried out to consider whether a greater quantum of development could be 

accommodated above our own housing need (discussed above in body of response to the 

key issue).

Some consider additional Green Belt 

release is required

Disagree.  The identified need in both the 2022 Employment Land Needs Assessment and 

the previous iteration are low.  Officers believe the need can be met through the re-use and 

intensification of existing land and that it is unnecessary to release additional Green Belt 

sites at this stage to meet the need, particularly as there are many unknowns post-

pandemic.  As such, exceptional circumstances do not exist to release the site from the 

Green Belt as set out in the relevant topic paper.

No Policy ST2 (2)

Objections to the scoring of omission 

sites in relation to the Sustainability 

Appraisal that has informed the 

decision not to include them for 

allocation and the Green Belt 

Assessments

Disagree. The SA is an iterative process, carried out objectively and using the professional 

planning judgement of officers. Similarly, the Green Belt Assessments were carried out 

objectively by qualified consultants with extensive experience, using a methodology that 

has withstood the rigours of examination at other authorities. This work has then informed 

the site selection assessments, which themselves follow a robust methodology. The sites 

identified for allocation were agreed by members of the Local Plan Task Group and 

subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. 

No

Shepperton Studios should be 

released from the Green Belt as 

expansion has already been granted 

planning permission

Disagree. Site is already being expanded into the Green Belt, having been granted 

permission under 'very special circumstances', despite the performance of the land against 

Green Belt criteria. Release from the Green Belt for plan-making requires exceptional 

circumstances and no additional benefits beyond those due to be delivered by the planning 

permission are considered to outweigh the harm of unfettered expansion. Authorities can 

consider amending Green Belt boundaries to meet development need but the permission 

already achieves this. The site would still contribute to the purposes of Green Belt even 

after the development has been completed and release could leave neighbouring parcels of 

land also in the Green Belt more vulnerable or not performing as strongly, given that the 

wider area performs an important function to keep the settlements of Shepperton and 

Laleham separate.

Overall support for the spatial strategy from 

individuals and developers. The developers 

represent sites proposed for allocation 

[19657665] [19550241] [25815105] 

[25762913] [19637825] [43059489]

Noted. No Policy ST2 (1)

Overall objection from developers and a body 

that represents the home-building industry 

that the spatial strategy will not deliver 

sufficient homes to meet need, including 

specific housing mix, affordable units, older 

people's accommodation and unmet need 

from neighbouring authorities. Further Green 

Belt release is required. The majority of 

developers represent omission sites in the 

Green Belt [19542177] [19532737] [19531329] 

[19538401] [42320673] [42140321] 

[42037089] [42051521] [42140481] 

[42425089] [41898145] [42254977] 

[42188193] [41643681] [42102049] 

[40344545] 
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Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Support from a developer [41799393] to 

meeting OAN but concern over whether there 

are exceptional circumstances for releasing 

Green Belt and whether brownfield land has 

been fully exhausted in order to deliver 

sufficient homes. Promoting brownfield 

allocation on the former Debenhams site in 

Staines

Support noted. Disagree on the issue of exceptional circumstances, which are set out in the 

topic paper on this issue. Brownfield sites have been fully exhausted across the Borough, 

including through an exercise with members of the Local Plan Task Group to review existing 

urban sites in the SLAA to consider where densities and yields can be increased and 

whether any other sites should be explored, which identified a further circa 300 units. 

Officers have explored all available sites through proactive analysis rather than simply 

relying on sites put forward to us. We have not undertaken a full urban capacity study as 

this is a blunt instrument that fails to take account of local character and patterns of 

development, hence a similar but more informed exercise was undertaken with the task 

group who know their local areas well.

No Policy ST2 (1)

Noted. The NPPF states at Para. 11 for plan making that strategic policies should, as a 

minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any 

needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas, unless i. the application of policies in 

this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong 

reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; 

or ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole. At the 

early stages of Plan preparation, the Council considered the evidence on housing need and 

constraints to establish whether we could meet the level of need originally identified in the 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment and more recently as calculated using the standard 

methodology in national policy guidance. The original need figure for this Plan was between 

552 and 757 homes per year. The current figure is 618 homes per year under the standard 

method, which is within the original range. Although some comments refer to the more 

recent household growth projections, which produce a lower figure, the guidance still 

requires use of the 2014 projections. Whilst the Borough has a number of constraints, 

including Green Belt, sites of nature conservation importance, waterbodies, areas at risk of 

flooding and mineral sites, together with our infrastructure capacity, the conclusion based 

on the evidence is that the Framework protections do not provide a strong reason for 

restricting the scale of development. Housing delivery is focused in the urban area on 

previously developed sites and every opportunity to exhaust these sites has been taken 

before considering Green Belt release, which is the main area of concern from these 

representations. National policy allows for amendments to Green Belt boundaries through 

the Local Plan process in exceptional circumstances, which can include meeting housing 

need. Our view is that such circumstances exist, as set out in our topic paper on this issue. 

After assessing the strategy as a whole and the individual sites, our conclusion is that the 

adverse impacts of meeting our housing need in full do not significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits. Harm is limited through the selection of sites based on factors that 

include their performance against the purposes of the Green Belt and is outweighed by the 

benefits to the strategy as a whole. These are over and above simply meeting housing need 

but also delivery of a greater quantum of affordable housing over the brownfield sites, a 

housing mix that includes family homes with gardens, and site specific benefits such as 

improvements to local sports and recreation facilities. The conclusion, therefore, was that 

we can and should meet our housing need in full. It has also been raised that we should use 

an alternative method for calculating that need. National policy requires exceptional 

reasons for doing so and whilst our Borough does have constraints as listed above, these 

are not considered to be ‘exceptional’ to warrant a departure from the standard method as 

they are common to many other boroughs and districts. This Council has had planning 

appeals allowed for reasons that include our chronic under delivery of homes over past 

years and our lack of a 5-year housing land supply. The strategy allows us to have greater 

control over the sites we wish to see developed and those we don’t.  Furthermore, by 

meeting our need in full we have been able to include within the Staines policy a zoning 

approach that limits the height and density of development in the most sensitive areas. It 

would be hard to argue in favour of policy that limited development in a sustainable town 

centre from a position that we cannot meet our need in full or that there are reasons for 

choosing a lower figure. The strategy presents a balanced approach to spreading 

development across the Borough whilst focusing on our urban centres and making best use 

of brownfield land.

No Policy ST2 (1) Overall objection from individuals, CIGs, 

residents associations and a councillor to the 

spatial strategy in respect of aiming to meet 

our Objectively Assessed Need in full, 

particularly for housing and the use of the 

standard methodology rather than using our 

own methodology and/or more up to date 

household growth projections. Additional 

related points on impact on infrastructure, the 

environment, flooding, and adverse effect on 

Staines due to high rise development. 

Development should be spread fairly across 

the Borough [41802305] [41803105] 

[19813793] [19552033] [19550241] 

[40271649] [41129985] [25740257] 

[23601825] [33516193] [33960033] 

[40359969] [41983457] [40366753] 

[41367393] [25262913] [33961089] 

[25423713] [33568033] 

[41153217][25050241] [40286497]
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
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Support from individuals and councillors for 

the spatial strategy that does not allocate 

specific site for housing (Kempton Park - 

SE1/105 & SE1/015a) due to impacts on traffic, 

infrastructure, biodiversity and loss of Green 

Belt [41644289] [40996865] [19802881] 

[41415905] [41668641] [41671681] 

[41657441] [19752161] [41669281] 

[19755937] [19780897] [41397217]

Noted. The Local Plan does not propose allocating this site for the reasons set out in the 

Site Assessment work.

No Policy ST2 (1)

Noted. The NPPF states at Para. 11 for plan making that strategic policies should, as a 

minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other uses, as well as any 

needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas, unless i. the application of policies in 

this Framework that protect areas or assets of particular importance provides a strong 

reason for restricting the overall scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area; 

or ii. any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 

benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole. At the 

early stages of Plan preparation, the Council considered the evidence on housing need and 

constraints to establish whether we could meet the level of need originally identified in the 

Strategic Housing Market Assessment and more recently as calculated using the standard 

methodology in national policy guidance. The original need figure for this Plan was between 

552 and 757 homes per year. The current figure is 618 homes per year under the standard 

method, which is within the original range. Although some comments refer to the more 

recent household growth projections, which produce a lower figure, the guidance still 

requires use of the 2014 projections. Whilst the Borough has a number of constraints, 

including Green Belt, sites of nature conservation importance, waterbodies, areas at risk of 

flooding and mineral sites, together with our infrastructure capacity, the conclusion based 

on the evidence is that the Framework protections do not provide a strong reason for 

restricting the scale of development. Housing delivery is focused in the urban area on 

previously developed sites and every opportunity to exhaust these sites has been taken 

before considering Green Belt release, which is the main area of concern from these 

representations. National policy allows for amendments to Green Belt boundaries through 

the Local Plan process in exceptional circumstances, which can include meeting housing 

need. Our view is that such circumstances exist, as set out in our topic paper on this issue. 

After assessing the strategy as a whole and the individual sites, our conclusion is that the 

adverse impacts of meeting our housing need in full do not significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits. Harm is limited through the selection of sites based on factors that 

include their performance against the purposes of the Green Belt and is outweighed by the 

benefits to the strategy as a whole. These are over and above simply meeting housing need 

but also delivery of a greater quantum of affordable housing over the brownfield sites, a 

housing mix that includes family homes with gardens, and site specific benefits such as 

improvements to local sports and recreation facilities. The conclusion, therefore, was that 

we can and should meet our housing need in full. It has also been raised that we should use 

an alternative method for calculating that need. National policy requires exceptional 

reasons for doing so and whilst our Borough does have constraints as listed above, these 

are not considered to be ‘exceptional’ to warrant a departure from the standard method as 

they are common to many other boroughs and districts. This Council has had planning 

appeals allowed for reasons that include our chronic under delivery of homes over past 

years and our lack of a 5-year housing land supply. The strategy allows us to have greater 

control over the sites we wish to see developed and those we don’t.  Furthermore, by 

meeting our need in full we have been able to include within the Staines policy a zoning 

approach that limits the height and density of development in the most sensitive areas. It 

would be hard to argue in favour of policy that limited development in a sustainable town 

centre from a position that we cannot meet our need in full or that there are reasons for 

choosing a lower figure. The strategy presents a balanced approach to spreading 

development across the Borough whilst focusing on our urban centres and making best use 

of brownfield land.

No Policy ST2 (1) Overall objection from individuals, CIGs, 

residents associations and a councillor to the 

spatial strategy in respect of aiming to meet 

our Objectively Assessed Need in full, 

particularly for housing and the use of the 

standard methodology rather than using our 

own methodology and/or more up to date 

household growth projections. Additional 

related points on impact on infrastructure, the 

environment, flooding, and adverse effect on 

Staines due to high rise development. 

Development should be spread fairly across 

the Borough [41802305] [41803105] 

[19813793] [19552033] [19550241] 

[40271649] [41129985] [25740257] 

[23601825] [33516193] [33960033] 

[40359969] [41983457] [40366753] 

[41367393] [25262913] [33961089] 

[25423713] [33568033] 

[41153217][25050241] [40286497]
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Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Support from individuals and councillors for 

the spatial strategy that does not allocate 

specific site for housing (Running Horse PH - 

SC1/010) due to impacts on traffic, 

infrastructure, contaminated land, wildlife and 

loss of Green Belt [40359617] [41768289] 

[41768193] [41415905] [41500449] 

[41500193] [41483361] [41657889] 

[41657793] [41425761] [41658017] 

[41772641] [41564417] [40364353] 

[41621729] [41000257] [41658753] 

[41397057] [41229441] [41421249] 

[40878465] [25306945] [41500097] 

[41826017] [41768449] [41499745] 

[41591969] [25050241]

Noted. The Local Plan does not propose allocating this site for the reasons set out in the 

Site Assessment work.

No Policy ST2 (1)

The Foreword does not demonstrate 

the strategy has been positively 

prepared (since removed)

Noted. Despite frustrations being vented by our politicians over the Government's standard 

method, the Council voted in favour of the Local Plan by a majority of 3:1 as it supported a 

strategy that meets our housing need in full, however that figure is arrived at. 

No Policy ST2 (1)

Some evidence and documents 

published during the consultation 

period rather than in advance

Noted. The consultation period was extend to allow sufficient time for further comments. No Policy ST2 (1)

Decision making was not made in 

light of these additional documents

Disagree. Members were advised throughout the Plan preparation of key evidence to 

inform their decisions, even if final versions or updates were not published until later in the 

process. It is noted that Elmbridge referred to documents during their own recent 

Regulation 19 consultation that were not made publicly available and as this remains the 

case so we have requested sight of these. They include their Exceptional Circumstances 

paper.

No Policy ST2 (1)

Questions whether Spelthorne has 

done enough to evidence why it 

cannot assist in meeting the unmet 

need of its neighbours

Noted. Whilst an option to deliver housing at a level higher than our OAN figure was 

considered at the Issues & Options stage, we have taken the opportunity to review this 

position again in light of representations made at Regulation 19. The conclusion is that 

delivering a higher number of homes to assist neighbours would necessitate further Green 

Belt release, which would result in adverse impacts that would not be outweighed by the 

benefits and, as such, exceptional circumstances to not exist. In any case, Spelthorne does 

not consider Elmbridge to have evidenced its own position that they are unable to meet 

their housing need in full and that they do not have exceptional circumstances to release 

any Green Belt. Elmbridge is the only neighbour who has asked us to assist in meeting their 

housing need. 

No Policy ST2 (1)

EBC [25807969] raises a number of comments 

and concerns set out in the sub issues
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Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Other comments comparing the 

merits of omission sites with 

allocated sites on the basis of their 

size

Disagree. The allocated sites have been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection 

methodology where they were deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as 

suitable for allocation based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were 

agreed by members of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council 

by majority. The inclusion of smaller sites is deemed to aid the dispersal of impact across 

the borough and reduce the opportunity for concentrated adverse impacts, including on the 

specific settlement area in which they are sited

No Policy ST2 (1)

Ongoing collaboration is welcomed 

on our respective Local Plans and the 

completion of our Statement of 

Common Ground

Noted. There is a significant amount of engagement and collaboration that remains 

ongoing, which will be evidenced and detailed in further material to be submitted to the 

Planning Inspectorate in due course, together with the SoCG once signed

No Policy ST2 (1)

RBWM [42130017] supports the strategy for 

meeting housing need in full and provide for 

Gypsies and Travellers. Raises concern over the 

small buffer included, which could affect the 5-

year housing land supply

Support noted. The allocation of sites is front-loaded to the early stages of the Local Plan, 

including many of the Green Belt release sites that are more likely to be delivered without 

delay. 

No Policy ST2 (1)

An individual [39699649] considers the spatial 

strategy delivers too many high density 

developments and not enough family homes

Disagree. The need to make efficient use of brownfield land will mean much of the housing 

proposed by the strategy will be delivered as flats. However, the Green Belt release sites 

offer much more potential for family homes with gardens to increase the mix and type of 

units. The allocations set out where sites will be expected to deliver dwellinghouses

No Policy ST2 (1)

SCC [19592417] acknowledges that balancing 

the need for housing and employment growth 

and the need to protect the Green Belt is a 

matter to be decided locally through the Local 

Plan. Sets out areas the County has authority 

over and highlights the work of the Surrey 

Place Ambition and Surrey Infrastructure Plan.

Noted. No Policy ST2 (1)

A developer [41857985] considers the site 

they are promoting that is allocated for 

residential should be an employment 

allocation to meet need

Disagree.  The identified need in both the 2022 Employment Land Needs Assessment and 

the previous iteration are low.  Officers believe the need can be met through the re-use and 

intensification of existing land and that it is unnecessary to release additional Green Belt 

sites at this stage to meet the need, particularly as there are many unknowns post-

pandemic.  As such, exceptional circumstances do not exist to release the site from the 

Green Belt as set out in the relevant topic paper.

No Policy ST2 (2)

RBC [42128769] supports the strategy for 

meeting housing and Gypsy and Traveller need 

with the Borough without seeking assistance 

from neighbours

Support noted. No Policy ST2 (3)

EBC [25807969] raises a number of comments 

and concerns set out in the sub issues
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Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

GBC [19549217] raises concern over the 

approach to provision for Gypsies and 

Travellers

Disagree.  National planning policy sets out that Local Plans must seek to meet the 

identified need for Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople pitches for those who 

meet the Planning Definition set out in Planning policy for traveller sites (2015).  The Local 

Plan is seeking to meet this need, with site allocations identified to do so.  Further 

information will be set out in the relevant topic paper.

No Policy ST2 (3)

An individual [19545249] considers that the 

spatial strategy delivers insufficient Gypsy and 

Traveller pitches to meet need

Disagree.  National planning policy sets out that Local Plans must seek to meet the 

identified ned for Gypsy and Traveller and Travelling Showpeople pitches for those who 

meet the Planning Definition set out in Planning policy for traveller sites (2015).  The Local 

Plan is seeking to meet this need.  Further information will be set out in the relevant topic 

paper. 

No Policy ST2 (3)

An individual [19551713] considers that space 

standards for office to residential conversions 

should be included in this policy as they ought 

to comply with that for general housing.

Disagree. Space standards are already a requirement under the permitted development 

prior approval process for office to residential conversions. 

No Policy ST2 (4)

Individual [42220321] Allocation site White house site not included in 

supply

Agree. The White House site was initially discounted as it was promoted as a part-Green 

Belt site. Since this time the Council has identified that a brownfield only option could be 

pursued. As such, it can now be included as a potential development site. 

Yes Allocations Add the White House as a new allocation 

site

Individual [42220321] Allocation site Summit Centre site not included in 

supply

Agree. Units 3 and 4 of the Summit Centre are included in the Brownfield Tier 2 element of 

housing supply for 100 units. If the wider Summit Centre site is available for development, 

the housing trajectory can be updated to include this new yield.

Yes Allocations Add The Summit Centre as a new 

allocation and remove Units 3 and 4 from 

brownfield tier 2 supply. 
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Support for policy [41621729] [41643681] 

[	42425089]  [42130017]

Support noted No PS1

TW [42074113] - support for water efficiency 

standards 

Support noted No PS1

Support from RBWM [42130017] Support noted No PS1

Individual expressed concern 

[	23601825]. Building over 9,000 

new homes without considering 

Embodied or Lifetime Carbon is 

inconsistent with actually achieving a 

zero-carbon future any time soon 

even if ‘notionally’ balancing carbon 

emissions. Neither does it take 

proper account of flood risk.  Benefits 

from the measures in Policy PS1 will 

be dwarfed and massively 

outweighed by the true 

environmental costs.

Part agree/part disagree - Policy ST2 considers the spatial distribution strategy and the 

housing number is discussed at length elsewhere.  The issue of embodied carbon will be 

included in the forthcoming climate change SPD

No PS1

Residents Association  [33516193] 

[	19813377] suggestion Policy should 

include reference to repurposing 

existing buildings should take 

precedence over demolition and 

rebuild would help. Royal Institute of 

British Architects (RIBA) and RTPI 

sources provided.

Disagree - The issue of embodied carbon will be included in the forthcoming climate change 

SPD

No PS1

Concern over embodied carbon in new 

buildings [23601825].   
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual raised concerns - Local Plan 

fails to recognise and respond to 

embedded carbon emissions in the 

construction of buildings.  Council is 

obligated to work towards achieving 

the Government’s target of net-zero 

by 2050.  In 2019, Spelthorne’s 

carbon emissions were 390,137 

tonnes CO2e [includes all greenhouse 

gas emissions measured at their 

equivalence to Carbon Dioxide – 

CO2e] and should be reduced to 

153,268 tonnes CO2e.   The 

construction of new homes costs 

between 50 and 80 tonnes of CO2 for 

each unit.  The construction of 9,270 

dwellings will create over 648,900 

tonnes of CO2. This figure does 

not include the additional carbon 

emissions from the occupation and 

use of these new dwellings. 

[23601825]

Noted.  The Local Plan seeks to contribute to the target of building 300,000 new home per 

year, set by central Government.  It has recently  restated by the SoS that it remains the 

Gov's intention to maintain this.  The National reduction in CO2 targets is a commitment of 

central Government.  Central Government must have taken the embedded carbon 

emissions of new development into account when committing to the Climate Change Act 

and net zero.  

No PS1

Individual raised concerns -

Construction of 618 dwellings each 

year = additional 43,260 tonnes of 

CO2 will have to be reduced from 

Spelthorne’s existing carbon budget 

by the borough’s existing polluters. 

Equivalent of putting an extra 25,500 

petrol-engine cars back 

onto Spelthorne’s roads. Would need 

to plant 6.5 million trees to absorb all 

the carbon generated by building 

9,270 new homes and their 

occupants. How will Spelthorne 

Borough Council mitigate the carbon 

emissions from building 618 new 

dwellings each year over the next 15 

years? There is no plan. [23601825]

Noted.  The Local Plan seeks to contribute to the target of building 300,000 new home per 

year, set by central Government.  It has recently  restated by the SoS that it remains the 

Gov's intention to maintain this.  The National reduction in CO2 targets is a commitment of 

central Government.  Central Government must have taken the embedded carbon 

emissions of new development into account when committing to the Climate Change Act 

and net zero.  

No PS1

Concern over embodied carbon in new 

buildings [23601825].   
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Viability issues, may hinder Council 

meeting housing targets.  Council 

should look to less constrained 

smaller greenfield sites to deliver 

this.

Disagree.  Viability work has been undertaken and forms part of the evidence base.  The 

Local Plan as a whole has been deemed to be viable.  

No PS1

A2Dominion Group (who provide 

social housing in Spelthorne) raised 

concern over viability issues.  Where 

a developer can demonstrate that it 

is not viable to deliver as required 

they are able to negotiate an 

alternative, (similar to policy H2 

(2)(b) and (h)) [42320673]

Disagree.  The requirements of this policy are critical, given the lifespan of new homes. On-

site delivery of well-designed homes will make significant carbon savings over their lifetime.  

Given that A2 Dominion will be predominantly/entirely providing social housing for those 

on lower incomes, it is even more important that the future residents benefit from 

sustainable homes which will be cheaper to keep warm and cool over future years.

No PS1

Local authority has declared a climate 

emergency and it states that all development 

must respond to the climate emergency.  

However, the measures proposed in the plan 

do not constitute an appropriate response to 

an emergency. [33516193] [	19813377]

Disagree. The policy will be supported by a Climate Change SPD and a Green and Blue 

Infrastructure SPD.  The Council is tackling climate change but a large variety of methods 

which are beyond the scope of the local plan

No PS1

Policy should be as up-to-date as possible and 

stretching requirements where feasible, in 

anticipation of further legislation coming down 

the tracks. [33516193] [	19813377]

Disagree.  Policy requirements need to be balanced with viability.  Officers believes the 

policy as drafted provides this balance

No PS1

Individual raised concerns -Spelthorne 

Borough Council will not meet its legal 

obligations under the Climate Change Act 

2008. The legality of the Local Plan must be 

questioned. The Local Plan neither conforms to 

the NPPF nor to the Climate Change Act 2008. 

If Spelthorne Borough Council is to comply 

with its legal obligation to reduce carbon 

emissions as set out in the Climate Change Act, 

the Local Plan 2022-2037 approach to the 

climate emergency fails even before the plan 

can be adopted. Policy PS1 is unsound and 

worthless. [23601825]

Disagree.  Officers believe that policy PS1 complies with the NPPF and is an appropriate 

policy for a Local Plan.  

No PS1

Concern over viability issues, particularly on 

brownfield sites.  [42051521]
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Concern about the lack of  mitigation actions 

to accommodate rising temperatures, 

preparing health services for extreme 

heatwaves, preparing for more extreme 

weather events, preparing a drainage network 

for flash flooding, ameliorating drying local 

rivers and ditches, responding to the loss of 

biodiversity, securing water supplies, and 

planned response to potential wildfires across 

Staines Moor and Shortwood Common, and 

the new woodland plantations to offset carbon 

emissions? [23601825]

Disagree.  It is beyond the scope of the Local Plan to tackle these issues. No PS1

Given the name, the scope of this policy is too 

limited. The policy should be renamed (e.g. 

‘Sustainable design and construction’ / 

‘Climate change and sustainable construction’) 

or, ideally, the policy expanded. [33516193] 

[	19813377]

Disagree.  Officers consider the policy title to be appropriate No PS1 - Title

Residents Association [33516193] [	19813377] 

suggestion

MINOR MODIFICATIONS (in PS1)

•Possible missing words at end of 

2nd sentence (section 4.2)

•Date correction (section 4.10): 

Spelthorne Borough Council declared 

a climate emergency in October 2020 

 [33516193]

Agree.  The word adaptation is missing.  Both will be amended as minor typographical 

issues.  

Yes PS1 - para 4.2 Correct typo (para 4.2): Every decision we 

take must count towards reducing carbon 

emissions, climate change mitigation or 

adaptation.

Residents Association believes Plan is unsound 

because it fails to take into account the needs 

of disabled individuals. Local public transport is 

not effective, walking is difficult  for those less-

abled so they are reliant on car use. Taking 

away car parking will negatively impact them - 

incl parents with small children, buggies, 

wheelchair users and the disabled. [41882049] 

[33516193]

Disagree.  Parking standards are set by Surrey County Council and the Council apply these.  

These include provision for disabled spaces.  Neither the Local Plan nor the Staines 

Development Framework seek to reduce the number of car parking spaces in Staines-upon-

Thames.

No PS1 - 1
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Residents Association concerned making 

people use public transport will have a 

negative impact on the business in the town 

centre and economy of Staines-upon-Thames. 

Congestion will result in more emissions 

released whilst people wait for spaces.  Less 

parking will not deter people from using cars 

only from using the town centre. [41882049]

Disagree.  Parking standards are set by Surrey County Council and the Council apply these.  

These include provision for disabled spaces.  Neither the Local Plan nor the Staines 

Development Framework seek to reduce the number of car parking spaces in Staines-upon-

Thames.

No PS1 - 1

Residents Association note Council have no 

control over TFL or national rail, without a 

total overhaul of these systems the 

effectiveness of the plan is weak and may not 

be compliant with other areas of the NPPF - 

infrastructure and welfare of residents 

[41882049]

Disagree.  The council do not have any control over TFL or Network Rail however we work 

with both organisations as consultees.  Infrastructure issues are discussed elsewhere in the 

Local Pan.

No PS1 - 1

Residents Association concern - People on low-

incomes can not afford public transport 

[41882049]

Disagree.  Cost of public transport and any subsidies offered to those on low incomes is 

beyond the scope of the Local Plan.

No PS1 - 1

Location and accessibility 

Policy is not in line with latest government 

guidance e.g. Gear Change document and LTN 

1/20 for the provision of cycling and walking 

infrastructure (ref provided)

Should ensure developments are accessible to 

all - sufficient pick up/drop off space, access 

for delivery vans .  Major developments - 

sustainable transport improvements, public 

realm with permeable surfaces, soft 

landscaping and  expansion of cycling and 

walking routes.  [33516193] [	19813377]

Disagree.  Viability work has been undertaken and the Plan as a whole has been deemed to 

be viable.  

No PS1 - 1(a)

Residents Association [33516193] [	19813377] 

suggestion

MODIFICATIONS: 

• Part 1b) – add at end “taking 

account of flood risk” [33516193]

Disagree.  The Plan must be read as a whole and flood risk is covered in policy E3. No PS1 - 1(b)
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Part 1c) Providing more walkable and cyclable 

neighbourhoods

A more proportionate expansion of housing 

closer to the other town centres, along with 

the development of retail and other services 

would be much more likely to achieve the aim 

of a twenty-minute neighbourhood. 

[33516193] [	19813377]

Disagree.  Staines and Ashford are the only two town centres.  Staines is considered to be 

the most sustainable location in the borough and this is covered further in policy ST2 along 

with the spatial distribution of development.

No PS1 - 1(c)

A developer [38928609] expressed concern 

wording suggests that proposals that would 

not meet the ideals of Twenty Minute 

Neighbourhoods may be refused planning 

permission. As this is a concept not yet 

adopted within national policy or guidance it 

would be more effective to include reference 

to TWN within a footnote, alongside text 

advocating the use of this or other national 

guidance.

Disagree.  Officers do not agree the wording suggests that proposals that would not meet 

the ideals of Twenty Minute Neighbourhoods may be refused planning permission.  The 

phrase Twenty Minute Neighbourhoods is just included alongside "more walkable and 

cycleable neighbourhoods" for clarity as people reading the plan may understand this term. 

No PS1 - 1(c)

Policy ID2 ‘Sustainable Transport’ proposals 

seem to be linked entirely to new 

developments, rather than taking the 

opportunity to develop a very clear plan for 

developing active and sustainable travel 

around the borough. [33516193] [	19813377]

Disagree.  The role of the Local Plan is for the determination of planning applications for 

new development, not for developing active and sustainable travel around the borough.  

Spelthorne work with SCC who are responsible for the Local Transport Strategy - the 

forthcoming is LTP4.  LTP4 will work to develop active and sustainable travel around the 

borough. 

No PS1 - 1(c)

Residents Association [33516193] [	19813377] 

suggestion

MODIFICATIONS: 

• Part 1c) – add at end “in 

accordance with the latest 

guidance”[33516193]

Disagree.  Officers do not consider the addition to be necessary in order to make the policy 

sound.

No PS1 - 1(c)

Residents Association [33516193] [	19813377] 

suggestion

MODIFICATIONS: 

• Part 3d) – add at end “in 

accordance with the latest 

guidance”[33516193]

Disagree.  Officers do not consider the addition to be necessary in order to make the policy 

sound.  

No PS1 - 1(d)

SCC - there is scope to go further through 

setting higher targets which would get closer 

to or achieve net-zero.  [19592417]

In relation to point 2 and the 

avoidance of internal overheating, it 

may be helpful for major residential 

applications to require TM59 analysis 

to assess risk and for hotter weather 

scenarios consistent with predicted 

more extreme weather patterns in 

Surrey.  [19592417]

Part disagree/part agree.  Para 2 b refers site orientation, building form, layout ... whilst 

avoiding internal overheating by providing passive cooling and ventilation.  Consideration 

will be given to including TM59 analysis in the Climate Change SPD.

No PS1 - 2
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Residents Association raised - Sustainable 

design and construction - UK GBC believes that 

there is much that local authorities can legally 

do to help speed up the journey towards net 

zero carbon new homes and they have 

developed a number of recommendations 

about the requirements they believe local 

authorities can introduce to drive sustainable 

new homes in their area. [33516193] 

[	19813377]

MODIFICATION: This policy should: 

Reflect ALL of the UK GBC 

recommended minimum 

requirements in line with SBC’s net 

zero commitment and 

acknowledgement that “the buildings 

we build today are likely to be with us 

into the next century” AND 

encourage adoption of the stretching 

requirements in the following areas:

• reducing energy demand

• reducing embodied carbon

• measuring in-use performance

• supplying low carbon energy

• addressing residual emissions for a 

zero-carbon balance [33516193]

Disagree.  The Local Plan must be viable and balance achieving the best policy outcomes 

across the whole document.  It must look at climate change, affordable housing, 

biodiversity, etc whilst collecting contributions for CIL to go towards education, open space, 

the NHS etc.  The Plan as a whole must undergo viability assessment.  Too high a 

requirement on low or zero carbon home may reduce delivery of affordable housing.

No PS1 - 2

SWT advocate Nature-Based Solutions (NBS) as 

a way to respond to climate change. Nature-

based Solutions are natural responses to a 

number of challenges including development; 

food and water security; emergency risk 

management, as well as climate change. NBS 

range from protecting or restoring existing 

ecosystems, or being imbedded in new 

projects that protect or enhance the natural 

environment ranging from restoration of 

hedgerows, rivers and peatland, planting 

seagrass and the reintroduction of locally 

extinct species. Would welcome the reference 

to nature-based solutions within policy PS1 

[41751713]

1) All development must respond to 

the climate emergency by:  (d) 

Considering how the natural 

environment in the locality can be 

restored; protected or enhanced to 

help address climate change 

[41751713]

Noted.  Nature Based Solutions (NBS) are natural responses to a number of challenges 

including development; food and water security; emergency risk management, as well as 

climate change.

It is acknowledged that the principles of the NBS approach play an important role in the 

delivery of and effective Green and Blue infrastructure network, however Policy E1 is an 

overarching policy setting out the guiding principles and it is considered that the 

appropriate place to expand upon NBS principles is the forthcoming G&BI Strategy and SPD 

addressed in Policy E1/para 6.

No PS1 - 3
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

We suggest that policy PS1 also 

includes wording that: 

a) expects proposals for buildings to 

use low carbon fuels (biofuel and 

direct electricity at scale; heat 

pumps, solar panels and micro-

turbines at an individual dwelling 

scale) unless it is not practicable and

b) requires developers of major new 

residential developments to make 

the development zero carbon, 

preferably on-site or, if that is not 

practicable, through a carbon offset 

fund. See attached document for 

anything further. [19592417]

Noted. Consideration will be given to including these matters in the Climate Change SPD. No PS1 - 3

3) In residential development 

(including replacements, conversions 

and subdivisions);  (e) Incorporate 

ecological enhancements within 

buildings or within landscaping as 

part of net gain proposals that will 

assist in mitigation impacts of climate 

change; for example prevent soil 

erosion or preventing flooding” … 

[41751713]

Noted.  Biodiversity. Green infrastructure and climate change have strong links and this 

issue is covered in policy E2 Biodiversity.

No PS1 - 3

EA - Only residential development is 

mentioned as achieving water efficiency of 110 

litres per person. This requirement should be 

applied to all buildings where possible using a 

fittings approach. Water usage is not limited to 

households and therefore the Local Plan 

should be ensuring all new developments take 

a fittings approach in ensuring water efficiency 

measures are in place once occupied. 

[19771841]

Reference should be made to all 

development which should achieve 

water efficiency of 110 litres per 

person.

Disagree.  Non-residential development would cover a huge range of building types and 

uses including offices, industrial, shops, leisure centres, etc.  It may be impractical to 

enforce water use standards across a wide range of development types.

No PS1 - 3(a)

A2Dominion Group (who provide social 

housing in Spelthorne) raised concerns that 

the requirements of the policy mirror the 

requirements of building regulations in for 

example criterion 3a and 5, is unnecessary. 

[42320673]

Disagree. Building Regs state that planning conditions can set the requirement to 110 litres 

rather than 125.  

No PS1 - 3(a)

SCC - there is scope to go further through 

setting higher targets which would get closer 

to or achieve net-zero.  [19592417]
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Need to make provisions for parking and 

electric vehicle charging points for disabled 

drivers (Motability cars will be electric by 

2030) and for other car owners. [41882049]

Disagree.  Parking standards are set by Surrey County Council and the Council apply these.  

These include provision for electric vehicle charging points

No PS1 - 3(b)

SCC - there is scope to go further through 

setting higher targets which would get closer 

to or achieve net-zero.  [19592417]

We support point 4 of the policy 

which supports and encourages 

proposals for renewable, low and 

zero carbon and decentralised 

energy. For major buildings, 

consideration should be given to the 

need for sufficient plant room to 

contribute and connect to any larger 

district heating system in future. 

[19592417]

Noted.  Consideration will be given to including plant room size in the forthcoming Climate 

Change SPD.

No PS1 - 4

SCC - there is scope to go further through 

setting higher targets which would get closer 

to or achieve net-zero.  [19592417]

Reference to the June 2022 update to 

part L of the Building Regulations 

should be made at point 5 of the 

policy.  [19592417]

Disagree.  Although this may provide some clarity a modification is not required for the 

policy to be sound.

No PS1 - 5

Residents Association [19552033]expressed 

concern that there is no requirement for 

applications to be accompanied by 

Construction Management Plans, which seek 

to manage the impact of construction traffic 

on the local and strategic transport networks. 

Noted.  The requirement Construction Management Plans would generally be at the 

request of statutory consultees as part of the planning application process.  Construction 

Management Plan is required for a particular scheme will be assessed on a case by case 

basis. Construction Management Plans will usually be sought for major developments, but 

there can be instances where smaller schemes can have significant impacts.

No PS1 - 6

Monitoring There is no monitoring indicator for  

number of new dwellings complying 

with the new thermal performance 

targets

Agree. This monitoring indicator will be added. Yes PS1 - monitoring 

indicators

Addition of: 

Number of new dwellings complying with 

the new thermal performance targets
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Policy PS1: Responding to the Climate Emergency

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

 PS1 only references two monitoring 

indicators. This is inconsistent with 

the Sustainability Appraisal published 

for Regulation 19. [33516193] 

[	19813377]

a) Reflect ALL the Monitoring 

Indicators for SA Objective 11 

‘Climate Change’ (as per p.86 of the 

June 2022 Reg 19 Sustainability 

Appraisal)

• CO2 Emissions (total and per 

capita).

• Number of commercial premises 

built to BREEAM ‘Very good’ or 

better.

• Installed renewable/low carbon 

energy capacity (MW/h).

• Amount of demolition waste reused 

or recycled per annum (tonnes).

• Megawatts of installed small scale 

low and zero carbon energy

• Number of new dwellings 

complying with higher water 

efficiency standard y capacity

b) Design and include a monitoring 

indicator to monitor the effect listed 

under SA Objective 11 ‘Climate 

Change’ - “New and retrofitted 

Part agree.  Some of the monitoring indicators listed will be added.  Others would not be 

practical to monitor annually

Yes PS1 - monitoring 

indicators

Addition of: 

• Number of commercial premises built 

to BREEAM ‘Very good’ or better.

• Installed renewable/low carbon energy 

capacity (MW/h).

• Megawatts of installed small scale low 

and zero carbon energy

• Number of new dwellings complying 

with higher water efficiency standard y 

capacity

Residents Association [33516193] [	19813377] 

suggestion

MINOR MODIFICATIONS (in PS1)

•Date correction (section 4.10): 

Spelthorne Borough Council declared 

a climate emergency in October 2020 

 [33516193]

Agree.  Correct in para 4.2 but incorrect in para 4.10 Yes PS1 - para 4.10 Correct typo (para 4.10): In October 2020 

Spelthorne Borough Council declared a 

climate 

emergency and has…

Redrow Homes (Kempton Park) argue the 

omission of the Kempton Park PDL site 

indicates that Spelthorne Council has not met 

its own policy requirement [42425089]

Disagree.  Our spatial strategy is set out in policy ST2. No Site allocation
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Policy PS2: Designing Places and Spaces

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developers [41406273] and [19817217] 

Support the aims of Policy EC4

Support noted. No

Individual [19811777] notes Policy E5 is legally 

compliant, sound and complies with the duty 

to co-operate.

Support noted. No

Individual [41938753] comments that 'There 

are a lot of numbers and not a guarante that 

samples have been taken in the right 

order/place'.

The representation received has no context. Officers are unable to respond. No

Residents Association [19552033] notes 

concern over weakened wording such as “will 

be expected” or “should  be” rather than 

“must be” and have lost the refusal of 

permission clauses that are included in the 

current  policies. 

Disagree. The current Core Strategy was written pre-NPPF so some of the policies are not 

positively worded.  Whilst the Plan endeavours to secure maximum benefit from 

development, flexibility in the policy is required to anticipate a variety of circumstances.

No

Residents Association [19552033] notes that 

there is no reference to Tree Protection. Trees 

are vital to flood protection and there are no 

plans for flood proofing in the town centre,  

yet allocations for over 4,000 new builds. PS2 

references “avoid the loss of trees”, and 

includes “incorporate street trees” and PS3 

references “Tree preservation orders”. The 

wording of current policy EN8 must be 

included “refusing permission where 

development would have  a significant harmful 

impact on the landscape or features of nature 

conservation value” and reference made to 

Tree Protection in the new policy E4 : 

Environmental Protection.

Disagree. Paragraph 131 of the NPPF specifically addresses trees.  Tree preservation orders 

are covered in policy PS3 of the Local Plan. Para 167 and 169 of the NPPF address flood risk 

and SuDs.

No

Developer [41643681] generally supports the 

aim of the poilcy, but comments that Policy 

PS2 3 should ammended to read 'All new 

development will be designed to meet the 

needs of all users and be accessible to all, such 

as including M4(2) accessible dwellings.

Disagree. Policy H1 8(a) address the requirement for all new build dwellings to be 

constructed, as a minimum,  in accordance Building Regulations Part M4 (2) and any 

subsequent updates.

No Policy PS2 3

SWT [41751713] comment that Policy PS2 

should make reference to biodiversity net gain.

Disagree. Policy E2 (Biodiversity) addresses biodiversity net gain. No Policy PS2 4(b)
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Policy PS2: Designing Places and Spaces

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Residents Association [19552033] comments 

that that the Policy PS2 5(b) should be 

ammended to read …. ensure that public realm 

is well-designed, safe, secure in which 

opportunities for crime are minimised, 

inclusive, attractive, well connected …...

Disagree. Policy PS2 6 (a) addresses the need for the design of new developments to 

consider opportunities to reduce crime and anti-social behaviour.

No Policy PS2 5 (b)

Individual [19551713] comments that Policy 

PS2 (7) should have been applied when 

considering the Shepperton Studios 

application. 

Disagree. The application concerning the Shepperton Studios development was determined 

in accordance with the current Local Plan (Development Plan 2009). 

No Policy PS2 7

Developer [42320673] supports the 

policy in principle but suggests the 

Council should now be in a position 

to provide further clarity on those 

sites which they feel will require a 

design panel review and make this 

clear in the specific allocation 

policies. 

Agree in part. Policy wording could be amended to provide further clarity on the position 

with regard to this matter. Furthermore, while the Council is now in a position to provide 

further clarity on which sites are most likely to require the input of a design panel and as 

such this can be indicated in the relevant site specific policies to provide a degree of 

certainty, it should be noted however that each application will be assessed on a case-by-

case basis. 

Yes Policy PS2 7 On a case-by-case basis, it may be 

appropriate for larger developments to be 

shaped by a design panel review process 

proportionate to their scale and 

significance,  at the applicant’s expense, 

and in conjunction with

the Council.

Insert It is expected that the detailed 

design for this site will be developed in 

collaboration with the applicant, a design 

review panel and the Council. In the 

following allocations policies: AS1/011, 

AT1/002, AT1/012, AT3/016, HS1/002, 

HS1/009, HS1/012, HS2/004, LS1/024, 

SE1/024, SN1/006, ST1/037, ST1/043, 

ST3/004, ST4/002, ST4/019, ST4/025, 

ST4/026, AE3/006, AS1/001, HS1/012b, 

RL1/011, SC1/006, ST3/014, ST4/004, 

ST4/010, ST4/023, SC1/021, SE1/003, 

SN1/005, SN1/012, ST2/006, ST3/012, 

ST4/009

Developers [25762913] and 

[19637825] support the policy in 

principle but considers the 

requirement for design panel review 

(on some sites, to be agreed on a 

case by case basis) onerous for sites 

which are allocated  and proposes 

that this element of the policy be 

removed.

Disagree. Paragraph 126 of the NPPF (2021) states that 'good design is a key aspect of 

sustainable development', noting that it essential for LPAs to be clear about design 

expectations and how they will be tested along with effective engagement between 

applicants, communities, LPAs and other interests throughout the process. Paragraph 133 

of the NPPF further clarifies that  LPA's should ensure they have access to and make 

appropriate use of tools and processes for assessing and improving the design of 

development, including design advice and review boards and that these are of most benefit 

early in the process. As such it is considered that this requirement supports the aim of 

national policy and performs an important role in securing good design.

No Policy PS2 7

Policy PS2 (7) states that 'On a case-by-case 

basis, it may be appropriate for larger 

developments to be shaped by a design panel 

review process at the applicant’s expense, and 

in conjunction with the Council'
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Policy PS2: Designing Places and Spaces

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

EA [19771841] comments that tall buildings 

have the potential to impact negatively on the 

ecology and status of water couses and would 

therefore be contrary to the Water Framework 

Directive and would be inappopriate on sites 

next to or near rivers. The representation 

colcludes this should be reflected in the 

wording of Policy PS2 7. 

Disagree. The policies with the LP should be read as a whole. Matters relating to 

development that impacts on blue infrastructure and ecology are addressed in policies E1, 

E2 and SP6.

No Policy PS2 7
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Policy PS3: Heritage, Conservation and Landscape

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Conflicts with allocations in Staines 

and Policy PS3

Development affecting heritage assets will be required to demonstrate that appropriate 

proposals to conserve and enhance the asset are in place

No

Concerns over views of heritage 

assets 

Disagree. Policy PS3 seeks to protect heritage assets and listed buildings from the impacts 

of development.  This also includes ensuring development protects the existing character 

within conservation areas and those of identfed landscape character

No

Stronger wording in policy for listed 

buildings

Disagree. The application of considerable weight is a high threshold in decision-making for 

planning applications.

No

Inclusion of locally listed buildings 

within the Policy

Noted. Locally listed buildings are not protected to the same extent as listed buildings.  

Reference will be made in the reasoned justification with regard to seeking to protect 

locally lsited buildings

Yes Policy PS3 para 

4.25

New para 4.25

The Council will not support 

redevelopment 

proposals that would involve the loss of 

locally listed buildings or other 

structures, or unsympathetic proposals 

that would  damage their character and 

setting'.

Stronger protection for trees Disagree. Paragraph 131 of the NPPF specifically addresses trees.  Tree preservation orders 

are covered in policy PS3 of the Local Plan.

Para 167 and 169 of the NPPF address flood risk and SuDs.

No

Developer (41643681) comments thats some 

of PS3 is unnecessary as it repeats NPPF and 

should be deleted

Duplication of national policy Disagree. the Council believe a standalone policy on heritage, conservation and landscape is 

necessary.  This is especially the case when it comes to applying a effective approach to 

archaeology given the value of this within Spelthorne.  This policy also seeks to preserve key 

heritage and conservation assets in the Borough and as such this policy is justified.

No

Historic England [19549377] state that their 

comments at Reg 18 have been addessed and 

raise no further concerns

Noted.  No

Residents Association (33516193) submission 

refers to conflicts with allocations in Staines 

and Policy PS3 and the importance of views of 

heritage assets in Staines context

RA (19552033) submission refers to needing 

stronger wording in policy to include refusing 

consent for listed buildings and to include 

reference to locally listed buildings. 

Submission also refers to needing stronger 

protection for trees
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Policy SP1: Staines-upon-Thames

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

General support from individuals and 

developers for the policy approach and the 

focus of redevelopment opportunities in 

Staines upon Thames, including improvements 

to cycling and walking infrastructure and public 

realm [25674625] [33769281] [42220321] 

[19817217]

Noted No

General support for policy from developers in 

respect of effect on specific sites proposed for 

allocation [41406273]

Noted No

Comments from Residents Associations, CIGs 

and individuals on the housing delivery in 

Staines, the size and type of units (smaller and 

less likely to cater for families) and resulting 

impacts [23601825] [40286497] [40878625] 

[41434305] [33516193]

Noted. These comments are addressed at Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough as they 

relate to the spatial strategy rather than matters dealt with by this policy specifically. Policy 

SP1 states that Staines will be a key focus for housing, employment and retail development 

in the Borough, which derives from the overall Local Plan strategy at ST2. Some comments 

refer to infrastructure and the IDP, transport, climate change and flooding. These are also 

dealt with in responses to those policies. Further justification for the selection of the zones 

and restrictions are contained within the SDF.

No

Runnymede Borough Council [42128769], as 

an adjoining authority and a neighbour to 

Staines in particular, is supportive of 

development in Staines Town Centre as the 

policy approach is seeking to maximise 

opportunities for development on brownfield 

land within Spelthorne. Notes that this is an 

area which benefits from a concentration of 

services and sustainable transport links (and 

with scope for further improvements), in line 

with paragraph 119 of the NPPF 

Noted. Comments reflect previous and ongoing dialogue under the Duty to Cooperate. Yes

SCC [19592417] agree with the focus on town 

centres to deliver economic and employment 

opportunities

Noted. No

SCC [41555105] representing the River Thames 

Scheme supports the reference to flood risk 

management infrastructure at Para. 3

Noted. No Policy SP1 (3)

TfL [19553185] provide detailed comments on 

public transport, the bus station and parking

Noted. These comments were also received for the SDF consultation and the final version 

was updated to reflect their suggestions

No

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 35



Policy SP1: Staines-upon-Thames

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

The NHS [19568129] acknowledges that the 

policy supports proposals that facilitate new 

and improved healthcare services. Supports 

this approach and welcomes further 

collaboration with the Council to implement 

strategies that align with the delivery of 

healthcare infrastructure in Staines

Noted. Discussions with the NHS have informed the IDP and site specific proposals in 

Staines and the wider Borough.

No

Staines will not be able to cope with additional 

cars, leading to congestion and lack of parking 

[41434305]

Disagree. The transport impacts of additional development in the town have been modelled 

and assessed, resulting in the conclusion that no significant harm would arise. As a 

sustainable town centre with good public transport links, there are opportunities for 

interventions that reduce reliance on the private car and shift people towards more 

sustainable methods of travel. Proposed improvements to roads, junctions and 

pedestrian/cycle links are set out in the SDF and would be the subject of future work with 

SCC as the highway authority to deliver these schemes. The SDF also includes parking 

standards that reflect the balance to be struck between maintaining the attractiveness and 

viability of the town for visitors and shoppers whilst encouraging other methods of travel 

than the private car. It also sets out opportunities for public car parks that can respond to 

the changing demand for car ownership over the plan period.

No

Concern from individuals that there will be 

insufficient provision for infrastructure to meet 

the needs of the growing population and lack 

of information on how it will be delivered 

[25206657] [25674625] [19551713] 

[40878625] [41434305]

Disagree. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) sets out the infrastructure requirements 

based on the anticipated growth of Staines and has been informed by discussion with 

relevant providers. This demonstrates that this level of housing growth and the resulting 

population can be accommodated and details how the infrastructure will be supported and 

enhanced.

No

There should be a direct train link from Staines 

to Heathrow Airport and the town should be in 

Zone 6 [25674625]

Noted. Policy SP1 supports a rail link to Heathrow as being essential and sets out that the 

Southern Light Rail scheme is the Council's preferred option. We also support stations in 

Spelthorne being included in Zone 6 and have made representations through various 

channels on this. However, both are matters for the Department for Transport.

No

Duty to cooperate not fulfilled Disagree. The Duty to Cooperate evidence demonstrates our continued and ongoing 

engagement with SCC, Elmbridge and Runnymede on strategic cross-boundary issues. 

Having different approaches to meeting housing need does not mean authorities have not 

cooperated with each other.

No

Flood risk and sequential test not 

adequately dealt with

Disagree. The policy is not allocating sites and this issue is considered in the site allocations 

and Policy E3: Managing Flood Risk. Policy SP1 is concerned with policy specific to Staines 

where this needs to be further emphasised, whereas flooding is a Borough-wide issue.

No

Concerns on specific sites over 

viability, flood risk and accessibility

Disagree. This policy is not allocating sites. Comments considered under specific site 

allocations.

No

Comments from an individual on a range of 

concerns set out in the sub issues [19813377]
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Policy SP1: Staines-upon-Thames

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Infrastructure delivery not evidenced Disagree. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) sets out the infrastructure requirements 

based on the anticipated growth of Staines and has been informed by discussion with 

relevant providers. This demonstrates that this level of housing growth and the resulting 

population can be accommodated and details how the infrastructure will be supported and 

enhanced.

No

Concern over a range of issues not 

properly addressed, including climate 

change, transport, open space and 

character

Disagree. The SDF deals with these matters to provide detail that supports the policy. A 

separate Climate Change SPD has commenced preparation.

No

The Sustainability Appraisal and site 

assessments need to be updated in 

light of the Level 2 SFRA and Viability 

Assessment

Disagree. These are not matters directly related to Policy SP1 and are dealt with elsewhere. No

Support from a councillor for zoning proposals 

to limit heights and densities of buildings in 

parts of the town and not wanting to see the 

policy diluted [25515745]

Noted. No Policy SP1 (7)

Objection from an individual [42220321], a 

developer [42188193] and a councillor 

[19531809] to zoning proposals constraining 

development opportunities that would deliver 

much needed housing, in particular the 

Council's own assets and the ability for these 

investments to support service provision 

Disagree. There is a need to balance the growth of the town and larger scale developments 

against the character and visual amenity of the area. This was expressed through the level 

of responses on this issue in previous consultations on the Local Plan and the SDF. The 

zoning proposals were set out to help achieve this balance by limiting heights and densities 

in more sensitive areas of Staines but recognising that there may be exceptional cases 

where a development justifies deviation from these limitations. This demonstrates a 

positive, flexible approach were schemes can be considered on their own merits and in light 

of the benefits they bring.

No Policy SP1 (7)

The policy should address how flood 

risk will be mitigated or reduced 

overall, with reference to the 

sequential and exceptions tests in 

national policy. 

Disagree. The policy is not allocating sites and this issue is considered in the site allocations 

and Policy E3: Managing Flood Risk. Policy SP1 is concerned with policy specific to Staines 

where this needs to be further emphasised, whereas flooding is a Borough-wide issue.

No

Comments from an individual on a range of 

concerns set out in the sub issues [19813377]

EA [19771841] raise concern that the policy 

does not address flood risk and pressures 

facing waterbodies in Staines, including water 

quantity and quality, biodiversity and green 

and blue infrastructure
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Policy SP1: Staines-upon-Thames

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

All developments in Staines area 

should consider water quality and 

quantity impacts on surrounding 

waterbodies and policy only 

addresses new development areas, 

not the impact of new development 

on surface water networks

Agree in part. The Plan should be read as a whole, including the individual policies on a 

matter such as flooding and water quality, namely E3: Managing Flood Risk and E4: 

Environmental Protection. Policy SP1 is concerned with policy specific to Staines where this 

needs to be further emphasised, whereas water quality and quantity are Borough-wide 

issues. A policy is not only able help manage the impacts arising through new development 

rather than existing as it would be applied through the planning application and 

determination process. Site specific measures are also included in the site allocation 

assessments. Consideration can be given to cumulative effects but only where this is 

reasonable and viable. However, in the introduction to the spatial policies immediately 

preceding SP1, reference can be made to water quality and quantity to emphasise their 

importance to the policy approach when considering the urban environment and the river 

network.

Yes 5. Spatial 

Policies 

introduction, 

para. 5.2, 1st 

sentence

Add 'and water quality issues'                                               

5.2  As well as considering the urban 

environment, there is also an approach to 

the Borough's river network and water 

quality issues .

It would be beneficial to include 

reference to green and blue 

infrastructure in the policy as the 

Sustainability Appraisal indicators 

show a positive benefit to 

biodiversity

Agreed. This can be included within the Infrastructure section of this policy. Yes Policy SP1 (3) 1st 

sentence

Add 'and green & blue' before 

infrastructure                       3) Flood risk 

management and green and blue 

infrastructure should be incorporated into 

proposals where appropriate.' 

Any new developments could be 

opportunities to address current 

water quality issues, such as fixing 

misconnected buildings, landscaping 

for SuDS, removing unnecessary 

physical structures, restoring 

floodplains

Agree in part. Policies are only able to manage new development so there is not the 

opportunity to fix misconnected drainage on existing buildings unless a directly connected 

to a proposed scheme. Removing unnecessary physical structures and restoring floodplains, 

again, could not be a policy requirement unless part of a new scheme. However, many 

proposed development sites in Staines would have such an effect as per the opportunity 

sites in the SDF, for example the Riverside Car Park in Staines and Two Rivers where both 

currently contain large areas of hardstanding and proposals would see introduction of 

parks, amenity space and SuDS. The policy wording can be amended to reflect these 

opportunities.

Yes Policy SP1 (10) 

1st sentence

Add 'that would improve the amenity and 

also water quality by introducing 

additional landscape and SuDS.'                     

10) There are opportunities for attractive 

riverside development and public realm 

enhancement that would improve 

amenity and also water quality by 

introducing additional landscape and 

SuDS .   

Request from a developer [19817217] that the 

policy on mixed use development and 

reference to introducing new community and 

healthcare uses should include residential and 

other town centre uses

Disagree. Mixed use developments in the town tend to be residential above retail already. 

The policy aims to encourage other mixes of uses with residential.

No

Para. 5.5 of the reasoned justification on 

improving pedestrian linkages to the town and 

taking advantage of the riverside setting 

should be moved to the policy itself 

[19817217]

Disagree. The detail over how these opportunities can be realised can be found in the SDF, 

together with proposals for schemes and improvements that will be the subject of further 

work with the highway authority.

No

EA [19771841] raise concern that the policy 

does not address flood risk and pressures 

facing waterbodies in Staines, including water 

quantity and quality, biodiversity and green 

and blue infrastructure
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Policy SP1: Staines-upon-Thames

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Objection to restricting heights and densities in 

certain more sensitive areas of Staines via the 

'zoning' provisions of the policy [41799393]

The current drafting of the policy is 

not justified. Zoning exception should 

acknowledge that greater densities 

and heights may be justifiable where 

the harm is not significant. The zones 

set out in the SDF apply blanket 

restrictions over areas of the town 

but there may be sites within those 

areas where less harm would arise.

Disagree. The zones within the SDF have been carefully assessed, hence there is no overall 

'blanket' zone across the more sensitive areas but rather a series of zones where heights or 

densities, and in some cases both, are limited to different maximums depending on the 

character of that particular location and from where the sensitivity is derived, such as the 

Conservation Area and the river. Care was taken to ensure a degree of justified protection 

to these areas to ensure Staines remains a focus for development opportunity but 

balancing this against the existing scale of development and the sensitivity of certain areas 

to unfettered change. The exception allows for those developments where the planning 

balance clearly falls in favour of allowing a departure from these restrictions.

No Policy SP1 (7)

Overall objection to the spatial 

strategy, capacity for Staines upon 

Thames to accommodate level of 

anticipated growth in terms of 

infrastructure, use of the standard 

methodology to calculate housing 

need and whether the Council should 

meet this need in full

Noted. These comments are addressed at Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough as they 

relate to the spatial strategy rather than matters dealt with by this policy specifically. This 

includes the issue of calculating housing need and whether the Council should aim to meet 

that figure in light of constraints such as Green Belt, flooding and protected habitats, and 

infrastructure limitations. Policy SP1 states that Staines will be a key focus for housing, 

employment and retail development in the Borough, which derives from the overall Local 

Plan strategy at ST2. Some comments refer to infrastructure and the IDP, transport, climate 

change and flooding. These are also dealt with in responses to those policies. Further 

justification for the selection of the zones and restrictions are contained within the SDF.

No

Zoning element of Policy SP1 is 

'extremely welcome' but the map in 

the SDF lacks consistency and logic.

Disagree. The areas for inclusion in the zones and the height/density restrictions have been 

carefully considered following a character analysis. It was later amended to reflect the new 

Conservation Area boundary and include key sites in the corresponding zone. Further 

justification for the production of the zones is provided within the SDF

No Policy SP1 (7)

There should be no exemption to the 

zoning element of the policy and the 

examples of what might warrant a 

departure from the restrictions are 

too loosely worded

Disagree. Policies must be positively prepared and justified. Staines is a sustainable urban 

centre where development sites are expected to be optimised under national policy. We 

recognise that this should not be at the expense of local character, hence the zoning policy 

that seeks ensure new development in the most sensitive areas of the town respect existing 

the scale of existing built form. A strict adherence to a policy of this nature would unduly 

constrain the development opportunities of the town and fail to take into consideration 

factors that may weigh heavily in favour of allowing schemes that provide benefits that 

outweigh any harm from a departure to the height and/or density restriction. This would 

render the policy unsound. Examples are provided to indicate what factors might justify a 

departure and these are not exhaustive but serve to assist developers of the types of 

benefits that could outweigh the harm. This allows for flexibility and prevents the policy 

being applied in a rigid form. Each case needs to be considered on its own merits and in 

light of the planning balance so 'exceptions' to policies usually exist even if not specified 

explicitly.

No Policy SP1 (7)

A Residents Association [33516193 & 

33516193] provides a lengthy response on a 

number of points set out in the sub issues
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Policy SP1: Staines-upon-Thames

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Zoning requirements allows for taller 

buildings than required by the 

Conservation Area Management Plan 

for Staines

Disagree. The Staines CAA Management Plan is guidance rather than prescriptive. The 

extent to which a development should 'respect' existing heights will be considered on a 

case by case basis, depending on the character of that particular part of the Conservation 

Area and the streetscene. The zoning limitations are not 'minimums' but 'maximums', 

meaning that there may be instances when a lower height is more appropriate in a given 

context. 

No Policy SP1 (7)

Little evidence that the Council is 

committed to high standards of 

architecture and design

Disagree. The SDF contains a wealth of design principles and guidance specific to Staines 

where taller buildings and higher densities are expected to come forward. Chapter 6 is titled 

Design for Urban Living, with subsections on People-Friendly Streets; Attractive, Long-

lasting Buildings; Quality Homes for All; and Examples at Different Densities. There may be 

the opportunity to consider a Design Code for Staines once the Local Plan has been adopted 

and the Council is reviewing the progress of the pilot schemes currently underway to help 

us understand what added value this could have, over and above the SDF. The design code 

drafted by the respondent group contains many of the same themes as the SDF around 

movement, healthy streets, open spaces and sustainability.

No

SWT requests a modification to include the 

benefits to wildlife in opportunities for 

riverside development enhancement 

[41751713]

Agree. Biodiversity is dealt with in other policies but inclusion here would reinforce that 

riverside development has multiple benefits beyond the built environment

Yes Policy SP1 (10) Add 'which can benefit biodiversity'                                        

10) There are opportunities for attractive 

riverside development and public realm 

enhancement, which can also benefit 

wildlife . Improved access will be 

encouraged in order to maximise the asset 

that is the River Thames-side location”

A Residents Association [33516193 & 

33516193] provides a lengthy response on a 

number of points set out in the sub issues
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Policy SP2: Ashford, Shepperton and Sunbury Cross

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [19532737]  states that policy has 
assessed Ashford, Shepperton and Sunbury 
together rather than individually.  A separate 
Sustainability Appraisal for each town would 
acknowledge that Shepperton is a highly 
sustainable location for new development.  
The merits of Shepperton as a sustainable 
location for development in its own right 
should be identified in the policy.

Ashford, Shepperton and Sunbury 
Cross should be assessed individually 
rather than together.

Disagree.  Ashford, Shepperton and Sunbury Cross are identified together as district centres 
given their similar sizes, facilities and communities they serve.  Opportunities for each area 
have been identified within the Policy.  The current SA process has ensured consistency 
across the areas given the roles they play in the Borough.

No

EA [19771841] concerned that Policy SP2 
shows a negative impact on flooding from the 
plan policy (i.e.  Flooding is classed as negative 
long term in the Sustainability Appraisal for 
Policy SP2) but there is no discussion of this in 
the policy nor is there a reference to flood risk 
for these locations.

Disagree. Flooding issues across the Borough are addressed through Policy E3 - Managing 
Flood Risk.  This specifies how new development should demonstrate requirements to 
minimize flooding and this applies across the Borough.

No

Lack of information on the delivery of 
infrastructure

Disagree.  Policy ID1 and ID2 set how new developments will be expected to deliver any 
infrastructure that is required as part of a development(s) and the IDP and its Part 2 set out 
anticpated needs that have been identfied.

No

To make transport accessible all kerbs 
should be dropped

Noted. SP2 sets out opportunities for improvements to the centres, one of which is to 
improve the active and sustinable travel options and access to these.  Having kerbs dropped 
is not specified as being an issue to be dealt within the Local Plan and would be done on a 
case by case basis by SCC as the highways authority

No

Individual [40262177] states that there are a 
lot of things happening to Staines but wonders 
what the plans for Ashford are 

Noted. Ashford is a smaller area than Staines and lesss able to support as many uses.  There 
are some housing allocations in Ashford and SP2 sets out opportunities to improve public 
realm and access

No

Developer [42425089] supports the policy and 
highlight the approach to maximise the 
efficient use of land particularly around public 
transport interchanges and raising densities, 
whilst having regard to the existing character

Noted. The consideration of existing character when proposing new development is 
important to ensure this remains in scale

No

Individual [41882049] concerned that SP2 it 
states it will seek to improve infrastructure, 
clarification is needed on this and there is 
nothing in the plan to state how this will be 
delivered. 

SP2 (5) if you are making updates to transport 
modes in Sunbury you have to make it 
accessible for disabled residents to get out of 
their property - safely. Dropping all kerbs so no 
need to use the roads, this is from their front 
door to all transport links.

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 41



Policy SP2: Ashford, Shepperton and Sunbury Cross

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Lack of spaces to hold events Noted.  SP2 sets out opportunities to improve public realm and to create a more pleasant 
environment in Ashford. The policy also includes reference to opportunities to provide 
leisure facilities and play spaces which have been idnetfied as lacking for the community.  
These would have to be conmensurate wih the scale and character of Ashford.

No

Adverse effect of new LIDL 
supermarket

Disagree.  Ashford has three 'mini' supermarkets located on the High Street (Church Road) 
which offer a convienent location to do a top up shop.  The new LIDL supermarket, whilst 
likely to take some trade from these, is a location more suited to doing a much larger 
weekly shop, the facilities for which don't necessarily exist in Ashford with the exception of 
the large Tesco Superstore on the A30 to the north.  Its iley the new LIDL supermartket 
would provide competiion for this large Tesco store rather than compete directly with 
smaller shops in Ashford.

No

Individual [40363393} has concerns that flats 
are being built on green belt land and that a lot 
of the town centre is being turned into flats.  
They are also cocnerned that Ashford cannot 
deal with any more flats without any of the 
infrastructure that should accompany them i.e. 
doctors surgeries, schools etc. Impacts on 
green spaces and the lack of variety of shops 
on the High Street.  They also raise concerns 
over the issue of pavements used by shops and 
vans parking on yellow lines close to junctions.

Development in Ashford and on 
Green Belt and lack of infrastructure

Disagree.  There is one area of GB land in Ashford to be released and the other sites are on 
brownfield which accords with making efficient use of land in a sustainable location.   The 
IDP includes where infrastrucure is required and at present nothing specific has been 
highlighted for Ashford.  

The Local Plan is limited in attracting specific businesses to locate on high streets and this is 
often down to market conditions.  Opportunities exist to improve the local environment, 
accessibility and the public realm to improve the attractiveness of the area.  More people 
living closer to the high street could also act as a draw to attract more businesses to provide 
services for them.  Highways issues should be directed to Surrey County Council.

No

Indvidual [41817121] Ashford, and welcome a 
growing community, of very cosmopolitan 
nature in the centre of the town, but presently 
we have only church halls to accommodate an 
event of any size. The new LIDL Supermarket, 
when  open, will have a adverse effect on 
Ashford High Street, the surrounding shopping 
facilities, and traffic movements. The town 
centre already needs a heart, an open and 
covered space to relax
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Policy SP3: Stanwell and Stanwell Moor

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

SCC[19592417] state it will be important to 

ensure alignment of active and sustainable 

transport improvements across the boundary 

with the London Borough of Hounslow and 

notes that the policy makes reference to this

Noted.  Improving bus and cycle ways to and from Heathrow especially are key 

opportunities which the Council would support.  SCC are the authority responsible for such 

improvement works

No

Developer [42188001] has general support for 

the policy with the potential social, economic 

and environmental improvements that could 

be secured

Noted No
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Policy SP4: Green Belt

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Residents Association [19552033] requests a 

change to the wording to make reference to 

'original building' when considering proposals 

for replacement buildings 

Disagree. Local Plan policy must be consistent with national policy in the NPPF. In the latter, 

the policy on replacement buildings does not make reference to the size of the original 

building. This test is different to that applied to extensions, where it is required that they 

must not be disproportionate to the size of the original building. This is a deliberate 

distinction so the NPPF policy takes precedence over the existing Core Strategy 2009 policy 

and the new Local Plan provides the opportunity to correctly reflect the national policy.

No Policy SP4: 

Green Belt (2) & 

(3)

Suggests a change to the wording of 

the policy on exceptional 

circumstances

Agree in part. There are some minor changes to the wording of SP4 that would more closely 

align with the terminology used in the NPPF. The additional paragraph suggested that 

explains what is meant by Very Special Circumstances is not considered to be policy.

Yes Policy SP4: 

Green Belt (1) 

2nd sentence

Amend as follows:                                                               

'In order to uphold the fundamental aims 

of the Green Belt to prevent urban sprawl 

and to keep land within its designation 

permanently open, inappropriate 

development should not be approved 

except in very special circumstances can 

be demonstrated.'

Reasoned justification should include 

the specific reference to the policies 

in the Plan being taken as a whole

Agree. Yes Policy SP4: 

Green Belt, 

reasoned 

justification, 

Para.5.21

Amend as follows:                                                               

'Proposals within the Green Belt will also 

be expected to comply with all other Local 

Plan policies when taken as a whole, 

particularly those that cover design, 

amenity, landscape, biodiversity and 

flooding.'

Note: comments relating to sites for allocation or omission sites are dealt with under Policy ST2 as they relate to the spatial strategy for the Borough. This policy deals with development in the Green Belt once boundaries have been amended through 

the Local Plan upon adoption

A developer [41643681] comments on the 

specific wording of the policy to better align 

with national policy
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Policy SP5: Colne Valley Regional Park

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

SWT [41751713] reference the need to include 

key features in policy such as River Colne 

(SNCI) and KGVI SSSI as these are within the 

Colne Valley

Agree.  Para 2(c) refers to conserving and enhancing biodiversity in the park and this is 

sought to be a catch all to include designated sites.  To make this clearer specific reference 

will be made in the Reasoned justification to the SNCI and SSSI sites in Colne Valley

Yes Policy SP5 para 

5.22

Para 5.22 -  The Colne Valley Regional Park 

covers over 10,000 hectares to the west of 

London. It forms a narrow corridor of 

countryside, much of it within the Green 

Belt, stretching from Rickmansworth in the 

north to Staines and Wraysbury in the 

South where the River Colne joins the 

Thames. It is some 14 miles long and 3 

miles wide at its widest point. It straddles 

a number of local authority boundaries. 

The area within Spelthorne covers some 

1,000 hectares and comprises three major 

reservoirs, the areas of Staines Moor, 

Hithermoor and the settlement of 

Stanwell Moor.  In addition, the River 

Colne SNCI and King George VI SSSI are 

key features and located within the Park'.

CVRP [41803201] have requested some minor 

changes to wording of policy including 

inclusion of enhancement in para 1 and to 

change aim to aims in para 5.23

Agree. The proposed inclusion of enhancement in para 1 and change of aim to aims in 5.23 

is supported

Yes Policy SP5 (1)  

Policy SP5 para 

5.23

Para 1 -   The extent of the Colne Valley 

Regional Park (CVRP) within the Borough is 

defined on the Policies Map. As a member 

of the CVRP, the Council will seek to 

maintain the character and landscape of 

the Park and promote its benefits and 

enhancement.

Para 5.23 -  The Colne Valley Regional Park 

was conceived in the 1960’s with the 

broad aims of providing for informal 

recreation in a countryside setting. The 

original objectives 

remain just as valid today, although they 

have been updated, modified and 

extended over the last 50 years:
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Policy SP6: River Thames and its Tributaries

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

The RTS [41555105] supports the council’s 

statement in paragraph 5.29 which states that 

‘Existing riverside access will be maintained 

and opportunities will be sought to improve 

access in conjunction with developments in 

riverside locations.’ 

Support noted No SP6 - para 5.29

RTS [41555105] pleased to see support for the 

project.  

Support noted No SP6

Individual [19551713] - Reference should be 

made to the council's intentions to object to 

any proposal for mass movement from their 

existing locations on the Northern side of 

Heathrow to the Southern side, immediately 

overlooking Stanwell.

Officers do not understand the reference.  Not enough information is provided. No SP6

Individual [25434753] Supports the banks of 

the rivers Cole and the Ash being deculverted 

and banks will be left natural.  Suggests 

deculveting Sweeps Ditch. It’s a pumped 

system, this can’t be good for the 

environment,  no one in charge of maintaining 

the pumps, nor clearing the water course 

where it need clearing to allow flow, it’s also 

an advantage to elevate flooding.

Officers will seek further advice from EA as part of ongoing discussions. No SP6

Residents' Association [19552033]  consider 

that there should be reference to Water 

Quality which is now included in policy E4.

Disagree.  The Plan should be read as a whole and each policy should not repeat another. No SP6
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Policy SP6: River Thames and its Tributaries

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

SWT [41751713] The Council should note S40 

of the NERC Act which states that when 

exercising its functions, a public authority 

should have regard to the purpose of 

conserving biodiversity which includes in 

relation to a type of habitat, restoring or 

enhancing a habitat. Therefore, development 

proposals within the Thames and its tributaries 

will need to comply with the NERC Act. The 

Trust does not support any development 

proposals that will affect the SNCI. Suggested 

amendments are set out in the next section.

Proposed modification

“…The Council supports opportunities 

to increase the use of the rivers for 

tourism and improving river-based 

and riverside recreation and leisure 

activities. All development proposals 

should protect and enhance the river 

and its setting as a valuable resource 

for biodiversity, wildlife, and as an 

SNCI and a Habitat of Principal 

Importance. Where possible and 

where there will be no adverse effect 

on the SNCI, development proposals 

should support infrastructure such as 

boatyards, moorings, jetties and 

safety equipment etc. …”

Disagree - other policies in the plan cover the SNCI. Is it not considered that this wording is 

necessary to make the Plan sound.

No SP6 - 2

EA [19771841] and individual [19813377] Point 

9d specifies that an 8m natural buffer zone is 

required for main rivers and that the 5m buffer 

applies to ordinary watercourses.  It is not 

clear why this policy for a natural buffer zone 

provision of the dimensions mentioned above 

only apply to the tributaries of the River 

Thames and not the River Thames itself.  

Development proposals near the 

River Thames should retain or 

provide an undeveloped 8 metre 

buffer zone alongside it. This buffer 

zone should be on both sides of the 

watercourse and be measured from 

the top of the riverbank at the point 

at which the bank meets the level of 

the surrounding land.

Agree Yes SP6 - 4 - new 

para underneath

9(d) Provide undeveloped buffer zones of 

8m minimum for main rivers and 5m 

minimum for other water courses. This is 

also applicable to culverted rivers. A 

scheme to provide a buffer zone will need 

to include a working method statement 

detailing how the buffer zone will be 

protected during construction and long-

term ecological plan.
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Policy SP6: River Thames and its Tributaries

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

RTS [41555105] suggest wording main policy 

and supporting text paragraph 5.31 is 

amended to reflect the current aspirations of 

the scheme

Proposed modification: 8) The 

Council supports in principle the 

proposals for the wider River Thames 

Scheme and welcomes the new areas 

for recreation and wildlife and new 

active travel connections (including 

new foot and cycle paths) that the 

scheme will bring. The River Thames 

Scheme is a project designed to 

significantly reduce the risk of 

flooding by creating two new river 

channels totalling over 8.5 miles 

alongside the Thames in Runnymede 

and Spelthorne, as well as increasing 

capacity at Sunbury, Molesey and 

Teddington weirs. These new 

channels will increase the capacity of 

the Thames through Surrey and south 

west London, reducing the risk of 

flooding to over 11,000 homes and 

1,600 businesses. The proposed 

indicative route is shown on the 

Policies Map’ 

Noted.  It is not considered necessary to amend the policy to make the plan sound No SP6 - 8

EA [19771841] concern SP6 - 9(d)  We are 

pleased to see the commitment in Point 9 to 

de-culverting/ preventing culverting, re-

naturalising banks, and retaining natural banks.  

Agree No SP6 - 9

EA [19771841] suggestion: It is important to 

also include in the justification text that works 

to main river will require a Flood Risk Activity 

Permit under the Environmental Permitting 

(England and Wales) Regulations 2016.

Agree SP6 - 5.27 Works to main river will require a Flood 

Risk Activity Permit under the 

Environmental Permitting (England and 

Wales) Regulations 2016.
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Policy SP6: River Thames and its Tributaries

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

RTS [41555105] suggest para 5.30 is amended A significant area of Spelthorne lies in 

the floodplains of the Thames, Colne 

(and related river system) and Ash. 

Flood defences are very limited and 

are on parts of the River Colne 

system and the River Ash. The River 

Thames between Egham and 

Teddington is one of the largest area 

of undefended, developed floodplain 

in England. Spelthorne Borough 

Council is working with the EA, Surrey 

County Council and other partners to 

bring forward the River Thames 

Scheme which seeks to address this 

with the aim of reducing flood risk in 

communities by providing additional 

channel capacity and improved 

conveyance. Alongside the channels 

there will be large areas of green 

open space, new foot and cycle 

paths, and improved wildlife habitats. 

The flood channels will also provide 

opportunities for fishing, boating and 

canoeing bringing health benefits to 

communities as well as opportunities 

for tourism, recreation and leisure. 

The key elements are:

• proposed new river channel built in 

two sections – at Runnymede and at 

Spelthorne – to increase storage 

capacity for water from a major 

flood;

• improvements to existing river 

structures (Sunbury, Molesey and 

Teddington weirs);

• large areas of green open space, 

improved wildlife habitats and 

opportunities for tourism, recreation 

and leisure; and

• new and enhanced active travel 

routes for walking and cycling.

Agree Yes SP6 - RJ A significant area of Spelthorne lies in the 

floodplains of the Thames, Colne (and 

related river system) and Ash. Flood 

defences are very limited and are on parts 

of the River Colne system and the River 

Ash. The River Thames between Egham 

and Teddington is one of the largest area 

of undefended, developed floodplain in 

England. Spelthorne Borough Council is 

working with the Environment Agency, 

Surrey County Council and other partners 

to bring forward the River Thames Scheme 

which seeks to address this with the aim 

of reducing flood risk in communities by 

providing additional channel capacity and 

improved conveyance. Alongside the 

channels there will be large areas of 

green open space, new foot and cycle 

paths, and improved wildlife habitats. 

The flood channels will also provide 

opportunities for fishing, boating and 

canoeing bringing health benefits to 

communities as well as opportunities for 

tourism, recreation and leisure. The key 

elements are:

• proposed new river channel built in two 

sections – at Runnymede and at 

Spelthorne – to increase storage capacity 

for water from a major flood;

• improvements to existing river 

structures (Sunbury, Molesey and 

Teddington weirs);

• new recreation areas for communities 

and habitats for wildlife

• large areas of green open space, 

improved wildlife habitats and 

opportunities for tourism, recreation and 

leisure; and

• new and enhanced active travel routes 

for walking and cycling.
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Policy SP6: River Thames and its Tributaries

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

RTS [41555105] suggest para 5.30 is amended A significant area of Spelthorne lies in 

the floodplains of the Thames, Colne 

(and related river system) and Ash. 

Flood defences are very limited and 

are on parts of the River Colne 

system and the River Ash. The River 

Thames between Egham and 

Teddington is one of the largest area 

of undefended, developed floodplain 

in England. Spelthorne Borough 

Council is working with the EA, Surrey 

County Council and other partners to 

bring forward the River Thames 

Scheme which seeks to address this 

with the aim of reducing flood risk in 

communities by providing additional 

channel capacity and improved 

conveyance. Alongside the channels 

there will be large areas of green 

open space, new foot and cycle 

paths, and improved wildlife habitats. 

The flood channels will also provide 

opportunities for fishing, boating and 

canoeing bringing health benefits to 

communities as well as opportunities 

for tourism, recreation and leisure. 

The key elements are:

• proposed new river channel built in 

two sections – at Runnymede and at 

Spelthorne – to increase storage 

capacity for water from a major 

flood;

• improvements to existing river 

structures (Sunbury, Molesey and 

Teddington weirs);

• large areas of green open space, 

improved wildlife habitats and 

opportunities for tourism, recreation 

and leisure; and

• new and enhanced active travel 

routes for walking and cycling.

Agree Yes SP6 - RJ A significant area of Spelthorne lies in the 

floodplains of the Thames, Colne (and 

related river system) and Ash. Flood 

defences are very limited and are on parts 

of the River Colne system and the River 

Ash. The River Thames between Egham 

and Teddington is one of the largest area 

of undefended, developed floodplain in 

England. Spelthorne Borough Council is 

working with the Environment Agency, 

Surrey County Council and other partners 

to bring forward the River Thames Scheme 

which seeks to address this with the aim 

of reducing flood risk in communities by 

providing additional channel capacity and 

improved conveyance. Alongside the 

channels there will be large areas of 

green open space, new foot and cycle 

paths, and improved wildlife habitats. 

The flood channels will also provide 

opportunities for fishing, boating and 

canoeing bringing health benefits to 

communities as well as opportunities for 

tourism, recreation and leisure. The key 

elements are:

• proposed new river channel built in two 

sections – at Runnymede and at 

Spelthorne – to increase storage capacity 

for water from a major flood;

• improvements to existing river 

structures (Sunbury, Molesey and 

Teddington weirs);

• new recreation areas for communities 

and habitats for wildlife

• large areas of green open space, 

improved wildlife habitats and 

opportunities for tourism, recreation and 

leisure; and

• new and enhanced active travel routes 

for walking and cycling.
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Policy SP6: River Thames and its Tributaries

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

RTS [41555105] suggest revised wording to 

paragraph 5.31, this could be amended to go 

into more detail about what the RTS would 

provide. 

Proposed modification: 

Like other boroughs, Spelthorne 

needs to ensure it is able to plan 

development that responds to the 

climate emergency. One of the 

biggest risks to the borough is 

flooding from the River Thames and 

this risk will only grow with climate 

change. The section of the River 

Thames that runs through the 

borough makes up one of the largest 

areas of un-defended flood plain in 

England. The RTS is a project 

designed to significantly reduce the 

risk of flooding by creating two new 

river channels totalling over 8.5 miles 

alongside the Thames in Runnymede 

and Spelthorne, as well as increasing 

capacity at Sunbury, Molesey and 

Teddington weirs. These new 

channels will increase the capacity of 

the Thames through Surrey and south 

west London, reducing the risk of 

flooding to over 11,000 homes and 

1,600 businesses. Alongside the 

channels there will be large areas of 

green open space, new foot and cycle 

paths, and habitat creation. The flood 

channels will also provide 

opportunities for fishing, boating and 

canoeing bringing health benefits to 

communities as well as opportunities 

for tourism, recreation and leisure. 

Agree Yes SP6 - 5.31 These measures will better protect around 

11,000 homes (in total not just in 

Spelthorne) and 1,600 businesses, 

enhance the natural environment around 

the river, and boost the local economy. 

Like other boroughs, Spelthorne needs to 

ensure it is able to plan development that 

responds to the climate emergency. One 

of the biggest risks to the borough is 

flooding from the River Thames and this 

risk will only grow with climate change. 

The section of the River Thames that runs 

through the borough makes up one of the 

largest areas of un-defended flood plain 

in England. The RTS is a project designed 

to significantly reduce the risk of flooding 

by creating two new river channels 

totalling over 8.5 miles alongside the 

Thames in Runnymede and Spelthorne, as 

well as increasing capacity at Sunbury, 

Molesey and Teddington weirs. These 

new channels will increase the capacity of 

the Thames through Surrey and south 

west London, reducing the risk of flooding 

to over 11,000 homes and 1,600 

businesses. Alongside the channels there 

will be large areas of green open space, 

new foot and cycle paths, and habitat 

creation. The flood channels will also 

provide opportunities for fishing, boating 

and canoeing bringing health benefits to 

communities as well as opportunities for 

tourism, recreation and leisure. 
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Policy SP6: River Thames and its Tributaries

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

RTS [41555105] suggest para 5.32 is amended We suggest adding the word 

‘proposed’ before Spelthorne, given 

the channel has not yet been built. In 

addition, the capacity improvements 

reference in this paragraph are 

downstream of Desborough Cut and 

we propose this paragraph is also 

amended to reflect this fact.

The design of Sunbury weir is still 

under review and as such, the 

number of gates could change. To 

reflect this, we propose amending 

the text to say ‘there will be extra 

gates built...’ rather than specifying 3 

gates.

Agree Yes SP6 - 5.32 The proposed Spelthorne channel is 3.2km 

in length. It starts at Laleham and ends at 

Weybridge. The channel flows through 

four lakes and crosses five roads. The 

proposals include increasing the capacity 

downstream of the Desborough Cut. At 

Sunbury weir there will be extra gates built 

on the lock island.

RTS [41555105] suggest para 5.33 is amended Propose amending the first sentence, 

as a DCO has not yet been submitted.

Recommended action: To amend 

paragraph 5.33 in the following way: 

The large scale of the project means 

it is to be treated as a Nationally 

Significant Infrastructure Project 

(NSIP) and requires a type of consent 

known as 'development consent 

order' (DCO). The DCO must be 

granted before full funding is 

approved and construction can begin.

Agree Yes SP6 - 5.33 The large scale of the project means it is to 

be treated as a Nationally Significant 

Infrastructure Project (NSIP) and requires 

a type of consent known as 'development 

consent order' (DCO). The DCO must be 

granted before full funding is approved 

and construction can begin.

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 52



Policy SP6: River Thames and its Tributaries

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

A business organisation [19532737] states 

unsound in regard to the lack of detail 

provided in the Policy in relation to the River 

Thames Scheme. A gross failing of the plan to 

take into account a unique opportunity for 

integrated development which takes 

advantage of new opportunities created by the 

RTS. The Scheme proposes a Country Park at 

Shepperton after the disposition of spoil and if 

this is to be taken forward the Plan should 

identify this area and also acknowledge that 

this will create the opportunity for a 

sustainable urban extension to Shepperton, 

which will contribute towards a funding 

mechanism for the management and 

maintenance of the Country Park. 

The Policy should include further 

detail in respect to the River Thames 

Scheme including the identification of 

sustainable development 

opportunities that will arise from it. 

This should include the provision of a 

Country Park at Land East of Sheep 

Walk, Shepperton, with adjacent 

residential development as a 

sustainable urban extension. 

Disagree - it is not considered necessary to make the Plan sound No SP6 - RJ

RTS [41555105] highlight issues with the 

Proposals Map 

RTS is currently only shown on the 

interactive version of the Policies 

Map and the boundary  needs 

updating.  RTS is currently not shown 

on the paper/pdf  mapit and we 

would like it to present the latest 

indicative RTS boundary. 

Recommended action: Policies Map 

(both interactive and non-interactive) 

to be updated with the latest 

indicative RTS boundary, which will 

be supplied to SBC separately.

Policies Map (both interactive and non-interactive) to be updated with the latest indicative 

RTS boundary, if supplied by RTS to deadline

Yes Policies Map
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Policy SP7: Heathrow Airport

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

SWT [41751713] and a Residents Association 

[19552033] object overall to Heathrow Airport 

expansion. SWT in particular objects to any 

proposals that have an impact on SNCIs or any 

other important habitat

Disagree. The current agreed position of the Council is that is supports expansion of 

Heathrow Airport in principle due to the economic and employment benefits it brings to the 

Borough but subject to the impacts on our communities, businesses, services and the 

environment being comprehensively and effectively mitigated. This principle is emphasised 

in the policy and reasoned justification.

No

Developers [42188001] [42188193] supports 

the principle of the policy and considers this to 

mean more homes and employment sites are 

needed when the airport is expanded and 

further Green Belt released  

Disagree. Housing need and delivery are dealt with at Policy ST2: Planning for the Borough 

so this will be considered under that policy. SP7 does not consider allocations and, in any 

case, further Green Belt sites are not required to meet our need, taking account of the 

current position with Heathrow Airport expansion 

No

Assessment of economic need and best use of 

land around the airport required, and further 

review of sites for economic use in association 

with future expansion and additional housing. 

Developers [41138977] [42254977] 

[42188001] [42188193]

Disagree. The site assessment work considers sites put forward for allocation and it is not 

the purpose of this policy to refer to specific allocations. The overall spatial strategy and 

sites for release from the Green Belt to meet need will be discussed under Policy ST2.

No

CVRP consider policy should be deleted and 

left for national policy to protect Green Belt 

[41803201]

Disagree. The policy is intended to consider Heathrow-related proposals affecting the 

Borough, with or without expansion of the airport in whatever form. It brings together 

other policy themes covered elsewhere in the Local Plan rather than being adjusted by this 

policy.

No

Request for amending wording to 

remove 'seek to' in respect of 

securing environmental protections

Agree. Removing 'seek to' would strengthen the policy Yes Policy SP7 (1) (b) 

first bullet point

Remove 'seek to'                                                                      

• seek to  protect and enhance designated 

areas of existing environmental character 

including Sites of Nature Conservation 

Importance, areas of landscape value, the 

Borough’s historic and cultural heritage 

(including

historic buildings and Conservation Areas), 

habitats particularly within Biodiversity 

Opportunity Areas and open space of 

amenity and recreation value;

Request for the policy to require at 

least 20% biodiversity net gain

Disagree. The biodiversity net gain figure specified in Policy E2: Biodiversity is at least 10%. 

To go higher than this would risk viability of sites, especially when other policy 

requirements are factored in, such as affordable housing. As the percentage sought is not 

referenced in Policy SP7, it can be added for clarity.

Yes Policy SP7 (1) (b) 

second bullet 

point

Amend to 'achieve at least 10% 

biodiversity net gain'          • demonstrate 

ecological offsetting and incorporate 

mitigation measures to achieve at least 

10%  biodiversity net gain;         

SWT [41751713] concerned that the policy 

around environmental protections needs to be 

strengthened
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Relevant 

Policy/Section
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CVRP state policy should include reference to 

Colne Valley Regional Park [41803201]

Agree. Whilst Colne Valley Regional Park is covered by Policy SP5: Colne Valley Regional 

Park, additional reference can be included in SP7 at the list of designated areas of existing 

environmental character

Yes Policy SP7 (1) (b) 

first bullet point

Add 'Colne Valley Regional Park'                                             

• seek to protect and enhance designated 

areas of existing environmental character 

including Sites of Nature Conservation 

Importance, areas of landscape value, the 

Borough’s historic and cultural heritage 

(including

historic buildings and Conservation Areas), 

habitats particularly within Biodiversity 

Opportunity Areas, Colne Valley Regional 

Park , and open space of amenity and 

recreation

value;

SCC [19592417] state it will be important to 

ensure alignment of active and sustainable 

transport improvements across the boundary 

with the London Borough of Hounslow and 

notes that the policy makes reference to this

Noted No Policy SP7 (1) (d)

Crossrail 2 would provide improved 

rail links and frequency. The 

safeguarding directions remain in 

force

Disagree. Noted regarding the safeguarding and no sites affect or are affected by the route. 

Due to the lack of progress since the scheme was paused for funding reasons, not felt 

necessary to refer to it in the policy and can be considered at the 5-year review of the Local 

Plan if is then progressing

No Policy SP7 (1) (d)

Should provide explicit support for 

measures to support improved bus 

services, cycling and walking

Disagree. Covered in (1) (d). Should be noted that many of these intervention fall to SCC as 

the Highway Authority

No Policy SP7 (1) (d)

Concern over support for the 

Southern Light Rail as one of the 

proposals for southern rail access to 

Heathrow

Disagree. Noted but specific reference to the scheme is only included in the range of other 

proposals because it is promoted by the Council and it will be for the Department for 

Transport to consider the individual merits of the options

No Policy SP7 (1) (d)

Ask that some of the Mayor of 

London's strategic transport policy 

objectives are extended to the 

Borough

Disagree. This is a matter for SCC through its latest Local Transport Plan 4, which is the basis 

for the Borough's transport policy

No Policy SP7 (1) (d)

TfL [19553185] consider that a range of 

surface access interventions are required to 

secure sustainable modal shift
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Policy H1: Homes for All

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Community Interest Group [19813793] 
Housing Requirement is based on out of date 
projections.

Housing Need - paragraph 1 refers to 
618 homes per annum. This is based 
on 2014 outdated projections. 
Remove the words 'at least'.

Disagree. National Planning Policy requires Local Housing Need to be calculated using 2014 
based household growth projections. There is an expectation that the standard method will 
be used and that any other method will be used only in exceptional circumstances. The 
Council does not feel there are exceptional circumstances warrant using an alternative 
method. The provision of 'at least 618 homes per annum' ensures that a suitable 
contingency to be applied. The housing need figure will be reviewed after two years as per 
national policy. 

No

Developer [42051521] Affordable Housing 
provision. 

Lack of affordable housing provision 
against the SHMA

The Strategic Housing Market Assessment identifies the needs of the community and is 
unconstrained in its assessment. The Viability Assessment demonstrates that Affordable 
Housing provision is viable at a 30% on urban sites and 50% on greenfield sites. The Council 
must take into account viability considerations within the plan making process to maximise 
AH provision whilst also having regard for feasibility considerations. 

No

Developer [42037089] Developer [42051521] 
Housing Need - paragraph 1 refers to 618 
homes per annum.  The Council should plan for 
a higher figure due to past under delivery. 

Disagree. National Planning Policy Guidance sets out that the standard method for 
calculating housing need includes an affordability adjustment to take account of past under-
delivery. The standard method identifies the minimum uplift that will be required and 
therefore it is not a requirement to specifically address under-delivery separately. The 
housing trajectory shows that the Council is able to demonstrate a five year housing land 
supply through the Local Plan. 

No

Developer [42037089] Further work should be 
undertaken to revise the housing target in 
order meet the Borough’s requirements in 
terms of affordable and specialist needs 
housing.

Disagree. Policies have been developed to take account of evidence to ensure that policies 
address issues within Spelthorne. This includes the Strategic Housing Market Assessment 
update 2019, as well as the Viability Assessment. This is to ensure that the Local Plan 
addresses as much need as possible but is feasible and can be delivered. 

No

Policy H1 does not to mention 
steering development away from 
flood risk. All new developments will 
need to adhere to Chapter 14 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework 
regarding flood risk

Disagree. Policy E3 relates to Managing Flood Risk. Developments will be expected to have 
regard to all relevant policies in the Local Plan. Reference to flood risk in policy H1 would 
lead to repetition whereas Policy E3 and national policy set out the required criteria with 
regards to flood risk. 

No

Sequential test should be referred to. Disagree. Policy E3 relates to Managing Flood Risk. Developments will be expected to have 
regard to all relevant policies in the Local Plan. Reference to flood risk in policy H1 would 
lead to repetition whereas Policy E3 and national policy set out the required criteria with 
regards to flood risk. 

No

Developer [42051521]  Housing Need - 
paragraph 1 refers to 618 homes per annum. 
This does not address unmet need within the 
HMA. 

Spelthorne has ongoing engagement with Duty to Cooperate partners and this is 
demonstrated within the Statement of Compliance. Spelthorne does not have any spare 
capacity to assist neighbouring authorities and no partners have spare capacity to assist 
meet wider need. This is demonstrated in the Statement of Common Ground produced by 
partners. It is considered that additional Green Belt release would result in harm that would 
outweigh the benefit. 

No

Individual [33561025] Local people should 
have priority for new homes

The plan should limit who can buy 
new homes

Disagree. The Local Plan sets out to meet needs of the whole community. This is based on 
the Local Housing Need figure for Spelthorne which takes into account local housing growth 
projections. Homes provided in the Borough should be  for all members of the community 
and not determined by migration in and out of the Spelthorne.  

No

EA [19771841] Flood Risk 
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [33561025] Family homes should be 
prioritised.

Noted. The Council plans to release 15 Green Belt sites to meet wider needs of the 
community and to provide family dwellinghouses that otherwise may not have been 
provided in the urban area. Flatted development is the predominant development 
anticipated in the urban area due to viability and feasibility reasons.

No

Individual [33561025] Environment and 
ecology should be protected through 
construction and occupation of new homes.

Noted. The Local Plan includes policies on biodiversity and net gain to ensure the 
environment is protected from Development. 

No

Individual [39699649] lack of family houses 
proposed in the Local Plan.

Disagree. In developing the Local Plan strategy, The Council has weighed up the social 
impacts of developing more homes against the economic and environmental impacts. The 
release of a small amount of Green Belt will provide family homes for the Borough. Many of 
the urban sites are not able to accommodate family homes due to viability reasons or 
feasibility issues. Policy H1 identifies the mix of homes required from development - this is 
based on the Strategic Housing Market Assessment update 2019 which assesses the specific 
housing needs of Spelthorne. 

No

Developer [41643681]  Further sites should be 
allocated to account for excessive windfall 
provision and to allow contingency.

Disagree. The housing trajectory and housing delivery identified is based on evidence of 
sites likely to come forward within the plan period. The proposed strategy weighs up the 
social, economic and environmental impacts of the plan and it determined satisfactorily 
meet needs of the community. Further work has been undertaken since the Regulation 19 
consultation demonstrating the impacts of additional Green Belt release. This was deemed 
to result in harm that would outweigh the benefits of housing provision. The housing 
trajectory includes a 5% discount for under delivery across the whole plan period as well as 
a 20% buffer on the five year housing land supply to account for past delivery. 

No

Developer [41643681] No C2 provision within 
allocations. 

Disagree. Sites promoted for C2 use were discounted by the Council owing to constraints 
including Green Belt performance. Since the Regulation 19 consultation, two sites that 
would provide additional C2 provision have been included within the Strategic Land 
Availability Assessment 2022. Policy H2 allows for the provision of specialist 
accommodation where development complies with other policies in the Local Plan. 

No

 Developer [42188193] [42188001] Housing 
Requirement is unsound as the Government 
plan to review the standard method. 

We support the Council in utilising 
the standard methodology for 
assessing housing need as stated at 
footnote 1 of the Plan. However, in 
the longer term, the Government has 
pledged to review the methodology 
and accordingly we can anticipate a 
revised methodology to be published 
prior to the adoption of the Local 
Plan, and possibly before its 
submission for EiP. Should this occur, 
further public consultation on any 
revised housing requirement should 
occur to ensure the approach is 
sound. Currently, we therefore 
suggest the Policy is unsound.

Noted and disagree. The Council has developed its Local Plan approach based on current 
policy and guidance. The Council will review the Housing Requirement figure should new 
Planning Policy arise however at present there is no evidence to suggest this taking place 
prior to the submission of the Local Plan. 

No
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 Developer [42188193] [42188001] 
Application of housing supply buffer

We suggest the Council should apply 
an approach to planning for its 
development needs by providing a 
20% buffer. The 2021 HDT result was 
published on 14th January 2022 and 
for the Council, they recorded a score 
of 69% and therefore as a 
consequence the Presumption in 
favour of Sustainable Development is 
triggered

Noted. The five year housing land supply calculation already includes a 20% buffer. No

Developer [19532737]Housing  Provision It is considered that the housing 
supply targets are not accurate and 
the Council have overestimated likely 
build-out rates. Additional Green Belt 
release is required. 

Disagree. The Council has based its delivery rates of housing on evidence provided by 
developers. Historic build out rates have been used to help determine likely build out rates 
of sites under construction. The Council has provided supporting evidence for sites in the 1-
5 year delivery timeframe within the Housing Trajectory/Five Year Housing Land Supply 
document. The GL Hearn Housing Delivery study is based on historic data as well as the built 
out rates of larger schemes nationally. The delivery of sites is subject to individual 
circumstances which have been considered and factored into the delivery calculations of 
allocations in Spelthorne. The proposed strategy is considered to meet housing needs in 
full, based on a small amount of Green Belt release and intensification of the urban area. 
This helps to protect the most valuable Green Belt in Spelthorne. Additional Green Belt 
release is considered to cause adverse impacts that do not outweigh the benefits. 

No

Developer [19532737] The sites that have 
been allocated for housing development, and 
those identified for release from the Green 
Belt, will not meet the identified need of 
housing mix and standards.

Disagree. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment identifies needs that are unconstrained 
and 'policy off'. The Council has decided to pursue a strategy which is balanced and meets 
the needs of the community over the Local Plan period as much as possible. The Local Plan 
strategy has been tested against the Sustainability Appraisal objectives and was deemed to 
have the most balanced impacts across social, environmental and economic objectives 
when compared to alternatives. By majority, The Council agreed on the spatial strategy.

No

Residents Association [33516193] The housing 
‘target’ for Staines must be reduced. This could 
be achieved by agreement with the 
government for a lower number for the 
borough

Disagree. The Council has developed its Local Plan approach based on current policy and 
guidance. The Local Plan strategy is balanced and directs development to the Borough's 
most sustainable locations. A Highways Assessment and Infrastructure Delivery Plan have 
been produced to determine impacts on Staines and the wider borough of the proposed 
strategy and the Council is satisfied that the Local Plan can address impacts sufficiently. 
Development will continue to come forward with or without a new Local Plan. The housing 
target is not a 'cap' and it would be difficult to resist development of urban sites in 
sustainable locations even if our housing need figure were lower or reduced.

No

Developer [41928193] This policy allows a level 
of flexibility to ensure that development can 
meet housing needs as they change.

Noted. The housing mix requirement will be informed by evidence as it is updated. No

Developer [42188193] Greater flexibility is 
required regarding housing mix and standards

Disagree. The policy H1 is informed by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment update 
2019. The mix of units and standards set out ensures that the community needs are met 
into the future. 

No
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Individual [19545249] Provision needs to be 
made for boat dwellers, and those that live in 
caravans.

Noted. The Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Assessment 2018 considered the 
needs of gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople. Policy H3 relates to the provision of 
accommodation for these groups of the community. House boat dwellings were considered 
through the GTAA however there was no evidence to support the  provision of additional 
houseboats in the borough. In addition, due to the low numbers of permanent moorings in 
Spelthorne, there is limited evidence for additional provision. The provision of new 
moorings would likely have ecological impacts on the waterways and would need to be 
subject to an appropriately detailed assessments of the likely impacts. 

No

Individual [42037633] Housing needs and mix Plans do not address the needs of 
families, the disabled or the 
vulnerable or a growing residential 
base or the infrastructure of the area 
in any way.

Disagree. Policy H1 takes into account evidence from the Strategic Housing Market 
Assessment 2015 and 2019 to inform the type and mix of homes required. The policy makes 
provision for family homes, accessible homes and specialist accommodation. The policy has 
been subject to a viability assessment to ensure that the criteria can be delivered. Housing 
matters relating to the Housing Register are beyond the scope of the Local Plan and will be 
addressed by the Council's housing team.

No

HBF [19538401] Para 1, Housing Need repeat 
ST2 and should be deleted. 

Disagree. Policy H1 relates to housing provision therefore is considered relevant to the 
policy and types of homes to be provided. 

No

HBF [19538401]  Lack of evidence of 
requirement for wheelchair accessible homes. 

Disagree. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment identifies that an ageing population 
means that the number of people with disabilities is expected to increase substantially in 
the future. Paragraph 7.30 of the SHMA update 2019 states that 'Given the evidence, the 
Council could consider (as a start point) requiring all dwellings to meet the M4(2) standards 
(which are similar to the Lifetime Homes Standards) and at least 10% of homes which are 
allocated by the local authority meeting M4(3). It should however be noted that there will 
be cases where this may not be possible (e.g. due to viability or site-specific circumstances) 
and so any policy should be applied flexibly'. As such, the rising elderly population and 
conclusions of the SHMA undertaken by independent consultants has been used, alongside 
the viability assessment, in determining the level of accessible dwellings for new 
development. 

No

Developer [42320673] Self and Custom Build Paragraph 13 requires more clarity. 
Specific allocation sites should be 
identified where self and custom 
build plots are required. 

Disagree. Paragraph 13 of H1 was subject to viability assessment and it was deemed 
appropriate to consider the provision of self and custom build plots on a case by case basis. 
The Council will have regard for the self and custom build register when determining the 
level of demand and if/how plots should be provided. 

No

Individual [19551713 ] Space standards too 
restrictive 

Paragraph 6.14 covering housing mix 
and size requirements does not 
mention these minimum requirement 
being applied to e.g. office to 
residential conversions and should be 
added to the Housing document.

Noted. Point 4 of H1 requires all new residential development to meet minimum space 
standards. 

No

Developer [42320673] There is no justification 
for properties to be built to standards Building 
Regs Part M4(2) and M4(3). 

Disagree. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment provides evidence of an ageing 
population and recommends that accessibility standards be incorporated into planning 
policy, as is currently required. The outcome of a 2020 consultation on standards of 
adaptability and accessibility in new homes found that the previously optional regulations 
of Part M4(2) will now become the mandatory minimum standard across England. 

No
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 Flood risk should not exempt a 
development from Accessible Home 
provision. 

Disagree. Paragraph 9 of policy H1 sets out that exemptions will only be considered where 
the applicant can robustly demonstrate that compliance would create significant harm. As 
such, there will be an expectation to provide accessible homes in all developments unless 
there is significant adverse impacts. A developer will need to evidence their position with 
viability and feasibility evidence. 

No

M4(3) properties should not be 
exempt. Other options for ground 
floor properties, ramped access 
should be incorporated. 

Partly agree. There will be an expectation to provide accessible homes - exemptions will be 
a 'last resort'. Reasoned Justification wording will be updated to reflect this. 

Yes Policy H1 para 
6.19

Where the specific requirements of 
Building Regulations may not be 
achievable, an element of flexibility is 
recognised as being required in the 
delivery of these standards. This may be 
due to, site specific challenges around 
topography, flood risk and/or the 
relationship to design. It is acknowledged 
that a significant proportion of the 
Borough is at risk to flooding, and that this 
could be a constraint to achieving this. 
Where developers demonstrate that the 
M4(2) or M4(3) requirements are not 
feasible to be delivered on viability 
grounds exemptions will be on a case by 
case basis on the clear evidence submitted 
at planning application stage, e.g. the 
topography of the site makes provision as 
a whole not feasible and impacts 
development viability significantly. 
Applicants will be expected to consider all 
other reasonable options for Accessible 
Home provision, for example ground floor 
provision or ramped access, prior to 
demonstrating an exemption is required. 

Individual [41882049] [19813377] Accessible 
Homes exemption
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Developer [41799393] Build to Rent housing The Local Planning authority should 
demonstrate the need for Build to 
Rent housing and developers should 
not be required to demonstrate a 
need. The 20% affordable housing 
requirement of national policy should 
be applied. 

Partly agree. The policy acknowledges the scope for further evidence to be undertaken by 
the Council. The Strategic Housing Market Assessment update 2019 identifies the need for 
different accommodation types in Spelthorne. Policy H1 currently sets out that the 
proportion of Affordable Housing provision should be in line with the benchmark level set 
by the Council and follow any up to date evidence, plans or strategies. As this work has yet 
to be undertaken the policy will be updated to refer to the 20% requirement until such a 
time that the Council produces evidence to support a different proportion. 

Yes Policy H1 (7) Where Build to Rent housing is proposed, 
the proportion of Affordable Housing 
provision should be in line with the 
benchmark level
set by the Council and follow any up to 
date evidence, plans or strategies.

Where Build to Rent housing is proposed, 
the proportion of Affordable Housing 
provision should be as set out in national 
policy (20%) until such a time that the 
Council  sets its own benchmark level 
supported by follow any up to date 
evidence, plans or strategies.

Community Interest Group 
[19539521]Accessibility standards shouldn't 
have exclusions

Policy H1  has far too many 
exclusions to ensure that the 
requirement for accessible and 
adaptable dwellings and wheelchair 
dwellings can be achieved. Text 
suggested to improve policy in terms 
of accessibility standards. 

Partly Agree. All policies were subject to a viability assessment to determine the viability of 
the Local Plan and the requirements included. Whilst the provision of accessible homes is 
an important requirement within the Local Plan, feasibility and viability will need to be 
considered to ensure development can be delivered.  It is acknowledged that standards are 
dependent upon the application of the policy on balance, however where technical 
requirements are needed and Building Control can provide a valuable consultee, policy will 
be updated to take account of correct terminology and standards. 

Yes Policy H1 (8) 8.All new homes must be designed and 
constructed in a way that enables them to 
be adaptable, so they can meet the 
changing needs of their occupants over 
their lifetime, including as a result of any 
disability. Planning permission will be 
granted for new dwellings subject to the 
following:
(a) All new build dwellings will, as a 
minimum, be constructed in accordance 
with the optional requirement M4(2): 
Category 2 – Accessible and adaptable 
dwellings of the Building Regulations 
2010 and any subsequent updates, unless 
it can be demonstrated that it is unfeasible 
to do so. 
(b) The encouragement, where practicable 
and viable, of dwellings on schemes
involving major development being 
provided as wheelchair adaptable 
dwellings
in accordance with the Building 
Regulations M4(3) standard: Category 3.
(b) Unless it can be demonstrated that it is 
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Policy H1: Homes for All

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

HBF [19538401] Accessible Homes Para 1, Housing Need repeat ST2 and 
should be deleted. Parts (b) seeks to 
encourage the provision of 
wheelchair adaptable housing in line 
with Part M4(3) and part (c) seek 
requires 10% of dwellings on major 
housing developments to be built to 
this same standard unless it is 
unviable. 

Agree. 8c is the desired requirement for all major development. 8b will be removed. Yes Policy H1 (8b) (b) The encouragement, where practicable 
and viable, of dwellings on schemes 
involving major development being 
provided as wheelchair adaptable 
dwellings in accordance with the Building 
Regulations M4(3) standard: Category 3.

HBF [19538401]  Self and Custom Build Part 14 (C) There is no reason to 
require a site to be retained on the 
open market following the 12-month 
period nor is there any justification 
for having to offer these to the 
Council or a housing association first. 

Agree. The Self Build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 does not require the Council to 
provide land for self and custom builders.
Instead, it should grant sufficient suitable planning permissions for self or custom builders 
to match the number of people on the register. Wording to be amended to reflect this. 

Yes Policy H1 (14c) (c) Where plots have been made available 
and marketed appropriately for at least 12 
months and have not sold, the plot(s) will 
be expected to remain on the open 
market as self-build or custom build or be 
offered to the Council or a Housing 
Association before being built out by the 
developer  the plot(s) will be returned to 
the developer to be built out as market 
housing. 

Residents Association [19552033] A 
percentage of new dwellings should be 
wheelchair adapted, complying with M4(3) 
(2)(b), at build-time, so that users can move in 
without further expense. 

Agree. Text to be added to Reasoned Justification to explain that there will be an 
expectation for accessible standards to be complied with from completion.  

Yes Policy H1 para 
6.17

The intention of this approach will be to 
maximise the flexibility of new housing to 
accommodate a wider spectrum of 
housing needs. This will support the 
housing needs of older people but also 
those with specialist needs such as those 
who are disabled and wheelchair users, 
leading to positive impacts on health and 
well-being. Wheelchair accessible 
provision will be expected to be provided 
from the time the dwelling is ready for 
habitation to ensure homes contain 
required features and standards for 
residents without delay or expense. 
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Policy H2: Affordable Housing

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [42037633] Affordable housing 

proposed through the Local Plan is not 

affordable.

Noted. The Local Plan uses national planning definitions to inform policy requirements, 

including that of affordable housing. The Local Plan has been subject to a viability 

assessment to ensure that policies can be delivered. Affordable Housing is provided by 

registered social landlords who are developers of new homes in the social housing sector 

and provide housing for people. The Council also develops its own sites to boost affordable 

housing delivery. The Council's Housing team can help to address personal issues relating to 

accommodation. 

No

Unrealistic affordable housing 

delivery. 

Disagree. The Local Plan, including the policies and site allocations have been subject to a 

viability assessment demonstrating that it is deliverable. The plan will seek to deliver as 

much affordable housing as is viable whilst also ensure that developments can be delivered. 

No

More greenfield sites should be 

released to boost affordable housing 

provision

Disagree. The Council has decided to pursue a strategy which is balanced and meets the 

needs of the community over the Local Plan period. The Local Plan strategy has been tested 

against the Sustainability Appraisal objectives and was deemed to have the most balanced 

impacts across social, environmental and economic objectives when compared to 

alternatives. By majority, The Council agreed on the spatial strategy. The level of Green Belt 

release is considered appropriate to the strategy and releasing larger sites would risk 

adverse impacts on the Borough.

No

Developer [42320673] Provision could affect 

the scale provision and / or the tenure split.

The specifics of the estate 

regeneration projects is such that the 

requirement on the net uplift will 

need to have regard to that being 

replaced and the economic viability 

of these schemes, which could well 

affect the scale of affordable 

provision and / or the tenure split.

Noted. Developments will be expected to be policy compliant in providing affordable 

housing. It is for applicants to demonstrate whether particular circumstances justify the 

need for viability assessment at the application stage. 

No

Provision should be on a site by site 

basis. 

No

Where schemes provide other 

benefits i.e. improved sports 

facilities, a lower requirement should 

be accommodated.

A higher proportion of affordable 

housing would jeopardise scheme 

delivery. 

Greater provision of social housing 

for GTTS

Noted. The Council have identified a site to meet the known needs of gypsies and travellers. 

Additional needs will be sought to be met on existing sites. The site identified for gypsy and 

traveller needs is owned by Spelthorne Borough Council and this will provide more control 

in the operation and management of the site to help meet community needs.

No

Noted and partly disagree. The Local Plan, including the policies and site allocations have 

been subject to a viability assessment demonstrating that it is deliverable. The plan seeks to 

provide as much affordable housing as is viable whilst also ensuring that development can 

be delivered. Paragraph 2(b) sets out that it is for applicants to demonstrate whether 

particular circumstances justify the need for viability assessment at the application stage. As 

such if development is not viable at the 50% AH level due to other community provisions, 

there is an opportunity to present the individual case of the site. 

Developer [42051521] The Council’s approach 

to distributing growth will not deliver on the 

targeted provision for 30% of all development 

on brownfield sites and 50% on greenfield 

sites.

Developer [42292769] A blanket requirement 

for all sites released from the Green Belt to 

secure 50% affordable cannot be justified. 

Individual [19545249] At least one additional 

social housing site for Gypsy/ Travellers 

appears to be needed.
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Policy H2: Affordable Housing

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

The SA failed to consider that 

Council's provide poor quality 

accommodation to their tenants. 

Disagree. The Sustainability Appraisal has assessed all policies in the Local Plan, including 

H3: Meeting the needs of Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople as well as site 

allocations, including ST1/043 (Land East of 355 London Road) to determine if the impacts 

of development, with mitigation identifies to reduce adverse effects.

No

Paragraphs 2 (a), (b) & (c) do not 

appear to address the old problem of 

developers preferring to financially 

support "affordable housing" 

elsewhere to avoid it being part of 

their application.  

Disagree. National policy sets out that the role for viability assessment is primarily at the 

plan making stage. Policy H2 as well as the wider Local Plan has been subjected a Viability 

Assessment to ensure the plan is deliverable. By front loading viability into the early stages 

of the Local Plan means that policies have been tested and there is less opportunity for 

developers to negotiate affordable housing provision. Paragraph 2(b) requires developers 

to provide evidence to support any reasons why affordable housing cannot be provided on 

site. 

No

Where will alternative sites be found 

for off site provision?

Noted. It is for developers to work with the Council to identify sites to accommodate off-

site provision. This would be linked through a s106 agreement to an approved development 

on a donor site.

No

The policy relies on the Strategic 

Housing Market Assessment or any 

subsequent evidence to inform 

housing mix. This does not provide 

flexibility within the policy as per 

NPPF paragraph 82(d)

Noted and agree. The policy refers to the most up to date evidence produced by the Council 

and also allows for the consideration of subsequent affordable housing needs evidence. As 

such this is considered to ensure that evidence is accounted for however to ensure that 

wider evidence of affordable housing needs can be considered an additional reference will 

be added to the policy . 

Yes Policy H2  

Footnote 29

or subsequent affordable housing needs 

evidence (as previous) commissions or 

produced by the

council. Where available, wider sources 

relating to affordable housing need may 

also be considered to  understand needs 

more local to a development proposal. 

2(d) partially replicates 2(a) and could 

be trimmed to reduce repetition, 

focussing on tenure split. 

Agree. This paragraph does partially repeat paragraph 2(a) and could be edited to reduce 

repetition. 

Yes Policy H2 (2d) Proposals for housing need to meet the 

need as identified in the most up to date 

housing needs assessment with particular 

regard to size, type and tenure of 

dwellings. The tenure split should be 

informed by the most up to date Council 

evidence. This currently includes a tenure 

split of 75% affordable/social rent, with 

25% First Homes as per national 

guidance[32] . A minimum of 10% of the 

homes provided on each site must be 

available for affordable home ownership, 

except where an exemption applies in the 

NPPF. 

Developer [38928609] Lack of flexibility within 

H2

Community Interest Group [19551713] Under 

provision

Individual [19545249] At least one additional 

social housing site for Gypsy/ Travellers 

appears to be needed.
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Policy H2: Affordable Housing

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [42220321] Build to Rent - The 20% 

benchmark for affordable housing shoud be in 

line with national policy should be used. 

Agree. The policy will be amended to refer to the 20% national benchmark until such a time 

that the council produces evidence to support a different threshold.

Yes Policy H2 (2e) Where Build to Rent housing is proposed, 

the proportion of Affordable Housing 

provision should be in line with the 

benchmark level

set by the Council and follow any up to 

date evidence, plans or strategies.

Where Build to Rent housing is proposed, 

the proportion of Affordable Housing 

provision should be as set out in national 

policy (20%) until such a time that the 

Council  sets its own benchmark level 

supported by follow any up to date 

evidence, plans or strategies.

Developer [41643681] Application of 

affordable housing provision to C3 housing. 

The requirement to provide 

affordable housing will apply to all 

residential development falling under 

Use Class C3 only with the exception 

of Gypsy & Traveller Pitches or 

Travelling Showman Plots. The 

affordable Housing requirement will 

not apply to C2 use classes.

Partly Disagree. In order to maximise affordable housing provision, the Council feel that the 

policy should be amended to require affordable housing on C2 and C4 developments. 

Expand reference to use classes regarding affordable housing provision. 

Yes Policy H2  (2g)  The requirement to provide affordable 

housing will apply to all residential 

development falling under Use Class C3 

with the exception of Gypsy & Traveller 

Pitches or Travelling Showman Plots.

The requirement to provide affordable 

housing will apply to all residential 

development falling under Use Class C2, 

C3 and C4, or any subsequent 

amendments to the Use Classes Order, 

with the exception of Gypsy & Traveller 

Pitches or Travelling Showman Plots.

Individual [42220321] Build to Rent We consider that H2 needs clarity in 

respect of its reference to affordable 

housing on Build to Rent (BtR) 

proposals. It is not clear that this will 

apply to affordable / Discounted Rent 

Models (DMR), consistent with the 

treatment of affordable housing in 

Build to Rent schemes by other 

authorities. 

Agree. Discounted market rent is typically provided for middle income households who 

can't afford local market prices. The National Planning Policy Framework states that 

affordable housing on build to rent schemes should be provided by default in the form of 

affordable private rent, a class of affordable housing specifically designed for build to rent. 

A Supplementary Planning Document will be produced on Affordable Housing in due course 

setting out the position on Discounted Market Rent in more detail. 

Yes Policy H2 para 

6.15

[New paragraph] 6.16 - Affordable 

housing on build to rent schemes should 

be provided by default in the form of 

affordable private rent, a class of 

affordable housing specifically designed 

for build to rent. Should the Council 

produce a supplementary planning 

document on affordable housing, this 

should be referred to on the type of 

affordable housing provision required 

within build to rent schemes. 
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Policy H2: Affordable Housing

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [38928609] Monitoring indicators The monitoring indicators set out on 

page 73 may also include monitoring 

against the Housing Register. 

Agree. This would be a helpful addition to the monitoring indicators to help assess how 

development schemes are helping to meet current needs. 

Yes Policy H2  

Monitoring 

indicators

[New indicator]

Indicator: Number of people on the 

Council Housing Register

Target: To ensure development schemes 

are addressing current affordable housing 

needs. 

Data Source: Council Housing Register
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Policy H3: Meeting the Needs of Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

RBWM [42130017] Welcomed the intention of 

Policy ST2(3) to provide for 20 permanent 

pitches for Gypsies and Travellers.  We also 

appreciate that identifying suitable sites for 

these disadvantaged groups is challenging and 

that Green Belt land may need to be 

considered.

Support noted No H3

EA [	19771841] stated that caravans, mobile 

homes and park homes intended for 

permanent residential use are classified as 

vulnerable development and therefore will not 

be suitable in Flood Zone 3 and only when the 

exception test is passed will it be allowed in 

Flood Zone 2.  Policy H3, does not include this 

detail

“Caravans, mobile homes and park 

homes intended for permanent 

residential use” are considered 

“highly vulnerable” under the 

planning practice guidance and 

therefore not allowed in Flood Zone 3 

and only allowed in Flood Zone 2 if 

the Exception Test is passed. 

Proposed amendment from the Environment Agency is accepted Yes H3 - new below 

para (4)

Caravans, mobile homes and park homes 

intended for permanent residential use 

are considered highly vulnerable under 

the planning practice guidance and 

therefore not allowed in Flood Zone 3 and 

only allowed in Flood Zone 2 if the 

Exception Test is passed. 

Also, Policy H3 it states under 4(e) 

“the location of the site provides a 

safe living environment free from the 

risk of flooding”, it is not clear what 

this means. For example, does this 

mean all future site allocations will be 

located only in Flood Zone 1? This 

should be clarified and whilst doing 

this there should be a cross reference 

to chapter 10 and chapter 7 (the 

revised) policy E3.

Disagree.  The Plan should be read as a whole and it is not considered necessary for policies 

to cross reference each other as many are inter-linked.  A new paragraph below 4 has been 

suggested by the EA and it is considered that this will provide sufficient reference to flood 

issues which are fully considered by policy E3.

No H3

Individual [19545249] expressed concern 

regarding historic under delivery of sites for 

Gypsies and travellers

Noted. The Council acknowledge that no additional gypsy and traveller or travelling 

showpeople sites have been delivered in the borough for at least ten years.  

No H3

Individual [19545249] expressed concern 

regarding that the GTAA is an underestimate. It 

is dated 2018. It is not accurate

Disagree. The GTAA was produced by experienced consultants Opinion Research Services 

(ORS) who have  produced similar studies for many other local authorities in Surrey 

including Elmbridge, Mole Valley, Reigate and Banstead, Runnymede, Surrey Health, 

Tandridge and Waverley and a number of London Boroughs including Hillingdon and 

Hounslow.  The completion rate was lower than hoped however ORS used their knowledge 

and experience to make projections for the missing data.

No H3
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Policy H3: Meeting the Needs of Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [19545249] expressed concern 

regarding failure to apply the standard method 

correctly, and also to ensure that adequate 

provision is made for Gypsy / Travelling 

Showmen in the district due to confusion in 

how the issues are calculated.

Disagree. No further details supplied.  Experienced consultants Opinion Research Services 

(ORS) produced the GTAA.  To the best of Officers' knowledge the methodology was as set 

out in guidance.

No H3

Individual [25674625] opposed the plans to 

accommodate the traveller community.

Disagree. National planning policy for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople is set out 

in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Planning Policy for Traveller  Sites. 

The Equality Act 2010 requires Councils to take steps to meet the needs of people who 

have relevant protected characteristics, such as Romany Gypsies and Irish and Scottish 

Travellers. 

No H3

Individual [19545249] expressed concern 

regarding the  Council needs to have all public 

sites made subject to audit to ensure that they 

are fit for human habitation (meet the 

requirements of the Caravan Sites Act, 1960 

licensing regime).

Disagree. This is beyond the scope of the Local Plan No H3

Individual [19545249] expressed concern 

regarding SA failed to consider that Council's 

provide poor quality accommodation to 

their tenants. This includes overcharging for 

utilities (water and electricity increasing 

the effects of deprivation)

Disagree. Surrey CC is the owner and manager of the Council sites in Spelthorne borough.  

Quality and charges levied are beyond the scope of the Local Plan.

No H3

Individual [19545249] expressed concern 

regarding the Council providing 

accommodation to homeless people on Gypsy/ 

Traveller Sites (public and private)

Disagree. This is beyond the scope of the Local Plan but the GTAA did not find any evidence 

of this.

No H3

Individual [19545249] expressed specific 

concerns regarding Sheep Walk site which has 

a extensive planning history.

Noted. The site is not allocated in the Local Plan. No Specific site

Interest Group [25818945] Concerns in 

relation to site ST1/043 Land East of 355 

London Road, Staines

Noted. Concerns will be addressed under specific site allocation No Specific site
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Policy E1: Green and Blue Infrastructure

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

SCC [19592417] propose an amendment to the 

wording of Policy E1 (1) to focus more 

specifically on ecological functionality as 

follows: Development must contribute 

towards the provision, protection and 

enhancement of the wider green infrastructure 

network, by supporting ecological 

functionality (including air, water, soil 

quality), providing resources for species 

and/or contributing to habitat connectivity, at 

a scale commensurate with the proposal.

Disagree. Policy E1 is an overarching policy and seeks to set out at the strategic level how 

the multiple benefits of Green and Blue Infrastructure may be secured across a range of 

policy areas, including but not limited to improving health and wellbeing, air quality, nature 

recovery and resilience to and mitigation of climate change, along with addressing issues of 

social inequality and environmental decline. While the importance of the Green and Blue 

Infrastructure in enhancing ecological functionality is acknowledged matters relating to 

ecological functionality and biodiversity specifically are addressed in Policy E2.

No Policy E1 (1)

SCC [19592417] propose that the 

policy wording is amended so that all 

development should contribute to 

the wider green and blue 

infrastructure network.

Agree. Green infrastructure principles can be applied at all scales and improvements 

realised through cumulative impacts of small scale interventions can positively contribute 

to enhancing the wider network. The forthcoming Green and Blue Infrastructure Strategy 

and SPD will set out guidance on how this can be achieved at smaller scales, while Policy E1 

(2) sets out the requirement for Major applications. Amendment to policy wording 

acceptable.

Yes Policy E1 (1) All development must contribute towards 

the provision, protection and 

enhancement of the wider green and blue 

infrastructure  network at a scale 

commensurate with the proposal.

Developer [41643681] comments 

that Policy E1, whist being 

aspirational may not be deliverable 

and raises concerns that Policy E1 

'potentially seeks works beyond the 

capability of developers and 

applicants'. Further concerns are 

raised that blue infrastructure may 

not be practical or desirable and that 

the policy should allow flexibility for 

technical input on a case by case 

basis.

Disagree. Green and blue infrastructure principles can be applied at all scales and the policy 

requires enhancements which are commensurate with the scale of the proposal. As stated 

above, forthcoming guidance will set out how this can be achieved and implemented at 

smaller scales, while Policy E1 (2) provides clear guidance for Major applications. Policy E1 

(4) clarifies the position with regard to situations where blue infrastructure enhancements 

are required. 

No Policy E1 (1)

SCC [19592417] propose an amendment to the 

wording of Policy E1 (2) to incorporate the 

words ' … green and blue infrastructure ...'

Disagree. While all Major applications off the opportunity for the enhancement of the green 

infrastructure network, not every site will offer the same opportunities for the blue 

infrastructure network (as defined in the policy wording). Policy E1 (3) addresses where 

development must consider blue infrastructure.

No Policy E1 (2)

The scale at which development is required to 

contribute to the Green and Blue 

Infrastructure Network

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 69



Policy E1: Green and Blue Infrastructure

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Yes Policy E1 (3) Where development is located on or 

adjacent to a watercourse or reservoir 

proposals must contribute towards the 

delivery of a high quality multi-functional 

blue infrastructure network through 

ensuring the protection and enhancement 

of the ecological, flood risk management, 

landscape and recreational value of that 

water body

Policy E1 para 

7.7

Blue Infrastructure is the network of 

watercourses and other bodies of water 

including reservoirs, which provide 

ecological, flood risk management, 

landscape and recreational value to the 

Borough. This also includes the banks and 

corridors immediately along the 

watercourse which can provide significant 

biodiversity benefits and play a vital role in 

ensuring habitat connectivity.

EA [19771841] Concern raised regarding 

soundness, as Policy E1 does not contain 

specific requirements for development to 

maintain the appropriate buffer zone from 

watercourses.

Disagree. Policy E1 is an overarching policy setting out guiding principles and references the 

requirement for development impacting on watercourses to be in accordance with the 

Water Directive Framework. Specific requirements regarding buffer zones for development 

impacting on watercourses are addressed in Policy SP6: River Thames and its Tributaries.

No Policy E1 (4)

SWT [41751713] advocate the use of 'Nature-

Based Solutions (NBS) and suggest a minor 

modification of policy wording to read: ' 5. 

Green and blue infrastructure should be 

planned, designed and managed in an 

integrated way, utilising the principles of 

Nature-Based Solutions, to achieve multiple 

benefits and should ensure appropriate long-

term stewardship arrangements are in place to 

secure the quality of green and blue 

infrastructure in perpetuity'

Disagree. Nature Based Solutions (NBS) are natural responses to a number of challenges 

including development; food and water security; emergency risk management, as well as 

climate change.

It is acknowledged that the principles of the NBS approach play an important role in the 

delivery of and effective Green and Blue infrastructure network, however Policy E1 is an 

overarching policy setting out the guiding principles and it is considered that the 

appropriate place to expand upon NBS principles is the forthcoming G&BI Strategy and SPD 

addressed in Policy E1/para 6.

No Policy E1 (5)

SCC (RTS) [41555105] Support the inclusion of 

a separate Green and Blue Infrastructure 

policy in The Plan. Recommends that the 

benefits of blue infrastructure in managing 

flood risk are recognised in the policy wording.

Agree. The value of Green and Blue infrastructure in contributing to flood risk management 

is acknowledged and an amendment to the policy wording is acceptable. 
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Policy E1: Green and Blue Infrastructure

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [19532737] comments that the 

promoted site at Renfree Way in Shepperton - 

SH1/016) which was not taken forward as 

allocation could, if delivered, fund the long 

term management and maintenance of a new 

country park at Shepperton, identified as part 

of the RTS.

Disagree. Paragraphs 7.10 to 7.14 of Policy E1 set out the Council's expectations for the 

long term stewardship of Green and Blue Infrastructure features delivered through 

development. It is not the intention of this policy to serve as a mechanism for discounted 

sites to justify their inclusion as an allocation as a means to fund long term stewardship, but 

rather to ensure that Green and Blue Infrastructure that is delivered though the LP takes 

into account the requirement of long term stewardship at the earliest opportunity, in order 

to secure the maximum long term benefits of enhancements.

No Policy E1 para 

7.10 -7.14
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Policy E2: Biodiversity

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

HBF [19538401] state that Part 5 of the policy 
repeats the requirement set out in the 
Environment Act 2021 for new development to 
provide for at least a 10% net gain in 
biodiversity. However, as this is a requirement 
in legislation with a significant amount of 
supporting regulation and guidance, HBF 
would question whether it is necessary to 
repeat the requirement in this policy. As such 
we would suggest any reference to the 
legislative requirement is solely within the 
supporting text.

Disagree.  Whilst 10% BNG is set out in legislation, this is not to be mandated until 
November 2023.  Should the Local Plan be adopted prior to this, or gain sufficient weight 
through EiP, the Council wish to apply the 10% requirement before this.

No

Supportive of the ambitions of the 
Policy

Noted.  No

Alternatives to Biodiversity Metric 
should be considered

Disagree.  The Biodiversity Metric has been subject to testing and consultation and is 
expected to be adopted by the Government at the foremost means of assessing Net Gain.  
The Policy does refer to the metric or its equivalent o the basis that an alternative could be 
used instead if that is how net gain is to be delivered once it becomes mandatory n 2023.

No

Developer [41406273]  acknowledges the 
importance of increasing biodiversity in new 
developments and is generally supportive of 
the ambitions of draft Policy E2.  The 
Developer states that the Biodiversity Metric 
calculation spreadsheet is not always the most 
appropriate method depending on the 
proposed development and site-specific 
circumstances. It is not required by the 
National Planning Policy Framework (2021) 
and there should be flexibility within Policy E2 
to use alternative methods of biodiversity 
assessment where appropriate; for example 
the Chartered Institute of Ecology and 
Environmental Management guidelines. 
Developer recommends that the Policy 
wording be updated to ensure the 
abovementioned flexibility in regard to 
biodiversity and to ensure the plan is 
considered sound.

The submission states that it agrees with the 
Council that urban environments can 
accommodate and improve biodiversity. In 
particular, the redevelopment of brownfield 
sites offers opportunities to improve 
biodiversity. It is important for the Council, 
however, to recognise that integrating bird 
nest boxes, bee bricks or green roofs in urban 
environments is not always the most effective 
way to increase biodiversity and this should be 
taken into account in the formulation of 
planning policy and the determination of 
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Policy E2: Biodiversity

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Effectiveness of integrating bat 
boxes, green roofs and bird boxes 
into developments

Agree.  The Council acknowledges that not all circumstances are suitable for the use of 
these methods however the Policy seeks to encourage the use of these and other methods 
to seek to provide marginal gains to improve biodiversity and habitats on brownfield sites in 
particular

No

Include NRN and BOA on policies map The Nature Recovery Network is being led by Surrey County Council and is still in the early 
stages of being developed.  There is no mapping available at present however this could be 
included at a later stage if this comes available prior to adoption of the Local Plan.  The 
BOAs are included on the draft policies map that was part of the Reg 19 consultation.

No

Priority habitat and species protected 
under the NERC Act are more than 
locally important

Disagree.  The hierarchy set out in para 2 of the Policy relates to the level of protections 
afforded to designated sites.  The reference to local species and habitats are those that are 
identified as being important within Spelthorne but do not exist on any of the designated 
sites as set out in the hierarchy.  This intends to add a layer of policy protection to non 
designated sites with habitat and species value which may otherwise not be afforded such 
protection.

No

Opposed to development that has 
adverse impacts and mitigation 
hierarchy should be followed.  Para 4 
should be removed

Disagree.  The Council believe it necessary to have part of the policy which seeks to 
minimise impacts on SNCI and SSSI whilst considering development proposals that could be 
suitable depending on the impacts of this.  This could also include schemes that enhance 
the ecological value of some of these sites.

No

SWT [41751713] recommend including the 
Nature Recovery Networks and BOAs on the 
policies map, as it is important to identify 
where good wildlife habitat is located to 
understand where there are gaps and which 
area should be protected, restored, created 
and joined together to achieve recovery. 

With regards to 'priority habitat' and 'priority 
species' referenced in point 2 of the policy, 
SWT suggest that habitats and species of 
principal importance, which are protected 
under the NERC Act are more than locally 
important.

With regards to point 4 of the policy, The Trust 
state it is opposed to any development 
proposals that have an adverse impact on sites 
of habitat value. We advise that the mitigation 
hierarchy needs to be followed and ensure 
that measurable biodiversity net gains are 
provided.

planning policy and the determination of 
planning applications. It is not always suitable 
to provide these biodiversity related 
installations in a large proportion of units 
especially if these are apartments.
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Policy E2: Biodiversity

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Removal of wording relating to 
adverse impacts and alternatives to 
the proposal.

Agree.  The Council notes that there could be a conflict with the WFD and supports the 
removal of the specified wording from para 10 of the Policy

Yes Policy E2 (10) 10) - 'Development proposals not directly 
related to the management of Ramsar, 
and SPA, as well as SSSI units forming part 
of these designations will not be 
permitted unless it can be demonstrated 
that the impact of proposals, either alone 
or in combination, will not result in likely 
significant effects. If significant adverse 
effects remain even with the 
implementation of suitable avoidance 
and/or mitigation, development proposals 
will need to demonstrate that alternatives 
to the proposal have been fully explored.

Inclusion of rivers and wetlands Disagree.  Reference to rivers and their habitats are included within Policy SP6 - River 
Thames and its Tributaries.  Spelthorne does not have any designated wetlands, except for 
Shortwood Pond which is identified as a Priority Pond within a SSSI.  The Council believes 
that this would fall under the definition of a waterbody and is therefore subject to the 
protections afforded through Policy E2

No

EA [19771841] have concerns that para 10 
includes “...If significant adverse effects remain 
even with the implementation of suitable 
avoidance and/or mitigation, development 
proposals will need to demonstrate that 
alternatives to the proposal have been fully 
explored”. The EA believes this statement is 
not acceptable and sets a precedent for 
continued unsustainable developments.  The 
EA also states that furthermore, any 
deterioration of a waterbody is prohibited 
under Water Framework Directive. A 
significant adverse impact would equate to a 
deterioration. We have concerns with this 
policy E2 and therefore consider the plan to be 
unsound.

To overcome this point of soundness, this 
sentence should be removed from point 10.

The EA's submission also references that, In 
the Section under ‘Waterbodies in the 
Borough’, the policy does not cover or 
mention rivers and wetlands when considering 
the impacts of proposals on or adjacent to any 
waterbodies and associated habitat receptors 
and the likely significant effects. It is important 
to understand that rivers and wetlands are 
also by themselves important places for a good 
range of wildlife and should be included.  We 
have concerns with this policy E2 and 
therefore consider the plan to be unsound.
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Policy E2: Biodiversity

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

SCC [41555105] have concerns that the Policy 
seeks to maintain SNCIs and only permit 
development proposals within these sites 
where there will be no adverse effect directly 
or indirectly on ecological interest, this fails to 
provide opportunities that may lead to 
enhancement and future protection of such 
sites.

Given the relative significance of such sites and 
the fact that they are often not in the best 
condition for nature conservation purposes, 
reference should be made to opportunities 
whereby development benefits overcome 
harm and where relevant mitigation can be 
provided, where this is the case a balanced 
decision should be made. Currently points 3 
and 4 conflict in this regard

Policy fails to provide opportunities 
that may lead to enhancement and 
future protection of SNCIs

Agree.  There are proposals that seek to enhance existing SNCIs, especially in regard to 
restoration schemes.  Policy wording is proposed to be amended to include reference to 
enhancement

Yes Policy E2 (3) 3) - The Council will maintain Sites of 
Nature Conservation Importance as shown 
on the Policies Map and will only permit 
development proposals within these sites, 
where there will be no adverse effect, 
either directly or indirectly on their 
ecological interest and this has been 
clearly demonstrated through use of 
appropriate assessment.  Development 
proposals will be supported which clearly 
demonstrate enhancement to the value 
of SNCIs and where an agreed 
management plan is set out which shows 
how the enhancements will be secured 
for the long term.

Developer [42051521] notes that the survey 
data underpinning the assessment of the SNCI 
is somewhat dated, but also only partially 
complete. The Ashford Plant SCNI forms part 
of a number of waterbodies in this area, sitting 
close to the much larger Queen Mary’s 
Reservoir, and the sites have been identified 
for their potential contribution to supporting 
wintering waterfowl. However, as identified in 
the Technical Ecology Note (Appendix 1), the 
assessment has not been supported by a 
survey specific to wintering/breeding birds, to 
support the assertions that the site does 
qualify as a SNCI  Developer believes that until 
such an assessment can be undertaken,  the 
evidence base supporting the inclusion of the 
Ashford Plant SNCI remains partial and 
incomplete. As such, the policy is not currently 
evidence-led and soundly based.

Incomplete evidence base in relation 
to Ashford Plan SNCI

Disagree.  This SNCI forms part of a wider network of relevant and non-relevant SPA sites as 
part of the South West London Waterbodies network.  There is no evidence to indicate that 
any of the SNCIs surveyed no longer fulfil their purpose to warrant de-designation and the 
Council do not propose to remove SNCI status from any of these sites.

No
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Policy E2: Biodiversity

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [41643681] support the main thrust 
of this policy and the need for development 
proposals which restore, maintain and 
enhance habitat connectivity. IV particularly 
welcome the requirement for all development 
to provide at least 10% net gain.

Noted. No

Individual [19545249] references Biodiversity 
Opportunity areas.  The majority of the 
Biodiversity Opportunity areas are in the 
Green Belt as identified by the policies map. 
Most residential gardens in Spelthorne (even 
Ali Gee's) will have higher levels of biodiversity 
(per m2) to that identified in the proposals 
map. There is likely to be higher levels of 
biomass on the identified areas.

The Council identifies that it will support 
development proposals in Biodiversity 
Opportunity areas. Provision needs to be 
articulated for development that is enabled 
within the Green Belt for this policy not to be 
meaningless

There needs to be clear identification 
of development within Biodiversity 
areas that is acceptable within the 
Green Belt.

Disagree.  BOAs are set County wide to achieve improved connections for habitats and 
species and to direct biodiversity improvements to these areas.  The BOAs in Spelthorne 
cover large parts of the Borough and therefore there are significant opportunities to apply 
these improvements within the BOAs.

No

Developer [38928609] supports the  flexibility 
within the policy in relation to the delivery of 
net gain within a hierarchy. To further assist in 
the delivery of net gains across the borough 
the submission contends that the Council may 
wish to explicitly encourage joint working with 
local wildlife organisations or the use of 
habitat banks. This has the
potential to deliver greater environmental 
benefits, more quickly, across the borough 
than can be achieved through individual 
development proposals, as well as encouraging 
greater community involvement in planning.

Noted No

FC [41097153] have provided additional 
information for ancient woodland and veteran 
trees for use in Local Plans.

Noted. No
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Biodiversity Action Plan removed 
from key evidence

Agreed. Work began on updating the BAP however this was paused in early 2022 following 
confirmation that SCC will be leading o the development of a Local Nature Recovery 
Strategy for Spelthorne.  The work done on the BAO will feed into the LNRS however this 
work ha snot progressed to the extent whereby it can be included a skey evidence for the 
Local Plan at this point

No

Monitoring Indicators do not 
correspond to the SA

Noted.  The indicators will be updated where necessary to ensure consistency Yes Policy E2 
monitoring 
indicators

Ensure that the SA monitoring and those 
for E2 are consistent

Key evidence out of date Disagree. The SNCI reports were produced in 2018 and 2019; further work was to be carried 
out on other sites however access to these has not been possible therefore the reports 
could not be completed

No

Lack of HRA stage 2 appropriate 
assessment

The stage 2 appropriate assessment has been completed and no lily significant effects have 
been identified

No

Individual [19813377] has concerns that the 
Evidence Base for Policy E2 is incomplete as 
the reference to a Biodiversity Action Plan has 
been removed.  The Monitoring Indicators do 
not correspond to those in the SA Monitoring 
Framework.
The Key Evidence is out of date (Surrey Nature 
Partnership updated their report in September 
2019).

The submission has concerns over lack of up-to 
date biodiversity information at Spelthorne 
and Surrey level. This points to a serious 
weakness in Spelthorne's Local Plan and 
overall, one gets the sense that it’s just not 
important enough.

Furthermore, the HRA Stage 1 indicated that a 
HRA Stage 2 ("Appropriate Assessment") 
would be required and this is still forthcoming.

 There are only 5 Site of Nature Conservation 
Interest (SNCI) reports on the online Evidence 
Base (dated 2019 although not actually 
published on the Evidence Base until March 
2022). These are not referenced anywhere 
directly in the Local Plan. these are not 
specifically referred to in the Local Plan - 
however, the borough has 26 SNCIs (and 4 
SSSIs) and the Council did commit to reviewing 
13 SNCIs as late as the Annual Authority 
Monitoring Report 2021 - see para 8.19 

Therefore, the Council is obviously still waiting 
on a number of additional reports (at least 8) 
which have apparently not yet been 
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Policy E2 does not reference BOA 
TV06 River Thames

Agreed.  The reasoned justification will be updated to include reference to this BOA Yes Policy E2 Para 
7.23

Para 7.23 - BOAs are key areas where 
priority habitat can be created, improved 
or restored and there are two significant 
areas identified in Spelthorne where 
opportunities for restoration and creation 
of habitats exist: 
• Staines Moor to Shortwood Common 
(TV03) 
• Shepperton to Thorpe (TV04)
• River Thames (TV06)

SCC role in delivering Local Nature 
Recovery Strategy and additional 
wording needed to reflect this.

Agree.  Wording to be added to the policy and reasoned justification Yes Policy E2 (7)
Policy E2 para 
7.22

7) :Development proposals should 
demonstrate clearly how biodiversity net 
gain will be achieved and this should be in 
accordance with the Surrey Local Nature 
Recovery Strategy (to be prepared) and 
take account of other national, regional 
and local biodiversity strategies including 
any Supplementary Planning Document 
and/or additional guidance as produced by 
the Council.

Para 7.22 - Development proposals should 
refer to any relevant Supplementary 
Planning  Documents or Action Plans that 
are produced by the Council which guide 
on biodiversity net gain for planning 
applications.  Additionally, nature 
recovery networks are to be proposed in 
the Local Nature Recovery Strategy for 
Surrey, which will be developed in 2022 
and 2023.  Once complete, development 
will have to take account of the LNRS 
when delivering biodiversity net gain and 
other measures/mitigation.

SCC [19592417] references that they have 
been notified, on a provisional basis, that it will 
be the responsible body for a county wide 
Local Nature Recovery Strategy (LNRS). The 
following comments are made in relation to 
the county’s strategic interest in biodiversity 
arising from this role.

The supporting text of policy E2 should include 
reference to the nature recovery networks to 
be proposed in the LNRS for Surrey, which will 
be developed in 2022 and 2023 and point 7 of 
policy E2 should include the wording, 
“Biodiversity measures, must align with and 
deliver the Surrey Local Nature Recovery 
Strategy (to be prepared).”
SCC further make a number of suggested 
changes for Policy E2.  These chnges are 
appropriate and are reflected in the policy 
chnages section which follow.

which have apparently not yet been 
forthcoming Biodiversity Opportunity Areas 
(BOAs) are referenced in Policy E2, in Key 
Evidence (on p. 87) and on the Policies Map 
but do not appear in the Monitoring Indicators 
for E2. NB The SA/SEA Scoping Report Update 
(June 2022) also references a third BOA – the 
River Thames (R06), see para 3.140 (p.66).
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Amendment to BNG in para 5 to 
make this more succinct

Agree.  Wording to be amended in para 5 Yes Policy E2 (5)  5) - The Council will seek net gains in 
biodiversity through creation or 
expansion, restoration/enhancement of 
habitats and features to improve the 
status of priority habitats and species. All 
development will be expected to provide 
at least 10% net gain, using the most up-to 
date Biodiversity metric, appropriate to 
scale of development. 

Amendment to para 6 to include 
additional features 

Agree in part.  Whilst para 6 is not intended to be an exhaustive list of options for 
developers, the suggested wording adds further to the existing text

Yes Policy E2 (6) 6) -  The Council will expect developers to 
demonstrate full consideration of a variety 
of means in improving biodiversity within 
developments including, but not limited 
to, the use of innovative approaches 
where appropriate such as:
• the installation of bee bricks, 
• use of bird nest and bat roost boxes or 
gabions
• incorporation of green roofs and living 
walls
• minimise external lighting

Amendment to para 8 for BNG to 
include mitigation hierarchy

Agree.  Wording to be amended to reflect national guidance more clearly and incorporate 
need to keep BNG locally

Yes Policy E2 (8) 8) - Biodiversity net gain should be 
delivered using the BNG mitigation 
hierarchy of avoid losses, mitigate and 
lastly compensate. Where off site 
compensation is required, this should be 
within the Borough boundary and should 
be as close to the development site as 
possible
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E3: Managing Flood Risk

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

RBWM [42130017]

In our Preferred Options response, we stated 

that we would welcome cross LPA cooperation 

and a consistent approach regarding the River 

Thames Scheme (RTS) and the associated 

impacts on the wider area. However, RBWM 

pulled out of the scheme in 2020 as it was not 

able to commit to the funding required, and 

Channel 1 of the scheme (Datchet to 

Runnymede) was removed from the RTS.

Noted No E3

General concerns raised about additional 

properties in a borough that experiences 

flooding.  Concerns about building on green 

field/open land [41882049]

Flood report for the area in 2009 

stated that further development 

could affect surrounding areas.

Disagree.  Does not specify which flood report is being referenced.   No E3

Threat of climate change likely to exacerbate 

flooding.  Additional risk to existing and future 

residents.   [33516193]

Noted No E3

Flooding is a significant constraint on 

development and should be treated as such at 

a strategic level [19813377]

Agree.  The Local Plan is a strategic document.  The SFRA level 1 has looked at flood issues 

across the borough.  We work with both SCC as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) for 

Surrey and consider the matter at a county level.

No E3

The local authority (LA) failed to take full 

account of the levels of flood risk when setting 

the housing number and adopted the 

Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) as calculated 

by central government as the target.  

[33516193]

Concern over allocation of the 

majority of new homes to Staines 

(55% of all new residential 

development), despite it being the 

town in the borough at the greatest 

risk from fluvial flooding (as stated in 

the Level 1 SFRA, Section 3.2, p.11).  

Risks from flooding from surface 

water and groundwater.  Cumulative 

impacts.  [33516193]

Noted.  The Spatial Strategy is addressed in policy ST2.  The SFRA level 2 considers the 

specific flood risk from each allocated site.

No E3

Pre-Submission interactive policies map 

appears to have got the legend wrong and has 

mixed up the flood zoning classifications

Agree.  Zones 2 and 3b were mixed up on the interactive map.  This has been corrected Yes Proposals Map Corrected before submission
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Concern over lack of  evidence of how the 

Sequential Test has been applied to the Local 

Plan strategically.  The LPA has not 

documented how the Sequential Test has been 

applied to the Local Plan as a whole (as 

stipulated in Section 4.2, Level 1 SFRA, and 

described in Section 1.2.3, Level 2 SFRA). It 

appears to fall in the gap between the two. 

[33516193]

Disagree.  The SFRA Level 1 and 2 consider the flood risk for the whole borough and the 

specific sites allocated.

No E3 and sites 

allocations

No evidence that emergency planning staff 

have been consulted and confirmed plans are 

suitable.  Multi-Agency Flood Plan is not 

available to view and the link to Spelthorne’s 

old emergency plan is broken. [33516193]

Disagree.  The Council works with the emergency planning team on an ongoing basis and 

have met with officers to discuss the Local Plan.  Spelthorne's emergency Plan is live on the 

website when checked by officers 

https://www.spelthorne.gov.uk/article/16987/Emergency-Plan

No E3

The policy is unclear as to the land 

status of Local Plan site allocations 

within Flood Zone 3b.  [33516193]

Noted.  The SFRA level 2 will be updated to reflect the revisions to the PPG published in 

August 2022 and the revisions and amendments to the current Thames (Hurley to 

Teddington) 2019 model and River Ash model.  Concerns will be passed to Aecom to 

address as part of the update.

No E3

Definition of FZ 3b in the Level 1 SFRA 

also inconsistent with PPG. 

[33516193]

Agree.  The PPG was updated in Aug 2022 after the Pre-Submission Local Plan was 

published for consultation.   The definition of the functional floodplain is now regarded as 

the 3.3% AEP, or 1 in 30 year event. Previously this was defined as the 5% AEP or the 1 in 20 

year event.  Aecom will address this as part of the SFRA level 1 update.  

Yes E3 part (7), (8) 

and (9)

Policy E3 will be updated to reflect the 

revised PPG.  Changes to Policy E3 will be 

agreed with the EA and SCC and published 

separately.

Incomplete scope of assessment 

(Level 2 SFRA, Section 1.4, p.3) 4. The 

Level 2 SFRA site screening appears 

to have referenced a list of 

allocations provided in November 

2020. [33516193]

Noted.  The SFRA level 2 will be updated to reflect the revisions to the PPG published in 

August 2022 and the revisions and amendments to the current Thames (Hurley to 

Teddington) 2019 model and River Ash model.  Concerns will be passed to Aecom to 

address as part of the update.

Yes SFRA Level 2 The SFRA Level 1 and 2 will be updated to 

reflect the revised PPG and new versions 

published as soon as they are available.

Level 2 SFRA inconsistent with 

national policy as there would be 

Local Plan site allocations which have 

NOT undergone the sequential and 

exception tests which should 

have.[33516193]

NOted.  The SFRA level 2 will be updated to reflect the revisions to the PPG published in 

August 2022 and the revisions and amendments to the current Thames (Hurley to 

Teddington) 2019 model and River Ash model.  Concerns will be passed to Aecom to 

address as part of the update.

Yes SFRA Level 2 The SFRA Level 1 and 2 will be updated to 

reflect the revised PPG and new versions 

published as soon as they are available.

Functional Floodplain exemptions: 

Level 2 SFRA [33516193]
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Baseline modelling: It is unclear if the 

baseline data set used in the Level 2 

SFRA is as up-to-date. The modelling 

available for the River Colne was out-

of-date (2012!) and incomplete 

(hazard data not available). It was 

“therefore proposed to use the 1 in 

1000 year outline as a proxy for the 

climate change outline within the 

Level 2 SFRA”.  [33516193]

Agree.  The SFRA level 2 will be updated to reflect the revisions to the PPG published in 

August 2022 and the revisions and amendments to the current Thames (Hurley to 

Teddington) 2019 model and River Ash model.  Concerns will be passed to Aecom to 

address as part of the update.

Yes SFRA Level 2 The SFRA Level 1 and 2 will be updated to 

reflect the revised PPG and new versions 

published as soon as they are available.

Any site allocations at risk of flooding should 

only be developed in accordance with a well-

developed flood risk management strategy and 

that this is evidenced [19813377]  [33516193]

Noted.  The SFRA level 2 looks at flood risk on allocated sites.  Each of the allocations will be 

required to apply for planning permission and applicants can provide evidence at this stage.

No SFRA Level 1 and 

2

Strategic Flood Risk Management Plan is 

shown to give due weight to the concerns and 

recommendations of the disaster and 

emergency planning staff  [19813377]

Noted.  SCC is designated as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) for Surrey under the 

Flood and Water Management Act (2010) .  As the LLFA SCC are responsible for publishing a 

Local Flood Risk Management Strategy. Their current Local Flood Risk Management 

Strategy was published in 2017. The National Flood Risk Management Strategy was updated 

in July 2020. Surrey County Council are in the process of updating our Local Strategy to be 

consistent with the National Strategy.

No E3

Proper guidance should be offered to 

developers regarding the provision of mass 

evacuation plans so everyone knows what is 

required (as opposed to reference to the 

government’s personal flood plan)  [19813377]

Disagree.  Evacuation plans can be addressed at planning application stage and guidance 

can be included in the flooding SPD.  The Local Plan policy is not the most appropriate place 

for detailed guidance on this specific issue.

No E3

Services in the area are already stretched, 

additional development will bring them to 

breaking point.  [41882049]

Disagree.  Concerns over infrastructure are dealt with under policy ID1 and ID2 No ID 1 and ID2

Existing buildings such as the CC building in 

Burges Way which have no flood defences and 

flood all the time. [41882049]

Noted.  The River Thames between Egham and Teddington is one of the largest areas of 

undefended, developed floodplain in England.  In the past, the area has suffered serious 

floods. The River Thames Scheme is proposed to help to tackle the problem and includes a 

new river channel built in two sections, one of which is in Spelthorne. The Spelthorne 

channel is 3.2km in length. It starts at Laleham and ends at Weybridge and this area 

includes increasing capacity on stretch of the Desborough Cut.  For mor information please 

see https://www.riverthamesscheme.org.uk/

No E3

Level 2 SFRA [33516193]
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Concern raised over cost of buildings and 

contents insurance for new occupiers and 

difficulties getting mortgages. [41882049]

Disagee.  Cost of insurance is not a matter for the Local Plan. No E3

Concern raised over accuracy of flood zone 3b 

mapping [19545249]

Noted.  Mapping of flood zone 3b will be checked with SFRA consultants AECOM and SCC E3

EA [19771841] requested stronger wording in 

the Local Plan to demonstrate the Council’s 

commitment to managing flood risk, to ensure 

that the requirements of the National Planning 

Policy Framework and planning practice 

guidance are adhered to, so that development 

remains safe for its lifetime and does not 

increase flood risk elsewhere. EA would also 

like to see a stronger commitment to exploring 

and taking advantage of opportunities to 

achieve betterment and reduce flood risk 

overall, including discussion of this in other 

policies throughout the Plan.

Suggest this amended wording for 

Para 3 “New development must be 

guided to areas of lowest flood risk 

from all sources of flooding through 

the application of the sequential test.  

Where individual sites contain 

different flood zones, a site-specific 

sequential test should be applied to 

locate the most vulnerable uses in 

the areas of lowest risk. The 

exception test must be applied where 

national planning policy states that it 

is necessary.”

Agreed Yes E3 (3) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested to EA as: 

Para 3 “New development must be guided 

to areas of lowest flood risk from all 

sources of flooding through the 

application of the sequential test.  Where 

individual sites contain different flood 

zones, a site-specific sequential test 

should be applied to locate the most 

vulnerable uses in the areas of lowest 

risk. The exception test must be applied 

where national planning policy states that 

it is necessary.”
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Environment Agency (1118347) state the Local 

Plan does not include enough emphasis on 

how development can exacerbate flood risk or 

about the importance of considering risk to 

property and life when planning new 

developments. 

Concern that flood risk has been classed as a 

negative Sustainability Appraisal Indicator for 

some policies, as we do not consider a 

worsening of flood risk or reduction in 

resilience to be an acceptable outcome. 

EA  [1118347] Point 5 - amend 

footnote 49, where dry island is 

defined, to read "Dry islands: The 

extensive area of floodplain within 

Spelthorne is relatively flat; however, 

there are certain areas of slightly 

higher ground which are less prone to 

flooding than the land around them. 

During times of flood it is possible 

that all the land surrounding these 

areas becomes flooded, resulting in 

this higher area becoming a ‘dry 

island’. During prolonged periods of 

flooding it may prove difficult to 

provide resources and emergency 

services to those living in these areas. 

In order to reduce the flood risk, 

these ‘dry islands’ should be treated 

the same as for the level of flood risk 

in the area surrounding them, 

regardless of their size. When 

contemplating development, it is 

important to study the wider area of 

the flood map to ensure that there is 

a dry route to a point outside the 

floodplain".

Agreed Yes E3 (5) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested to EA as: 

Point 5 - amend footnote 49, where dry 

island is defined, to read "Dry islands: The 

extensive area of floodplain within 

Spelthorne is relatively flat; however, 

there are certain areas of slightly higher 

ground which are less prone to flooding 

than the land around them. During times 

of flood it is possible that all the land 

surrounding these areas becomes 

flooded, resulting in this higher area 

becoming a ‘dry island’. During prolonged 

periods of flooding it may prove difficult 

to provide resources and emergency 

services to those living in these areas. In 

order to reduce the flood risk, these ‘dry 

islands’ should be treated the same as for 

the level of flood risk in the area 

surrounding them, regardless of their 

size. When contemplating development, 

it is important to study the wider area of 

the flood map to ensure that there is a 

dry route to a point outside the 

floodplain".
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Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

EA  [1118347] Para 5c) "a site-specific 

flood risk assessment demonstrates 

that the development, including the 

access and egress, will be safe for its 

lifetime (taking into account the 

appropriate climate change 

allowance) without increasing 

flooding elsewhere, and will, where 

possible, reduce flood risk overall";

Agreed Yes E3 (5c) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested to EA as: 

Para 5c) "a site-specific flood risk 

assessment demonstrates that the 

development, including the access and 

egress, will be safe for its lifetime (taking 

into account the appropriate climate 

change allowance) without increasing 

flooding elsewhere, and will, where 

possible, reduce flood risk overall";

EA  [1118347] Para 5d) "safe access 

and egress is demonstrated for all 

development, including residential of 

one or more net additional units; 

Agreed Yes E3 (5d) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested to EA as: 

Para 5d) "safe access and egress is 

demonstrated for all development, 

including residential of one or more net 

additional units; 

Environment Agency (1118347) state the Local 

Plan does not include enough emphasis on 

how development can exacerbate flood risk or 

about the importance of considering risk to 

property and life when planning new 

developments. 

Concern that flood risk has been classed as a 

negative Sustainability Appraisal Indicator for 

some policies, as we do not consider a 

worsening of flood risk or reduction in 

resilience to be an acceptable outcome. 
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Policy/Section
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EA  [1118347] Point 7a) states;  

‘Within the 1 in 20 year (5% AEP) 

extent; (a) the provision of essential 

infrastructure will be supported if 

demonstrated to pass the exception 

test but in principle the land should 

remain undeveloped to maintain 

flood storage capacity and not 

impede the flow of flood water.  For 

essential infrastructure to be 

permitted in flood zone 3b, it should 

also be designed and constructed to: 

- Remain operational and safe for 

users in times of flood 

- Result in no net loss of floodplain 

storage

- Not impede water flows and not 

increase flood risk elsewhere ’  

Agreed Yes E3 (7a) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested to EA as: 

Point 7a) states;  ‘Within the 1 in 20 year 

(5% AEP) extent; (a) the provision of 

essential infrastructure will be supported 

if demonstrated to pass the exception 

test but in principle the land should 

remain undeveloped to maintain flood 

storage capacity and not impede the flow 

of flood water.  For essential 

infrastructure to be permitted in flood 

zone 3b, it should also be designed and 

constructed to: 

- Remain operational and safe for users in 

times of flood 

- Result in no net loss of floodplain 

storage

- Not impede water flows and not 

increase flood risk elsewhere ’  

EA  [1118347] Para 7 c (ii)  “Finished 

Floor Levels being raised unless the 

applicant provides justification why 

their extension/redevelopment 

cannot do this.

Agreed Yes E3 (7) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested to EA as: 

Para 7 c (ii)  “Finished Floor Levels being 

raised unless the applicant provides 

justification why their 

extension/redevelopment cannot do this.

EA  [1118347] Point 7 c (iv) should 

provide further details. For instance, 

it is unclear whether increase 

floodplain storage capacity can be 

achieved if extension or re-

development is located within the 1 

in 20 extents. 

Noted. The Council will discuss with the EA and determine if amendments are needed E3 (7) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.  

Environment Agency (1118347) state the Local 

Plan does not include enough emphasis on 

how development can exacerbate flood risk or 

about the importance of considering risk to 

property and life when planning new 

developments. 

Concern that flood risk has been classed as a 

negative Sustainability Appraisal Indicator for 

some policies, as we do not consider a 

worsening of flood risk or reduction in 

resilience to be an acceptable outcome. 
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EA  [1118347] Point 7 c (v) states that 

extensions or re-development of 

buildings may be considered, subject 

to impedance of floodwater flow 

being reduced. The policy should be 

clear on what is appropriate. For 

example, will this be via Voids and if 

this is the case, what is the Local 

Planning Authority’s stance on them?  

Noted. The Council will discuss with the EA and determine if amendments are needed E3 (7) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.  

EA  [1118347] Point 9) states ‘Within 

the 1 in 20-year (5% AEP) extent 

basements, basement extensions, 

conversions of basements to a higher 

vulnerability classification are not 

permitted. Basement car parks (or 

similar development) which are 

designed to allow the inflow and 

egress of flood water may be 

permitted and if safe access and 

egress is possible.  Appropriate 

consideration should be given to if 

flood water may result in risk to life 

from 'floating vehicles'". 

Noted. The Council will discuss with the EA and determine if amendments are needed Yes E3 (9) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested to EA as: 

Point 9) ‘Within the 1 in 20-year (5% AEP) 

extent basements, basement extensions, 

conversions of basements to a higher 

vulnerability classification are not 

permitted. Basement car parks (or similar 

development) which are designed to allow 

the inflow and egress of flood water may 

be permitted and if safe access and egress 

is possible.  Appropriate consideration 

should be given to if flood water may 

result in risk to life from 'floating 

vehicles'". 

Environment Agency (1118347) state the Local 

Plan does not include enough emphasis on 

how development can exacerbate flood risk or 

about the importance of considering risk to 

property and life when planning new 

developments. 

Concern that flood risk has been classed as a 

negative Sustainability Appraisal Indicator for 

some policies, as we do not consider a 

worsening of flood risk or reduction in 

resilience to be an acceptable outcome. 
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EA [1118347] Pre-submission Local Plan has 

not addressed all the concerns raised in our 

response to the Regulation 18 consultation. 

EA  [1118347] In paragraph 7.28 

there are discussions about the 

definition of flood zone 3b.  In our 

response to the Regulation 18 

consultation, Local Plan preferred 

options consultation, we requested 

that the Local Plan included a 

definition of the functional floodplain 

for areas where detailed modelling of 

the 1 in 20 flood extent is not 

available. This has still not been 

included. Many authorities take a 

conservative approach in these 

circumstances and use Flood Zone 3 

as shown on the flood map for 

planning. 

Noted.  The 25 August revisions to the Planning Guidance on Flood Risk and Coastal Change 

provides updated advice on Flood zone 3b.  The SFRA levels 1 will be updated as soon as 

possible in line with this guidance and further advice will be sought from the EA.

No E3 - para 7.28 Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately. 

EA  [1118347] Monitoring Indicators currently 

refers to policy E2.

Agree Yes E3 Monitoring 

indicators

Typo amended before submission

Thames Water [42074113] SuDS - should 

consider including a requirement for 

developments to aim to achieve greenfield run-

off rates/better than greenfield.  A similar 

requirement is included in the London Plan.  

[42074113]

Disagree.  The London Plan Policy SI 13 Sustainable drainage states "Development proposals 

should aim to achieve greenfield run-off rates". Policy E3 states "will not result in an 

increase in surface water run-off".  Requiring applicants to achieve greenfield run-off rates 

from a brownfield site is a stringent requirement that may be very difficult or costly to 

achieve.

TBC E3 Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.  
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Thames Water [42074113] 

In the policy or supporting text should add - 

development proposals should demonstrate 

that they have followed the hierarchy for use 

or disposal of surface water set out below with 

approval only being given for schemes that 

discharge to a combined sewer where it has 

been demonstrated that all other options are 

not possible.

1) Store rainwater for later use 

2) Use infiltration techniques, such as porous 

surfaces in non-clay areas 

3) Attenuate rainwater in ponds or open water 

features for gradual release 

4) Attenuate rainwater by storing in tanks or 

sealed water features for gradual release

5) Discharge rainwater direct to a watercourse

6) Discharge rainwater to a surface water 

sewer/drain

7) Discharge rainwater to the combined sewer

Agree.  This has been addressed under the comment from SCC which includes adding a 

reference to the rainwater disposal hierarchy of Building Regulations Part H3 (3)

TBC Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.  

Thames Water [42074113] Basements can be 

at risk of sewer flooding should sewer 

surcharge and wording should be included to 

ensure that any basement development is 

protected from the risk of sewer flooding.

Agree.  Policy text amendment is proposed to include reference to flooding "from all 

sources", following recommendation from SCC our LLFA

TBC Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.  

Thames Water [42074113 Part 9 - the 

following requirement should be added: 'New 

basement development connected to the 

sewer network will be required to be fitted 

with a positive pumped device in order to 

protect from the risk of sewer flooding.’

Disagree.  The purpose of paragraph 9 was to discourage basement development within the 

1 in 20 year flood zone.  The Council is keen not to include any wording in this paragraph 

which might imply otherwise.

TBC Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.  
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RTS [41555105] does not consider, for the 

sections we have made representations on, 

that there is anything that is not legally 

compliant. We also consider these sections of 

the Draft Plan to be sound and compliant with 

the Duty to Co-operate. 

Support noted No E3

RTS Working in Partnership, the Environment 

Agency and Surrey County Council are together 

delivering The River Thames Scheme (RTS) .  

Policy E3: Managing Flood Risk (Main Policy)  

We are pleased to see support for the RTS in 

this policy. [41555105]

Support noted No E3

Concern that proposed level of house building 

is too high within the hydrological footprint of 

the River Thames.  The Thames flow is 

approximately 6 miles wide. There is a visible 

channel in the centre of the Valley and ground 

water flows within the gravel substrate either 

side. Existing 'low-rise' development adjacent 

to the Thames, do not significantly impede the 

flow of water below ground.  A 110 year old 

house foundation extends only 60cm below 

soil level and thee gravel layer starts at around 

1m so the foundations do no impedes water 

flowing through the gravel substrate layers.  All 

of the high-rise buildings proposed within the 

Local Plan will require deep foundations which 

will imped ground water flows.  

Concerned about lack of reference to the total 

volume of ground water displacement 

associated with the many planned deep 

foundations, peak winter ground water flow 

rates nor any reference to any planned 

drainage relief channels nor required projected 

capacity.  [25691265]

Noted.  The geological conditions are conducive to groundwater flooding in Spelthorne and 

there is a history of groundwater flooding occurring. This is described in more detail in 

Section 3.4 of the Level 1 SFRA. 

There is potential that buildings and their associated below ground structures (foundations 

/ basements) could impact groundwater flows through the river terrace deposits.  The 

extent to which this will occur will depend on how deep the structures are, the size, the 

angle of orientation in relation to the groundwater flows etc.   The SFRA is being updated to 

state that as part of any proposed development a Hydrogeological Risk Assessment is 

undertaken. (Sometimes called a Basement Impact Assessment).  The purpose of the 

assessment would be to identify the specific geological conditions, determine how water 

flows through the river terrace deposits and whether the proposed development could 

cause a barrier to flow that would impact other receptors.  For example: 

-	causing groundwater to build up and impact other buildings/receptors, or, 

-	preventing groundwater reaching a downstream receptor, where it may be required for 

ground source heat or abstraction. 

Yes E3 - insert new 

para after (4)

Addition of a reference to a 

Hydrogeological Risk Assessment 

(sometimes called a Basement Impact 

Assessment) is being discussed with SCC, 

EA and Aecom.  Changes to Policy E3 will 

be published separately.  
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RTS [41555105] suggest that additional text is 

added under part 10 of this policy that 

recognises the RTS as an important project 

providing flood resilience alongside 

biodiversity, public open space, and active 

travel improvements. 

The following text could be added: ‘ 

10) The Council supports proposals 

for strategic flood relief measures, 

including the proposed flood channel 

through the Borough as part of the 

River Thames Scheme. The council is 

also supportive of the other elements 

of the River Thames Scheme, 

including the biodiversity, public 

open space, and active travel 

improvements it will bring. The 

proposed route of the channel and 

the land adjacent to it, as shown on 

the Policies Map will be safeguarded 

for this purpose.’ 

Disagree.  The Council supports the River Thames Scheme and does not believe the 

additional wording is necessary.

No E3 (10)

RTS [41555105] Policy E3 should give greater 

significance to the River Thames Scheme and 

the benefits that will result in terms of areas 

that will no longer be subject to flood risk. The 

plan should also use the River Thames Scheme 

to identify new locations for development, 

such as the subject site, which are in 

sustainable locations, on previously developed 

land and will no longer be in a flood zone. 

Disagree.  The Council supports the River Thames Scheme and does not believe greater 

significance is necessary.  The RTS have not requested that the land to be protected is 

highlighted within the Local Plan and the Council do not believe that is appropriate until a 

later stage in the DCO process.

No E3

RBC [42128769] is pleased to see continuing in 

principal support for this scheme within your 

pre submission local plan. RBC looks forward 

to continued joint working with Spelthorne to 

help deliver this scheme.

Support noted No E3
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TBC E3  (4)SCC [19592417] have proposed a range of 

amendments to the wording of policy E3

SCC [19592417] - recommend that 

the following policy wording is 

included in policy E3: Managing Flood 

Risk: 

All development proposals are 

required to demonstrate that land 

drainage will be adequate and that 

they will not result in an increase in 

surface water run-off. Sustainable 

drainage systems are required on all 

developments, unless proved to be 

not practicable, and should: 

a) Ensure surface run-off is managed 

as close to the source as possible and 

does not increase flood risk 

elsewhere; 

b) Be in accordance with the 

rainwater disposal hierarchy of 

Building Regulations Part H3 (3); 

c) In circumstances where it has been 

proved that infiltration is impractical, 

ensure discharge of surface water to 

watercourse/sewer shall not exceed 

the following peak rates: 

• at pre-development greenfield 

runoff rates on all new development; 

• as close as reasonably practicable 

to greenfield run off rates from all 

other brownfield sites; 

d) Be designed to be multi-functional 

and incorporate sustainable drainage 

into landscaping and public realm, 

including maximising opportunities to 

establish surface water ponding 

areas, urban watercourse buffer 

areas and multi-use flood storage 

areas in locations of high surface 

water flood risk and critical drainage 

areas to improve flood resilience, 

amenity and biodiversity; 

e) Achieve improvements in water 

quality through a sustainable 

drainage system management train; 

f) Be designed with consideration of 

future maintenance and climate 

change; and 

g) Make improvements in accordance 

with the Council's most up to date 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested to EA as: 

All development proposals are required to 

demonstrate that land drainage will be 

adequate and that they will not result in 

an increase in surface water run-off. 

Sustainable drainage systems are 

required on all developments, unless 

proved to be not practicable, and should: 

a) Ensure surface run-off is managed as 

close to the source as possible and does 

not increase flood risk elsewhere; 

b) Be in accordance with the rainwater 

disposal hierarchy of Building Regulations 

Part H3 (3); 

c) In circumstances where it has been 

proved that infiltration is impractical, 

ensure discharge of surface water to 

watercourse/sewer shall not exceed the 

following peak rates: 

• at pre-development greenfield runoff 

rates on all new development; 

• as close as reasonably practicable to 

greenfield run off rates from all other 

brownfield sites; 

d) Be designed to be multi-functional and 

incorporate sustainable drainage into 

landscaping and public realm, including 

maximising opportunities to establish 

surface water ponding areas, urban 

watercourse buffer areas and multi-use 

flood storage areas in locations of high 

surface water flood risk and critical 

drainage areas to improve flood 

resilience, amenity and biodiversity; 

e) Achieve improvements in water quality 

through a sustainable drainage system 

management train; 

f) Be designed with consideration of 

future maintenance and climate change; 

and 

g) Make improvements in accordance 

with the Council's most up to date 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

Agree. SCC are the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) for Surrey and in its' role as an LLFA is 

a statutory consultee for surface water drainage designs for major developments. As such 

the Council accepts the suggestions of SCC to the additions to policy E3 (subject to 

agreement by the EA).
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TBC E3  (4)SCC [19592417] have proposed a range of 

amendments to the wording of policy E3

SCC [19592417] - recommend that 

the following policy wording is 

included in policy E3: Managing Flood 

Risk: 

All development proposals are 

required to demonstrate that land 

drainage will be adequate and that 

they will not result in an increase in 

surface water run-off. Sustainable 

drainage systems are required on all 

developments, unless proved to be 

not practicable, and should: 

a) Ensure surface run-off is managed 

as close to the source as possible and 

does not increase flood risk 

elsewhere; 

b) Be in accordance with the 

rainwater disposal hierarchy of 

Building Regulations Part H3 (3); 

c) In circumstances where it has been 

proved that infiltration is impractical, 

ensure discharge of surface water to 

watercourse/sewer shall not exceed 

the following peak rates: 

• at pre-development greenfield 

runoff rates on all new development; 

• as close as reasonably practicable 

to greenfield run off rates from all 

other brownfield sites; 

d) Be designed to be multi-functional 

and incorporate sustainable drainage 

into landscaping and public realm, 

including maximising opportunities to 

establish surface water ponding 

areas, urban watercourse buffer 

areas and multi-use flood storage 

areas in locations of high surface 

water flood risk and critical drainage 

areas to improve flood resilience, 

amenity and biodiversity; 

e) Achieve improvements in water 

quality through a sustainable 

drainage system management train; 

f) Be designed with consideration of 

future maintenance and climate 

change; and 

g) Make improvements in accordance 

with the Council's most up to date 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested to EA as: 

All development proposals are required to 

demonstrate that land drainage will be 

adequate and that they will not result in 

an increase in surface water run-off. 

Sustainable drainage systems are 

required on all developments, unless 

proved to be not practicable, and should: 

a) Ensure surface run-off is managed as 

close to the source as possible and does 

not increase flood risk elsewhere; 

b) Be in accordance with the rainwater 

disposal hierarchy of Building Regulations 

Part H3 (3); 

c) In circumstances where it has been 

proved that infiltration is impractical, 

ensure discharge of surface water to 

watercourse/sewer shall not exceed the 

following peak rates: 

• at pre-development greenfield runoff 

rates on all new development; 

• as close as reasonably practicable to 

greenfield run off rates from all other 

brownfield sites; 

d) Be designed to be multi-functional and 

incorporate sustainable drainage into 

landscaping and public realm, including 

maximising opportunities to establish 

surface water ponding areas, urban 

watercourse buffer areas and multi-use 

flood storage areas in locations of high 

surface water flood risk and critical 

drainage areas to improve flood 

resilience, amenity and biodiversity; 

e) Achieve improvements in water quality 

through a sustainable drainage system 

management train; 

f) Be designed with consideration of 

future maintenance and climate change; 

and 

g) Make improvements in accordance 

with the Council's most up to date 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. 

Agree. SCC are the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) for Surrey and in its' role as an LLFA is 

a statutory consultee for surface water drainage designs for major developments. As such 

the Council accepts the suggestions of SCC to the additions to policy E3 (subject to 

agreement by the EA).
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SCC [19592417] proposed amended 

wording of policy E3:  

To reduce the overall and local risk of 

flooding and manage water 

resources: 

1) Different areas of flood risk in 

Spelthorne Borough are determined 

by definitions contained within 

national planning practice guidance 

and the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk 

Assessment (Level 1). 

Agree (subject to EA).  The Council notes SCC suggestion of amending the terminology 

"Flood zone" to "different areas of flood risk" and will discuss the suggestion with the EA.

TBC E3  (1) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested as:

1) Different areas of flood risk in 

Spelthorne Borough are determined by 

definitions contained within national 

planning practice guidance and the 

Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 

(Level 1). 

SCC [19592417] 2) To reduce the 

overall and local flood risk and 

manage water resources 

development must be located, 

designed and laid out to ensure that 

it is safe, the risk from flooding is 

minimised (whilst not increasing 

flooding risk elsewhere) and that 

residual risks are safely managed. 

Agree.  Typo will be corrected Yes E3 (2) Correction of typo - I should be is

SCC [19592417] 3) New development 

will be guided to areas of lowest 

flood risk from all sources of flooding 

through the application of the 

sequential test. Where individual 

sites contain different levels of flood 

risk, the layout of the site will be 

expected to minimise flood risk from 

all sources. The exception test will 

continue to be applied where 

national planning policy advises that 

this is necessary. 

Agreed but changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with the EA and SCC Yes E3 (3) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested as:

3) New development will be guided to 

areas of lowest flood risk from all sources 

of flooding through the application of the 

sequential test. Where individual sites 

contain different levels of flood risk, the 

layout of the site will be expected to 

minimise flood risk from all sources. The 

exception test will continue to be applied 

where national planning policy advises 

that this is necessary. 

SCC [19592417] have proposed a range of 

amendments to the wording of policy E3
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SCC [19592417] 4) All development 

proposals are required to 

demonstrate that land drainage will 

be adequate and that they will not 

result in an increase in surface water 

run-off. The Council will expect 

incorporating SuDs (Sustainable 

Drainage Systems) to manage surface 

water drainage and provide multi-

functional benefits in accordance 

with the NPPF, unless it can be 

demonstrated that they are not 

appropriate. Consider adding bullet 

points a-g here as detailed in our 

suggested policy wording above.  

Agree.  SCC are the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) for Surrey and in its' role as an LLFA is 

a statutory consultee for surface water drainage designs for major developments. As such 

the Council accepts the suggestions of SCC to the additions to policy E3, subject to 

agreement with the EA.

Yes E3 (4) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested as:

4) All development proposals are required 

to demonstrate that land drainage will be 

adequate and that they will not result in 

an increase in surface water run-off. The 

Council will expect incorporating SuDs 

(Sustainable Drainage Systems) to manage 

surface water drainage and provide multi-

functional benefits in accordance with the 

NPPF, unless it can be demonstrated that 

they are not appropriate. Consider adding 

bullet points a-g here as detailed in our 

suggested policy wording above.  

SCC [19592417] 6) applications must 

be supported by Flood Risk 

Assessments where appropriate that 

demonstrate the development will be 

safe, not increase flood risk 

elsewhere, and maximise 

opportunities to reduce flood risk 

from all sources. 

Agree.  The Council accepts SCC suggestion of the addition of "from all sources", subject to 

agreement with the EA.

Yes E3 (6) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested as:

6) applications must be supported by 

Flood Risk Assessments where appropriate 

that demonstrate the development will be 

safe, not increase flood risk elsewhere, 

and maximise opportunities to reduce 

flood risk from all sources. 
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SCC [19592417] state - Flood Zone 3b is the 

area of highest fluvial risk and we would 

recommend the language in the policy be 

changed to ‘must’ rather than ‘should’ and 

‘are/is’ rather than ‘should be’.

SCC [19592417] 7) Within the 1 in 20 

year (5% AEP) extent; 

(a) the provision of essential 

infrastructure will be supported but 

in principle the land must remain 

undeveloped to maintain flood 

storage capacity and not impede the 

flow of flood water. 

(b) development vulnerability must 

be reduced and change of use to a 

higher vulnerability classification will 

not be permitted; 

(c) extensions or re-development of 

buildings may be considered, subject 

to the following: 

i) the footprint of the building is 

reduced where possible and is not be 

increased, 

ii) finished floor levels are raised 

where possible; 

iii) surface water runoff rates and 

volumes from the site are reduced; 

iv) floodplain storage capacity is 

increased and space created for 

flooding to occur by restoring 

functional floodplain; 

v) impedance to floodwater flow is 

reduced; 

vi) flood resistance and resilience 

measures are incorporated and; 

vii) inclusion of measures to ensure 

development remains safe for users 

in time of flood. 

Agree.  SCC are the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) for Surrey and in its' role as an LLFA is 

a statutory consultee for surface water drainage designs for major developments. As such 

the Council accepts the suggestions of SCC to the additions to policy E3, subject to 

agreement with the EA.

Yes E3 (7) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.   

Likely to be suggested as:

Surrey CC [19592417] 7) Within the 1 in 20 

year (5% AEP) extent; 

(a) the provision of essential infrastructure 

will be supported but in principle the land 

must remain undeveloped to maintain 

flood storage capacity and not impede the 

flow of flood water. 

(b) development vulnerability must be 

reduced and change of use to a higher 

vulnerability classification will not be 

permitted; 

(c) extensions or re-development of 

buildings may be considered, subject to 

the following: 

i) the footprint of the building is reduced 

where possible and is not be increased, 

ii) finished floor levels are raised where 

possible; 

iii) surface water runoff rates and volumes 

from the site are reduced; 

iv) floodplain storage capacity is increased 

and space created for flooding to occur by 

restoring functional floodplain; 

v) impedance to floodwater flow is 

reduced; 

vi) flood resistance and resilience 

measures are incorporated and; 

vii) inclusion of measures to ensure 

development remains safe for users in 

time of flood. 
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E3: Managing Flood Risk

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

8) It would be helpful to explain what 

is meant by betterment, for example 

a reduction in flood risk on and off 

site or just on site.  Unclear if this 

paragraph refers to all sites or just 1 

in 20 year fluvial extent.

Agree.  Paragraph 8 refers to all sites and not just those within the 1 in 20,  An explanation 

of betterment will be added as a footnote, subject to agreement with the EA.

Yes E3 (8) Changes to Policy E3 will be agreed with 

the EA and SCC and published separately.  

A suitable footnote will be agreed with 

these organisations

The key evidence documents listed 

on page 92 includes SCC’s 2014 ‘Local 

Flood Risk Management Strategy. The 

strategy was refreshed in 2017. 

Agree. Yes E3 - Evidence Local Flood Risk Management Strategy - 

2017

Concern over how disabled people will escape 

properties at times of flood as "as all the 

proposals are flats with no way of escape in 

fire or flood"

Disagree.  Housing mix and accessible homes are covered by Policy H1 of the Local Plan.  No E3

SCC [19592417] state - Flood Zone 3b is the 

area of highest fluvial risk and we would 

recommend the language in the policy be 

changed to ‘must’ rather than ‘should’ and 

‘are/is’ rather than ‘should be’.
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E4: Environmental Protection 

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [40270561] believes that air quality 
should be a major consideration for any 
council particularly one so close to a major 
airport.  Unfortunately it will require a ban to 
stop people. Please help those with breathing 
problems to breathe more easily

Noted.  Spelthorne is within an AQMA therefore there is a focus on improving air quality.  
The Borough's location makes this a challenge however steps can be taken to help with this.  
There already exist smoke control areas in the Borough which restricts what can be burnt 
however this does not fully exempt bonfires.  This issue is out of the scope of the Local Plan 
but is a matter that ca be taken up elsewhere within the Council

No

Individual [41992065] is concerned that 
insufficient attention has been given to 
measuring and reducing traffic pollution levels 
in the area around Nursery Road which affects 
a significant number of school children. 

Disagree in part.  Traffic modelling has been undertaken for the site allocations around 
nursery road to determine if any mitigation is required for this.  At present none have been 
identified.  The Local Plan seeks to encourage greater uptake in active and sustainable 
modes of travel to reduce car use, especially during peak times.  

No

What is reasonably practicable? Noted.  Reasonably practicable means to apply what can reasonably be done  within the 
legal framework that a decision is being taken under.  This matter will be down to the 
application of planning judgement by the decision maker in conjunction with any specialist 
advice that may be required to be provided.

No

Wording should be amended so that 
applications can be refused on air 
quality

Disagree.  The Policy wording allows sufficient application of any advice to secure any 
mitigation that may be necessary for a development.

No

Wording to be amended to refuse 
permission on light generating 
development proposals

Disagree.  The Policy wording allows sufficient application of any advice to secure any 
mitigation that may be necessary for a development.

No

Agree with the core principles of the 
Policy

Noted. NoEA [19771841] agree with the core principles 
of policy E4 however proposes some 

STS [19552033] have two main concerns with 
the Policy. What is “reasonably practicable” 
and how will that judgement be made? The 
wording needs to be much stronger - e.g. 
development will be refused if unable to 
demonstrate that air quality will not 
deteriorate.

Planning permission will not be granted for 
light generating development proposals that 
may have an adverse impact on residential 
developments, amenity, wildlife, biodiversity - 
add and public safety, which is critical given 
the high rise density and lack of open space.

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 98



E4: Environmental Protection 

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Para 5 should include groundwater 
quantity 

Agree. Inclusion of quantity would cover all aspects of protecting the integrity of 
groundwater from impacts

Yes Policy E4 (5) The Council will ensure all development 
located near ground and surface water 
have the appropriate measures in place to 
mitigate any adverse impact on water 
quality and water features. Development 
should not have any adverse impact on 
groundwater flow or quantity, nor should 
there be any adverse impact on 
groundwater quality.  Planning permission 
will not be granted for developments 
which do not demonstrate the 
incorporation of water efficiency measures 
such as water recycling and collection 
features. Wherever practical, Sustainable 
Urban Drainage Systems (SuDS) should be 
incorporated to minimise the discharge of 
surface water to the sewer system.

Para 8 should include wording for risk 
assessment and remediation strategy 
be carried out by a competent person 
as defined by NPPF

Agree in part.  Clarification over who should carry out a risk assessment and strategy can be 
included.  Reference will include competent person and this will be defined in the reasoned 
justification.

Yes Policy E4 (8)
Policy E4 para 
7.36

The Council will ensure that where 
development is proposed on land that may 
be affected by contamination, the 
applicant must undertake appropriate risk 
assessment and if necessary, remediation 
to ensure the development is safe or will 
be made safe for its intended use and 
should be carried out by a competent 
person.  Through the incorporation of 
mitigation measures, treatment to reduce 
contamination or remove pollutant 
pathways and soil/ground 
gas/groundwater remediation initiatives, 
receptors exposure to land contamination 
will be minimised.

Definition
Competent person: Able to undertake a 
risk assessment and any subsequent 
remediation strategy as set out within the 
NPPF para 183(C)

Use of receptors in para 8 should be 
defined and include groundwater

Noted. No

amendments.
In point 5 of policy E4, this should be expanded 
to groundwater quantity as well – 
development should not have any adverse 
impact on groundwater flow or quantity, nor 
should there be any adverse impact on 
groundwater quality. 

In point 8 of policy E4, wording should be 
added to the policy to ensure that any risk 
assessment and subsequent remediation 
strategy at sites with land affected by 
contamination should be undertaken by a 
competent person as directed in the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraph 
183c). 

The use of receptors in point 8 should be 
defined and should include groundwater.

As stated in point 9ii and iii, we agree with the 
need for planning conditions at sites affected 
by land contamination. Discussion of planning 
conditions in 9ii should be expanded to include 
the requirements outlined in 9iii. A planning 
condition should be in place at sites affected 
by land contamination to ensure verification of 
remediation is completed to a sufficient 
standard

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 99



E4: Environmental Protection 

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Expand conditions to include 
requirements of 9iii

Agree. Yes Policy E4 (9ii)
9ii)  Impose conditions on planning 
permissions requiring appropriate 
investigation and remediation of 
contamination before development can 
proceed.  This will also include conditions 
at sites affected by land contamination to 
ensure verification of remediation is 
completed to a sufficient standard.

The policy should be expanded to 
include reference to odour

Agreed. Yes Policy E4 (6)
Odour 

New development should not be located 
in areas where future occupiers may be 
affected by existing sources of odour 
unless it is demonstrated that there 
would be no adverse impact on the 
amenity of future occupiers or that any 
necessary mitigation measures have been 
identified and secured.

TW [42074113] support the aims of the Policy.  
They consider the scope should be expanded 
to ensure that new development should not be 
located in areas where future occupiers may 
be affected by existing sources of odour unless 
it is demonstrated that there would be no 
adverse impact on the amenity of future 
occupiers or that any necessary mitigation 
measures have been identified and secured.

The scope of the policy should also be widened 
to ensure that occupiers of new developments 
are not adversely affected by existing sources 
of light pollution while the policy should also 
ensure that development is not unacceptably 
affected by existing sources of vibration unless 
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E4: Environmental Protection 

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Text to be amended to include the 
following:

In designing new developments, 
consideration should be given to ensuring 
that the new occupiers are not adversely 
affected by existing sources of light 
pollution.
 
his policy seeks to minimise the adverse 
impact from light pollution on the 
environment. It promotes the use of 
measures to minimise the adverse impact 
of 
lighting on surrounding areas. Applicants 
developing proposals for lighting will be 
required to assess the impact of the 
lighting scheme and demonstrate there 
are no unacceptable adverse impacts.  In 
designing new developments, 
consideration should be given to ensuring 
that the new occupiers are not adversely 
affected by existing sources of light 
pollution.

The Council will require developments that 
may result in light pollution to incorporate 
appropriate design and energy saving 
measures in order to minimise the 
potential for light pollution. Planning 
permission will not be granted for light 
generating development proposals that 
may have an adverse impact on residential 
developments, amenity, wildlife, 
biodiversity and highway safety. The 
Council will require a lighting impact 
assessment to accompany an application 
for development proposals that may cause 
unacceptable light pollution for residents, 
businesses or the environment.

Policy E4 (7)Agree. YesThe wording of section 7 of the policy 
should be revised to ensure that the 
amenity of occupiers of new 
development is not adversely 
affected by existing light sources

affected by existing sources of vibration unless 
acceptable mitigation measures are proposed 
and secured
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E4: Environmental Protection 

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Supportive of overall objectives Noted No

The Council will seek to protect and 
improve the Borough’s air quality and 
work towards meeting the World Health 
Organisation Air Quality Guidelines by 
ensuring all 
development proposals prevent further 
deterioration of existing poor air quality 
and are “air quality neutral” as far as 
reasonably practicable complies with 
national policy* and guidance and the 
most up-to-date Air Quality Action Plan

*footnote to be added after national 
policy to referec ne NPPF para 186

Para 7.39  - Air Quality is an important 
environmental issue for Spelthorne and 
the Council is working towards meeting 
the World Health Organisation Air Quality 
Guidelines. The Council’s Air Quality 
Action Plan designates the whole Borough 
as an Air Quality Management Area 
(AQMA). This reflects that the whole 
Borough has a particular need to improve 
air quality therefore the Council will 
ensure that any new development in the 
Borough is consistent with the local Air 
Quality Action Plan and the requirements 
of national policy for planning decisions to 
sustain and contribute towards 
compliance with relevant limit values or 
national objectives for pollutants, taking 
into account the AQMA and cumulative 
impacts (NPPF 2021, paragraph 186).

E4 (1)
E4 para 7.39

YesAgree in part.  The ambition to achieve WHO guidelines on air quality is a target the Council 
as a whole is working towards.  This can be moved into the reasoned justification to provide 
a basis for the approach to Air Quality.
Agree.  Para 1 will be revised to remove reference to prevent further deterioration and 
align with NPPF para 186 and make reference to the most up-to-date Air Quality Action Plan

Application of WHO guidelines in 
policy goes beyond NPPF

Developer [41643681] is supportive of the 
overall objectives of this policy however they 
have concerns that the application of World 
Health Organisation (WHO) Guidelines is at 
odds with NPPF Paragraph 186. Submission  
also raises concern with the requirement to be 
air quality neutral. There is no definition of 
what this is, how it can be achieved and what 
developers are expected to do in order to 
meet this (as required by NPPF Paragraph 16 
(D)).
The Policy should also list examples of 
mitigation measures which are welcomed by 
SBC to help developers know how to respond 
to E4 (1). Currently, the wording ‘prevent 
further deterioration’ is vague
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E5: Open Space and Recreation

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Proposed?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [19532737] comments that Policy 
E5 should make specific reference to the 
provision of a new Country Park in Shepperton 
and part of the RTS and that its long-term 
stewardship could be supported by new 
residential development on adjacent land 
(promoted site at Renfree Way in Shepperton - 
SH1/016) which was not taken forward as 
allocation). 

Disagree. Policy E5 is not intended to allocate land for new open space, but rather to set 
out the Council's expectations with regard to the provision and maintenance of new open 
space where there are opportunities to do so, through the delivery of allocated sites.  It is 
not the intention of this policy to serve as a mechanism for discounted sites to justify their 
inclusion as an allocation as a means to deliver or maintain open space, but rather to 
ensure that open spare requirements are taken into account at the earliest opportunity 
when proposals are brought forward.

No

Support for spaces that are proposed for 
designation for Local Green Space in the Local 
Plan [41397057] [41389825] [25444993] 
[41425761] [41425793] [41229153] 
[41217313] [41225153} [41229441] 
[41229057] [41825281] [41905281] 
[41984481] [41984737] [41906017] 
[19531777] [25809089] [19531457] 
[42037441] [42037697]

Agree.  The Council proposes to continue with the designations for LGS as shown on the 
Policies map

No

Concerns about spaces not included as 
designations
[41902977] [41983937] [42010113] 
[42011169] [42012353] [41904993] 
[19813377]

To be consistent with its own LGS 
Assessment Methodology , the 
Council should go back and review 
the 94 responses from Issues and 
Options consultations

Disagree.  The LGS methodology sets out the general approach to assessing spaces for 
designation and the review of spaces document sets out the details of why spaces have 
been included and excluded.  All spaces submitted, or previously PUOS, have been 
considered.  Two separate consultations have been held on LGS spaces and ample 
opportunity has been provided for residents to put forward spaces.

No

Individuals [39699649] [41904033] [41904193] 
[41993889] commented on the importance of 
green space to communities and their health 
and well being, as well as commenting on the 
need to allocate further sites for recreational 
use.

Agree. The overall aims of Policy E5 supports the retention and enhancement of open 
space, sports facilities and areas for recreation for the whole community as well as making 
provision for delivering new open space and securing its long term stewardship to meet 
evidenced deficiencies, when there is opportunity to do so.

No

Individual [19551713] comments that for 
clarity Policy E5 3(b) should be amended to 
read ' The Council will consider an off-site 
financial contribution from the developer to 
improve the quality of existing Council owned 
open spaces…'

 Disagree. When read as a whole it is considered that the policy is clear in its aim to secure 
funding for open space improvements through financial contributions from developers. 

No
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E5: Open Space and Recreation

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Proposed?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [41802305] comments on the 
importance of a range of accessible sport 
facilities, including facilities which are free to 
access

Agree. The overall aims of Policy E5 supports the retention and enhancement of open 
space, sports facilities and areas for recreation for the whole community. It is considered 
that an amendment to the wording of the section of the policy addressing Existing Open 
Space, to include reference to sports facilities  would clarify that this and reflect para 99 of 
the NPPF 2021.

Yes Policy E5
Existing Open 
Space sub 
heading and (1) 
and (2)

Existing Oopen Sspace, sport and 
recreation facilities
1)The Council will seek to protect, 
maintain and enhance existing open 
spaces, sports facilities and areas for 
recreation and encourage quality and 
accessibility improvements. Priority will be 
given to areas where specific deficiencies 
in access or quality have been identified.
  

SE [19819489] and Individual [19813377] raise 
concerns Policy E5 2 (b) and 2 (c) are not 
consistent with para 99 of the NPPF (2021) and 
require modification, to ensure better 
protection to existing sports facilities and 
playing fields.

Agree. It is considered that E5 2 and 2(a), 2(b) and 2(c) could be amended to ensure 
consistency with the NPPF. 

Yes Policy E5 2 inc 
2(a), 2(b) and 2 
(c)

2)The Council will not permit the loss or 
displacement of existing open space to 
other uses unless it can be demonstrated, 
through up-to-date and robust evidence, 
that: 
(a)There is a proven surplus of provision 
and the site is no longer needed, or is 
unlikely to be required in the future; or
(b)The benefit of the development to the 
community outweighs the harm caused by 
the loss of the facility; or 
(c)An alternative facility of an equal 
quantity and quality or higher standard 
will be provided in at least an equally 
convenient and accessible location to 
serve the same local community. 

2. Applications for development that 
would result in the loss, displacement or 
change of use of existing open space, 
sports and recreational buildings and 
land, including playing fields, will be 
determined in accordance with national 
policy. (add footnote to read 'NPPF 
(2021), paragraph 99')

New spaces proposed for designation as LGS 
following consultation [33615297] [41960737] 
[41994209] [19531553] [19531777] 
[37487553] [42100865] [42100961] 
[41994241] [25809089] [19531457] 
[19721985] 

Noted. The spaces require assessment following the consultation and will be assessed using 
the methodology and following a similar approach to that used for those already proposed 
for designation.

Yes E5 Once completed any additional spaces 
assessed as being suitable for LGS will be 
included on the policies map
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EC1: Meeting Employment Needs

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section

Change Details

Agent on behalf of Inspired Villages 

[	41643681] supports policy EC1

Support noted No EC1

Agent [	42140481]  General principles of the 

Policy around protecting and enhancing 

established employment areas are supported 

Support noted No EC1

Runnymede BC [42128769]targets for E(g) (i 

and ii) and B8 floorspace, the targets are 

considered to be realistic at this point in time 

and reflect the overall structural changes 

currently being observed in the market post 

the COVID 19 pandemic . It is considered 

appropriate, in line with Spelthorne’s proposal 

to review whether these targets remain 

appropriate in the longer term at the first 

review of the Local Plan. The strategy set out 

to support economic growth as contained in 

policy EC1 is in my opinion sound. The policy 

would ensure that economic growth in 

Spelthorne continues to be supported and 

facilitated in advance of the first review of the 

Local Plan.

Support noted No EC1

RBWM  [42130017] generally welcome Policy 

EC1. We are therefore pleased that the overall 

strategy in the Spelthorne Local Plan is to 

retain existing employment areas and to 

review the need for employment land in the 

five-year review period.

Support noted No EC1

Developers [43052001] [43052353] consider 

the tone of the policy restrictive and not 

positive planning as called for by the NPPF.

Disagree - officers believe policy EC1 is positively worded. No EC1

Developers [43052001] [43052353] state the 

document does not make specific reference as 

to where additional floorspace will be provided 

or how much floorspace is needed within 

identified locations. It is distinctively lacking 

any spatial planning component, which would 

help direct employment growth within the 

Borough and outline where it should be 

focused. 

Disagree - para 4, 6 and 7 provide a spatial element, directing to the most suitable locations 

for employment floorspace.

No EC1
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EC1: Meeting Employment Needs

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section

Change Details

Developers [43052001] [43052353] state the 

document does not specifically identify a 

certain amount of vacant floorspace and how 

the future occupation of this may contribute to 

meeting additional floorspace required.

Disagree - officers feel that it is not appropriate to specify what the current vacancy level is 

in the borough because this will change monthly and very quickly be out of date.  As set out 

in the ELNA, a certain amount of vacant floorspace is part of a healthy market and how 

much this will be varies with market conditions.

No EC1

Diageo Pension Trust Limited [	42140481] 

object to the removal of a quantifiable 

employment floorspace target from Policy 

EC1. Without this, the plan is not effective or 

positively prepared in informing the spatial 

strategy to accommodate the required level of 

existing and future demand for employment 

floorspace within the Borough. 

Disagree.  The most recent quantifiable target is set in para 8.3 No EC1

Diageo Pension Trust Limited [	42140481] 

Lack of evidence or analysis to prove 

protecting & enhancing approach is sufficient 

to meet employment needs within the 

Borough.  The Local Plan should Plan positively 

to ensure that the full range of new positions 

can be met at any point which requires 

proactively identifying new sites for allocation. 

Disagree.  Officers are confident the level of need identified in 2022 can be met thought the 

policy as written.

No EC1

Developers [43052001] [43052353] welcome 

the encouragement of innovative re-use of 

employment floorspace within the borough, 

which provides a suitable level of flexibility 

within the Local Plan with regard to replacing 

employment uses with other non-employment 

ones, including residential development. 

However, it is considered that this conflicts 

with para 1, bullet point 2  which seeks to 

safeguard employment land. The suggestion 

here being that an alternative use of existing 

employment land would not be accepted. We 

would strongly suggest that this wording is 

tightened and specifically focuses upon the 

designated employment areas with the 

Borough. . 

Disagree - given that no additional land has been allocated for employment use, either from 

the Green Belt or from another use, and the amount that has been lost to permitted 

development since office to residential was allowed through permitted development, the 

Council is keen to safeguard existing employment land.  The phrase " encouraging its 

innovative re-use in ways that better meet the needs of the market" refers to, whilst 

remaining within employment use. 

Yes EC1 Minor amendment to wording to change 

"land" to "floorspace" in bullet 2 and 

adding "whist remaining within 

employment use" to bullet 3 for clarity.  

Economic growth in Spelthorne will be 

supported by maintaining and intensifying 

the use of the Borough’s employment 

floorspace offer. This will be done by; 

• safeguarding employment land, 

• provision of new land floorspace in line 

with needs identified through the most up 

to date evidence and 

• encouraging its innovative re-use in ways 

that better meet the needs of the market, 

whist remaining within employment use.” 
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EC1: Meeting Employment Needs

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section

Change Details

An agent [42254977] argues wording of part 3 

is too vague and is not clear in terms of 

expectations regarding sustainability 

requirements so policy is ineffective . The 

policy text refers to sustainability measures, 

such as sustainable design and carbon 

reduction, however there is no detail regarding 

any specific percentage of carbon reduction or 

any particular standards such as BREEAM 

ratings. No clear guide for future developers or 

an indication as to how decision makers should 

assess development proposals.

Disagree.  Policy needs to be read alongside PS1.  Plan must be read as a whole and policies 

should not repeat each other.   Climate Change SPD will provide additional guidance.

No EC - 3

Individual expressed concern [19551713] 

When the Shepperton Studios expansion into 

the green belt was approved  it was stated that 

the land would remain designated as green 

belt. The wording of para 4 implies that is not 

now the case and, however unlikely, can never 

be returned to the green belt.

Part agree - Shepperton Studios was granted planning permission to expand but remains 

within the Green Belt.  Designating it as a Strategic Employment Site does not change this.  

However as the site remains within the Green Belt a footnote will be added to paragraph 4 

to state that it is not a preferred location for new Office and R&D floorspace.

Yes EC1 - 4 - 

footnote

Shepperton Studios is  not a preferred 

location for new Office and R&D 

floorspace.

Developers [43052001] [43052353] state the 

Employment Land Needs Assessment is a 

snapshot in time and therefore could  easily be 

out of date soon after it is published. As a 

result, it is not exactly clear how this document 

can be used to when assessing proposals 

against Point 8 of Policy EC1. We would 

strongly suggest that reference to the 

Employment Land Needs Assessment is 

removed. 

Suggest the following modifications.  

Para 8. Outside of the designated 

employment sites, the change of use 

or redevelopment of sites will be 

supported where it can be 

demonstrated that the existing use 

has a negative impact on existing 

residential amenity employment 

floorspace will be protected in line 

with the latest Employment Land 

Needs Assessment and the loss will 

be resisted unless the site is having 

significant negative impact on 

residential amenity. 

Disagree - the purpose of the reference to the Employment Land Needs Assessment is that 

it is a document which can be updated regularly and therefore ensure the policy is up to 

date.  The thrust of the policy to ensure the supply of employment floorspace in the 

borough is maintained, however there may be justification in losing sites outside of the 

designated employment sites if an updated ELNA is showing high vacancy rates and a 

significant surplus of supply.

No EC1 - 8
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EC1: Meeting Employment Needs

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section

Change Details

A developer [43052001] states there is no 

definition as to what significant negative 

impact on residential comprises. We would 

argue that this relates to both visual amenity 

in terms of townscape and surrounding 

context, i.e. Compass Point is surrounded by 

residential development and its conversion to 

such a use would be more in-keeping with its 

surrounding environs.

Disagree - a significant negative impact will be determined by the case officer as part of a 

planning application.  It will be determined on a case by case basis.

No EC1 - 8

A developer [43052001] argues point 9 of 

Policy EC1 the need for active and 

comprehensive marketing of the site for a 

continuous period of 24 months is considered 

onerous. There is no evidence presented as to 

why 24 months is an appropriate time period 

and  challenge the validity of the time period.  

NPPF  para 82 planning policies should: “d) be 

flexible enough to accommodate needs not 

anticipated in the plan, allow for new and 

flexible working practices (such as live-work 

accommodation), and to enable a rapid 

response to changes in economic 

circumstances.” [our emphasis] 24 months of 

marketing cannot be said to comprise a rapid 

response. It is considered that it would be 

clear after 12 months that there is no 

substantive demand for office floorspace, and 

rather than a site remaining vacant for an 

excessively long time of 24 months, the site 

could be re-use to a purpose that suits the 

current economy and more pressing needs of 

the area identified at that time. 

Suggest the following modifications.  

Para 9. Redevelopment or change of 

use to a non-employment use will 

only be acceptable if evidence is 

provided of active and 

comprehensive marketing of the site 

for its current use for a continuous 

period of at least 24 12 months prior 

to the determination submission of a 

planning application. If the site is 

allocated for an alternative use within 

the Local Plan, the marketing period 

will not be required.” Please refer to 

attached document for clarity of 

suggested modification and further in 

depth reps. [43052001]

Disagree - given that no additional land has been allocated for employment use, either from 

the Green Belt or from another use, and the amount that has been lost to permitted 

development since office to residential was allowed through permitted development, the 

Council is keen to safeguard existing employment land.   As set out in the ELNA and para 8.4  

there are many unknowns surrounding the quantity and quality of employment floorspace 

post-Covid (and BREXIT).  Officers believe that caution is the best approach and that active 

and comprehensive marketing of the site for a continuous period of 24 months is needed to 

ensure the sites can not be retained for employment use.

No EC1 - 9
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EC1: Meeting Employment Needs

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section

Change Details

Officer note - Para 8.4 has not been updated to 

reflect the publication of the 2022 

Employment Lands Needs Assessment and 

therefore does not give accurate information

Officer note Yes EC1 - Para 8.4 The study was published prior to The 

COVID-19 pandemic which has resulted in 

a change in the working patterns of many 

people and the extent to which these 

changes might become permanent is not 

yet clear.  Some employers are likely to 

make more flexible or hybrid working 

practices permanent with smaller office 

spaces needed. Some occupiers are likely 

to be reviewing their space needs 

particularly in light of the financial 

difficulties and uncertainties businesses 

face around COVID-19  and BREXIT. Whilst 

it is too soon to quantify the impact on 

future need, this highlights the need for 

flexibility to enable businesses to adapt to 

meeting changing market conditions and 

achieve innovations. For this reason, it has 

been decided flexibility and frequent 

review is required with the floorspace 

needs.

Runnymede BC [42128769] and agent 

[42140481]  noted that monitoring indicators 

in ST2, relating to employment floorspace and 

the monitoring indicators in EC1, related to the 

floorspace in the 2018 ELNA and not the 2022 

update.

Agreed. Monitoring indicators in ST2, relating to employment floorspace and the 

monitoring indicators in EC1 need to be updated to reflect 2022 ELNA.

Yes EC1 - Monitoring 

indicators

E (g) (i and ii) - 18,372 sqm

B2 -11,268 sqm

B8 (general) - 12,005 sqm

Total B Class - 19,109 sqm

Officer note -Footnote 60 and page number 

105 are missing

Officer note.  Corrected prior to submission Yes EC1 - footnote 

60

60 Refers to both 2018 and 2022 update, 

both produced by Spelthorne BC

Site owner [41138977} stated policy fails to 

assess properly the needs of economic 

development and best use of land around and 

in the vicinity of Heathrow Airport. Suggested 

a full and detailed assessment of all land 

available to the south of the Airport, including 

land east of Long Lane. This should be set 

against national interest, up-to-date local, 

regional and national needs and taking into 

account to either justify removal from Green 

Belt or accepting over-riding very special 

circumstances. 

Land to the east of Long Lane should 

either be removed from Green Belt 

or, under very special circumstances, 

allocated for economic development

Disagree - given the uncertainty surrounding Heathrow expansion, officers  do not feel that 

a full and detailed assessment of the land south of Heathrow is necessary at this time.

No Specific site
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EC1: Meeting Employment Needs

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response Change 

Suggested?

Relevant 

Policy/Section

Change Details

Site specific rep [Site SN1/008} from Agent 

[42188001] on behalf of CEMEX UK Properties 

Ltd - Site represents an ideal location for 

development in relation to the either the 

expansion of Heathrow Airport or to meet 

employment needs generally in Spelthorne. 

High demand for B8 and unlikely that the 

12,000sqm demand for B8 space can be met 

by the forecast loss of B2 space alone. 

Disagree - Officers to do believe there is currently justification to release Green Belt sites as 

need identified in ELNA is low and Heathrow Expansion is on hold.  Position will be 

considered at 5 year review.

No Specific site

Site specific rep [SN1/007a and SN1/014} from 

Agent [19823105} on behalf of 	Landchain -  

Do not agree with spatial strategy. The 

brownfield sites and intensification of existing 

sites will not alone be able to cater for 

expanded Heathrow need this need. Sites 

should be allocated now so that they can 

either be developed now or in the future once 

the expansion plans for Heathrow Airport 

resume. Exceptional Circumstances do exist 

and the Council should propose the release of 

some weakly performing Green Belt land to 

meet the need.   Sites SN1/007a and SN1/014  

represent an ideal location for development 

and should be allocated.

Disagree - Officers to do believe there is currently justification to release Green Belt sites as 

need identified in ELNA is low and Heathrow Expansion is on hold.  Position will be 

considered at 5 year review.

No Specific site

Site specific rep [Land North East of Short 

Lane, Stanwell] from Agent [42254977]on 

behalf of  ICP Partnership Ltd - Site represents 

an ideal location for development in relation 

to the either the expansion of Heathrow 

Airport or to meet employment needs 

generally in Spelthorne. Concerned that the 

policy lacks a mechanism to effectively deliver 

additional employment land that may be 

required.  Even if additional land were 

identified as being suitable for development, it 

is unclear whether this would come forward 

for the employment land needed or whether it 

would be developed for other uses such as 

residential development

Disagree - Officers to do believe there is currently justification to release Green Belt sites as 

need identified in ELNA is low and Heathrow Expansion is on hold.  Position will be 

considered at 5 year review.

No Specific site
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EC2: Retail 

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

RBWM (42130017) are concerned that Staines 
regeneration could bring it into competition 
with Maidenhead, Windsor and Ascot centres 

Disagree. Staines is the main town centre in the Borough and would be expected to 
accommodate any such uses if and when they come forward.  Staines has an important role 
in providing a centre for Spelthorne however its offer is generally for a more local 
catchment.  

No

The word 'uses' is missing from the 
text

Agreed.  Yes EC2 (6) Proposals for development within the 
Primary Shopping Areas will be permitted 
where they improve the quality and mix of 
uses  within Use Class E to enhance the 
role of the centres and their vitality and 
viability and to a scale which complements 
the local 
character.

Primary shopping area is too widely 
drawn and conflicts with allocation

Agree in part. The Two Rivers allocation does include some ground floor commercial use 
which falls within use class E. However consideration can be given to amending the 
shopping area

Yes Policies Map Amend Primary Shopping Area to take out 
Two Rivers allocation

Use secondary shopping area as an 
alternative

Disagree.  Given the changes to the use classes order, the ability to manage the 'old' A class 
is much less possible now given the wealth of commercial provision that now falls under 
Class E.  These changes effectively make the secondary shopping area from the 2009 Core 
Strategy much less suitable and would not be justified.  

No

Key evidence Noted. The Council is mindful of the difficulties associated with having an up-to-date 
assessment of retail following the Pandemic and the challenging economic position the 
country.  There has been relatively little turnover in retail uses within the last couple of 
years that would justify a significant re-assessment.  The Council's annual retail survey does 
provide an indictive assessment of vacancies and occupied units.  In developing the policy 
attention has been paid to PPG and this will be included in the key evidence 

Yes EC2 key 
evidence

• National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF) 2021
• Planning Practice Guidance Town 
Centres and Retail
• Retail and Town Centre Study 2015
• Retail and Town Centre Study Update 
2018
• Annual retail survey

Developer [19817217] identifies a missing 
word from para 6 'uses' and the Primary 
Shopping Area in Staines is too widely drawn 
which could impact on the Two Rivers 
allocation.  They also state that secondary 
shopping area should be retained as an 
alternative.  Also notes that the retail and 
town centre studies of 2015 and 2018 are out 
of date.  Also references the need for inclusion 
of PPG on town centres and retail as key 
evidence
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EC3: Local Centres, Shopping Parades and Isolated Retail
Units

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [19551713] states that the minimum 
residential space requirements should apply to 
additional or conversions of units over 
commercial/shop premises as if they are new 
builds. This is not clear in the existing wording.

Noted. Para 4 of Policy H1 requires all new residential development to meet minimum 
space standards. 

No

New development required to ensure 
vitality

Disagree.  In Charlton Village there are a small number of shops which serve the local 
community.  These shops remain effective in their role of serving day to day needs for the 
community

No

Protection against conversion and 
not promoting a pattern of growth

Noted. The policy seeks to ensure that there are sufficient numbers of commercial units 
within use class E, particularly retail, which would ensure that the day to day needs of the 
local communities are served.

No

Individual [40270977] has concerns that the 
increase in homes is at the expense of 
commercial spaces. In areas like the Frankie 
and Benny's site, it is set to be replaced with 
homes instead of another commercial 
development.  By reducing the commercial 
spaces in Staines, we will be under serving the 
current and new residents of the area

Increase in number of homes at the 
expense of commercial space

Disagree. In the case of Frankie and Bennys this space has been vacant for sometime.  
Finding the balance between having sufficient commercial spaces to help support 
residential use is important.  An increase in population could help to attract new shops and 
other comercial uses to the high street in Staines and the two shopping centres, which in 
turn assist in lifting the vitality and viability of the area.

No

Developer [42051521] states whilst it is noted 
there are opportunities listed to work towards 
continuing improvement of these centres, 
focussed around leisure – an approach we 
generally support of directing development 
and focus for regeneration and investment. It 
is considered appropriate that new 
development should be directed to where it is 
most needed but also where it is best able to 
accommodate it in terms of accessibility and 
existence of facilities and services to serve new 
development.  This is specific in relation to 
Charlton Village and indicates that the Policy 
has too much protection against conversion 
and does not promote a pattern of growth to 
ensure viability.
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EC4: Leisure and Culture

Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [1122500] comments that a theatre 
would be welcome in the Borough, and 
suggested that it could offer community 
benefit in providing space for the community 
to use for arts related activities. The 
respondent goes on to question whether a 
facility of this nature could be accommodated 
at Shepperton Studios.

Noted. Policy EC4 supports proposals that seek to deliver a diverse range of high quality 
leisure and cultural facilities for the Borough. 
It is beyond the scope of the Local Plan to address schemes already granted consent.

No

Individual [25674625] comments that Staines 
has a large family population and would 
benefit from additional family entertainment 
facilities.

Noted. Policy EC4 supports proposals that seek to deliver a diverse range of high quality 
leisure and cultural facilities for the Borough and proposals for facilities of this nature will 
be supported. The importance of maintaining the vitality and viability of town and local 
centres is recognised.

No

Developer [41643681] and Interest Group 
[19553089] welcome and support the aims of 
this policy.

Support noted. No

SE [19819489] raises concern (with specific 
reference to the replacement provision of 
major indoor sports provision eg sports halls 
and swimming pools) that Policy EC4 does not 
accord with NPPF (2021) as it does not refer to 
equivalence in quantitative or qualitative 
terms, rather it focuses solely on suitable 
location and accessibility, as well as concern 
that 3(a) and 3(b) may be used to justify the 
loss of indoor sports provision.

Agree in part. Policy E5 address the need for replacement sports facilities in accordance 
with para. 99 of  the NPPF, however, while the wording of EC4 3 is considered appropriate 
for addressing the potential loss of the majority of leisure facilities addressed by this policy, 
an amendment to policy wording could offer further clarity with regards to major indoor 
sports provision.

Yes EC4 3 Add the following :
3 (c) -  Applications for development that 
would result in the loss, displacement or 
change of use of major indoor sporting 
facilities will be determined in 
accordance with national policy. (add 
footnote to read 'NPPF (2021), paragraph 
99')
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ID1: Infrastructure and Delivery

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [41643681]  supports the aim of 
this policy to provide necessary infrastructure 
identified within the Borough’s Infrastructure 
Delivery Plan (IDP)

Noted No

Concerns over general provision of 
infrastructure to deal with increasing 
population and pressures on existing resources

Concerns about provision of 
healthcare [19550241]  [41802305] 
[23648929] [25523073] [39699649] 
[23601825] [41367393] [42037633]

Noted.  The NHS and Surrey Heartlands have been consulted and have set out their 
requirements for funding to make up identified shortfalls.  This information is contained 
within the IDP.  The Policy seeks to secure contributions from various sources to secure 
monies for identified infrastructure requirements

No

Concerns about number of schools 
and available school places 
[19550241]  [41802305] [23648929] 
[25523073] [39699649] [23601825]

Disagree.  SCC are the responsible authority for education and they have been consulted 
and have set out that current and planned expansions of schools along with capacity at 
existing primary and secondary levels means that there are no further requirements to 
provide additional school places

No

Concerns over the sewerage network 
and its capacity
[41802305] [33654913] [23601825]

Disagree.  Thames Water and Affinity Water have been consulted and they have set out 
that there is sufficient capacity to support new development

No

Extend travel zone 6 to train stations 
in Spelthorne [23648929] [40270977]

Agree.  The Council support this extension and have been pushing TfL and DfT for this to be 
the case to cover stations in the Borough.  The IDP includes reference to this however the 
decision on this rests outside the Council's control

No

Improvements needed to train 
stations [40270977]

Noted.  The stations are managed by private companies who operate the railway.  As a 
piece of infrastructure there is scope for improvements if required

No

Concerns about lack of police 
[41367393]

Agree.  Surrey Police have set out a request for contributions from development to be 
provided to fund additional equipment and other resources for the Police.  The general 
number of police officers is needed to be provided by Central Government

No

Concerns about transport provision 
[19550241]  [41802305] [23648929] 
[39699649] [23601825] [41367393] 
[42037633]

Noted.  In the case of bus services these are run by private companies and where not 
profitable the routes are administered by Surrey County Council

No

BHS [25650721] request that CIL monies 
contribute to off road network improvements 
for users

Noted.  SCC are responsible for managing Public Rights of Way however where new 
development is located close to this network, opportunities exist to improve access to 
these for existing and new residents

No

Developer [19532737] states that the River 
Thames Scheme should be included in ID1

Reference should also be made to the 
provision of a country park at Shepperton 

Disagree.  The RTS has its own section in Policy SP6 already.  There is also a large section of 
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan which includes reference to the Scheme and the benefits of 
this.  The Council do not believe there is merit in including specific projects within the Policy 
as there are sufficient hooks across the Plan

No
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ID1: Infrastructure and Delivery

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

RBC [42128769] have concerns that additional 
dwellings could have a ‘knock-on’ effect on 
nearby infrastructure in or adjoining 
Runnymede and therefore continuing 
engagement and co-operation in relation to 
growth implications as identified through 
transport modelling 

Agree.  The transport modelling work has not identified any specific mitigations required 
however the linkage between SBC and RBC via Staines Bridge is an area which is important 
in terms of ensuring traffic flows effectively.  SBC have and will continue to have 
engagement with neighbouring authorities over these strategic issues.

No

Developer [42320673] states whilst supporting 
this policy in principle it’s important to note 
that any contributions sought over and above 
CiL will need to be fully justified. To this end 
we would expect policy ID1 to be caveated 
such that where any additional requests are 
made, they will not be pursed where it can be 
demonstrated this would make a development 
unviable

Agree. CIL is one of the means of collecting contributions however, where identified as 
being required to make the development acceptable in planning terms, s106 planning 
obligations will be sought.  These will be based on evidence of a need and developers will 
be expected to contribute to this.

No

Policy is classed as having a very positive (++) 
impact on the plan in terms of flooding in the 
long term  but there is almost no discussion of 
flood risk in the policy to justify how this will 
be achieved and to promote opportunities for 
betterment

Submission also refers to para 1 of the Policy. 
EA  requested that recommendations from a 
Water Cycle Study be incorporated into the 
policy. A water cycle study is a useful source of 
evidence to inform wastewater drainage 
proposals.  No information has been provided 
in the plan regarding wastewater drainage 
proposals or how wastewater/effluent/foul 
water will be sustainably discharged from 
development

No reference to flooding in the policy Disagree.  Flooding matters are dealt with specifically in the flooding policy and these will 
be applied across the Borough for all development where flood risk exists.  The application 
of flood measures should reduce these risks in the longer term with the use of various 
mitigations and more effective construction practices.  

No

Lack of consideration of Water Cycle 
Study & wastewater

The IDP has set out how wastewater is dealt with and this has been developed in 
consultation with Thames Water and Affinity Water as appropriate.  Neither company have 
set out any issues with capacity and where improvements are required these would be 
expected to be implemented at the time of development.  ID1 sets out the ability for 
development to be phased until necessary infrastructure has been provided.  

No

Support for policy Noted. NoICB [41800097] support the overall approach 
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ID1: Infrastructure and Delivery

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Restrictive policies for existing social 
and community uses

Noted.  The policy does not require active marketing and sets out some clear steps to 
ensure that social and community facilities are not lost without significant due 
consideration.  Flexibility in the policy allows these facilities to be used for similar purposes.

No

DfE [42118273] have concerns that the Local 
Plan and its evidence base are unclear on how 
education provision will be delivered. 
Therefore, the plan does not currently 
demonstrate that it has been positively 
prepared in seeking to meet the area’s needs, 
is justified based on proportionate evidence, 
or is effective in delivering education 
infrastructure

The policy is based on evidence from the IDP and consultations with key providers.  The 
Council have been working throughout the process with SCC, as the education authority, 
and where funding shortfalls have been identified these have been included.  

No

TW [42074113] While the policy is supported it 
is considered that the supporting text could be 
strengthened to help emphasise the potential 
timescales required to deliver water and 
wastewater upgrades and encourage early 
engagement by developers  It is therefore 
suggested that paragraph 9.9 is amended

Agree.  Para 9.9 to be amended with suggested new text to clarify on delivery and 
timescales.  

Yes ID1 para 9.9 The planning system allows the Council to 
ensure that there is adequate 
infrastructure in place to support new 
development. Developers, where 
required, will 
have to demonstrate that their proposed 
developments incorporate adequate 
wastewater capacity and surface water 
drainage both on and off site. Where there 
is an infrastructure capacity constraint, the 
Council will require the developer to 
clearly set out the appropriate 
improvements required to facilitate the 
development and how this will be 
delivered. The planning system has 
mechanisms to secure timely provision 
such as through the imposition of 
Grampian-style conditions which relate to 
restricting development to phases.
 Developers, where required, will have to 
demonstrate that wastewater and water 
network capacity will be in place ahead of 
the occupation of development. 
Developers are encouraged to contact 
Thames Water as early as possible to 
discuss their development proposals and 
intended delivery programme to assist 
with identifying any potential water and 

to infrastructure delivery and welcomes that 
the delivery could be supported through on-
site provision or be funded off-site within or 
without Spelthorne through S106, S278 or 
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ID1: Infrastructure and Delivery

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [19551713] has concerns about para 
4 of the policy as  developers will have no 
means or willingness to assess the overall 
infrastructure concerns of residents, nor the 
ability to allocate land etc. If the financing of 
this infrastructure is to be reliant on CIL, the 
funds for GP surgeries, hospitals, schools etc, 
then, as history has shown, such additional 
infrastructure is never there until demand has 
exceeded demand

Disagree.  Para 4 of the Policy does not require developers to assess overall infrastructure 
requirements or allocate land. It requires them to assess current capacity on the site and to 
engage with providers to establish what is required to e provided beyond existing.  If a 
certain infrastructure provision can be included on the site which solves wider Borough 
concerns then that would a good use of land e.g. if there was a need for a new school

No

Residents Association [19552033 ] has 
concerns over para 8 and what is meant by 
content and reasonable timetable.  They state 
the policy should state that development will 
NOT BE PERMITTED prior to critical 
infrastructure completion

Noted.  The terms used in para 8 are to allow some degree of flexibility when the planning 
officer determining the application uses their planning judgement.  Any critical 
infrastructure will be secured by s106 and agreement of this is needed for permission to be 
granted.  then a clear timeframe for delivery can be set including the phasing of 
development until certain provision is in place.

No
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ID2: Sustainable Transport for New Developments

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [34309665] states that small around 
the town bus service  should connect the 
railway station with the Two Rivers, Elmsleigh, 
Thorpe Park, Sainsbury's, Heathrow Terminals 
and down to Staines Town Football Club and 
Knowle Green Leisure facilities. These buses 
would be powered by Electric or Hydrogen Fuel 
cell technology.

The Hub for these buses could be situated at 
the old London Rd British Gas site. (No Longer 
possible due to, you guessed it more Tower 
blocks.)

Noted.  The bus services are run commercially by different operators on certain routes.  
Those services which are not profitably are administered by Surrey County Council.  
Opportunities to electrify the bus services would be beneficial if the technology required for 
journey distances is sufficient.  

No

RBWM [42130017] supports the aims set out in 
Policy ID2

Noted. No
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ID2: Sustainable Transport for New Developments

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

No public interchanges within 
Spelthorne

Agree in part.  This is to demonstrate the location of the rail and main bus stations and 
therefore renaming this would be appropriate

Yes ID2 (1)(d) & (f), 2 
(c); definitions 
and policies map

 Public Transport Interchange Stations

SCC [19592417] comment that policy ID2 aligns 
well with LTP4 objectives but does not 
reference this. The policy does refer to the 
Spelthorne LCWIP, but consider that the 
supporting text referencing both LTP4 and the 
LCWIP should include additional wording.

SCC commented on the public transport 
interchanges.  SCC believe these to be 
interchange facilities and state their are no 
public transport interchanges within 
Spelthorne. Staines railway station has bus 
stops directly on its northern frontage and is 
closest to meeting the definition but is a five 
minute walk to Staines bus station. The 
remaining rail stations within Spelthorne all 
have standalone bus stop

The key evidence documents includes SCC’s 
‘Vehicular and Cycle Parking Guidance’ (2018). 
This document has since been updated and 
superseded by SCC’s ‘Vehicle, Cycle and 
Electric Vehicle Parking Guidance for New 
Development’

SCC note the policy requirement for Health 
Impact Assessments for major transport 
schemes. This is welcomed, but we would 
suggest that there should be a policy 
requirement for Health Impact Assessments 
for all major developments. This is an area that 
our Public Health team is starting to look at 
and is keen to involve Spelthorne Borough 
Council as work progresses.

The Council will work with stakeholders 
and Surrey County Council as part of the 
forthcoming Infrastructure Delivery Plan, 
which will set out the key infrastructure 
required to support the delivery of the 
Local Plan, including sustainable transport 
and highway schemes. Growth over the 
Plan period will give rise to increased 
traffic volumes and it is therefore required 
that this be mitigated as far as possible. 
The 
policy sets out the measures by which the 
Council will seek to militate against the 
impacts and will require new 
developments to adopt the relevant 
standards to 
achieve this.  Surrey County Council’s 
2022 Local Transport Plan 4 sets out 
county-wide policies on reducing 
transport emissions in order to help meet 
the county’s commitment to becoming 
net zero by 2050. One of the primary 
delivery mechanisms for achieving net 
zero is the roll out of Local Cycling and 
Walking Infrastructure Plans (LCWIP). The 
Spelthorne LCWIP will provide a 10-year 
plan for the delivery of walking and 
cycling infrastructure within Spelthorne 
and seeks to deliver safe, high-quality 
walking and cycling environments across 
the Borough.

ID2 Para 9.15YesAgree.  Wording to be added to supporting textPolicy aligns with SCC LTP4 and 
reference to this should be included 
in supporting text
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ID2: Sustainable Transport for New Developments

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Key evidence document needs to be 
updated

Agree. Yes ID2 Key Evidence Key evidence
• Spelthorne Borough Council Local Plan 
Strategic Highway Assessment Report 
(Surrey County Council, 2019)
• Strategic Highways Assessment Report 
(Surrey County Council, 2022)
• Spelthorne Local List of Information 
Requirements (2015)
• Vehicular and Cycle Parking Guidance 
(Surrey CC, 2018)
• Vehicle, Cycle and Electric Vehicle 
Parking Guidance for New Development 
(SCC, 2022)

Policy requirement for Health Impact 
Assessments for all major 
development

Agree in part.  HIA is stated within the Policy as being required where appropriate.  No
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ID2: Sustainable Transport for New Developments

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

f) providing a transport assessment and 
travel plan for all major development 
proposals,providing a transport 
assessment and travel plan for all 
development proposals likely to generate 
significant amounts of transport 
movement to promote the delivery and 
use of sustainable transport. The Travel 
Plan should set out how it will facilitate 
the use of sustainable and active transport 
modes, including but not limited to; low 
emission car clubs, low emission employee 
shuttle bus schemes supporting public bus 
schemes or offering discounted season 
tickets between public transport 
interchanges and employment areas

Para 9.17 -  All major developments 
require the submission of a Transport 
Assessment and Travel Plan.  All 
developments likely to generate 
significant amounts of transport 
movement are required to submit a 
Transport Assessment and Travel Plan. 
These documents set out the potential 
transport impacts of the proposals, how 
these will be addressed and how 
sustainable travel will be delivered in the 
long term. There may be occasions where 
smaller developments have lower impacts 
and therefore a Transport Statement may 
be necessary unless it can be 
demonstrated to the satisfaction of the 
Council that the changes are minor. Such 
assessments will be subject to liaison 
between the Council and the highway 
authority or authorities. 

ID2 para 1(f), 
ID2 para 9.17

YesAgree - this wording would accord with NPPFDeveloper [38928609] state that the 
thresholds for determining the use of transport 
statements, assessments and travel plans is 
well set out in national guidance, including the 
PPG, which emphasises that only 
developments which generate significant 
amounts of transport movement should be 
required to provide a travel plan.
 This policy should reflect this in applying more 
flexible wording to ensure applicants produce 
proportionate evidence to support 
development proposals, instead stating:
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ID2: Sustainable Transport for New Developments

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [25762913] and [19637825] state 
policy is ambitious, but not reasonable and 
would be too onerous.  Council can only seek 
proportionate contributions that are necessary 
to make development acceptable in planning 
terms. Developer concludes that this could 
have the unintended consequence of making 
development unviable and this must be 
reviewed, to avoid having a wider impact on 
housing delivery more widely

Agree in part.  Securing planning obligations from development is important to fund 
infrastructure that is required as a result of this.  The Council acknowledge that it may not 
be necessary for all the provision as set out in the policy to be applied for every 
development.  Clarification can be provided to set out that where demonstrated as 
required, certain provision will be expected to be secured.  

Yes ID2 para 1 (a), 
(d) and (e)

Amendment to text as follows:

a)  Provision of, or contributions towards, 
the improvement of public and community 
transport where identified as required
d) providing improvements to or 
contributions towards improving the 
capacity and security of cycle parking at 
the Borough’s public transport stations 
where identified as required
e)  providing funding to deliver the 
transport projects and highways 
improvements necessary to support the 
spatial strategy as set out in the 
Infrastructure Delivery 
Plan where identified as required

RA [19552033] have concerns over loss of car 
parking provision and deem it essential to 
include adequate car parking provision for 
disabled, service and delivery van parking at 
any new development or change of use 

The submission states the public transport 
network serving Staines is at best, extremely 
limited and will quickly become totally 
inadequate as a result of planned 
developments

Disagree in part.  The provision of sufficient disabled parking is a necessary requirement 
when setting out car parking facilities.  This policy seeks to set out opportunities to improve 
the use of the public transport network and encourage developments to be less reliant on 
the private car.  It should also be noted that Staines will be subject to a bespoke parking 
standard to accommodate for the growth of the town.

No

Concerns over application of parking 
standards

Disagree.  The parking standards are set by Surrey County Council and are applied to 
planning decisions at Borough level.  It should also be noted that Staines will be subject to a 
bespoke parking standard to accommodate for the growth of the town.

NoHBF [19538401] have concerns over the 
application of parking standards and the 
rigidity of these.  The submission also states 
rather than require development to meet 
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ID2: Sustainable Transport for New Developments

Key Issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Removal of part 1(b) Disagree.  This part of the Policy sets out the expectation of having regard to the guidance 
on electric charging points as set by SCC rather than setting out specific standards that may 
or may not conflict with part S of the building regulations

No

Concerns over application of parking 
standards

Disagree.  The parking standards are set by Surrey County Council and are applied to 
planning decisions at Borough level.  It should also be noted that Staines will be subject to a 
bespoke parking standard to accommodate for the growth of the town.

No

Lack of Infrastructure Delivery Plan Noted. The IDP has been developed since 2020 as part of the Local Plan.  Reference to this 
being forthcoming is superfluous now that the Plan has been published and should be 
removed.  The IDP is an iterative document that will be updated regularly to ensure delivery 
corresponds with priorities and needs for infrastructure

Yes ID2 para 1(e) Providing funding to deliver the transport 
projects and highways improvements 
required to support the spatial strategy as 
set out in the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 
(forthcoming);

rather than require development to meet 
these standards it should be set out in policy 
that in locations well served by public transport 
a lower level of provision will be acceptable. 
Therefore, in order to maximise delivery on 
sites with good access to public transport and 
encourage the use of sustainable travel options 
we would recommend the Council set out in 
policy where it considers it appropriate to 
deliver parking standards below those 
recommended in the Council’s SPD.  The 
submission also suggests to remove part 1(b). 
The standards for electric vehicle charging 
points are now included in part S of the 
Building Regulations. As such it is not necessary 
for the Council to set out these standards in 
planning policy

Developer [42320673] states whilst supporting 
this policy in principle they question the 
dogged adherence to vehicle parking 
standards. Given the scale of development 
compliance with existing parking standards will 
be difficult to achieve without prejudice to the 
overall design, significant costs (via the 
introduction of podium/ underground parking), 
or an impact on unit numbers, and recommend 
that the council review their parking strategy 
and its implications for the borough longer 
term. The strategy advocated at criterion 1(f) is 
much more in tune with the climate objectives 
of the plan than criterion 1(b).
The submission also raises issue of the lack of 
an IDP and how sought to test the 
requirements  on the proposed allocations and  
policies  
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Site Allocations

Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

AS1/011: Land at former Bulldog Nurseries, London Road, Ashford
This land is unused and an ideal 
location for development.

Noted. The site is considered to be under utilised in a sustainable location, with a limited 
Green Belt function.

No

Supports more than the proposed 24 
units, and a building with a higher 
height, on this site if it was suggested.

Noted. The identified site yield is based on local character, densities and viability. No

EA [19771841] Constraints: Flood zone 1; 
Within 8m of Stanwell Brook; 
Adjacent to Staines Moor SSSI, Southwest 
Waterbodies SPA and RAMSAR; Principal 
superficial aquifer
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required.                       
An 8m buffer zone should be provided 
between the edge of the culvert and any built 
development. 
The proposal needs to demonstrate that 
structural stability of the culvert will not be 
compromised, and that unrestricted access will 
be maintained.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
See EA’s Approach to Groundwater Protection 
guidance for the types of development 
proposals that we would object to within a 
Principal Aquifer.
Deculverting options should be explored.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Any widening of the cycleway which 
would involve cutting into the toe of 
Staines Reservoir would need to be 
avoided. 

Agree. The opportunity for cycleway expansion will be amended to refer to the protection 
of the reservoir. 

Yes AS1/011 
Opportunities

• Cycleway widening along the 
A30/London Road, subject to any design 
being agreed by Thames Water to ensure 
the  protection of the reservoir. 

Security of the reservoir will need to 
be maintained with appropriate 
security fencing between the sites 
and the reservoir land. 

Agree. The 'requirements' will be updated to refer to reservoir protection. Yes AS1/011 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• Any proposals will be expected to 
preserve and protect the ongoing 
operation of the reservoir. 
• A 5 metre wide strip between the toe of 
the reservoir embankment and the 
development site will need to be 
retained, clear of any obstructions. 

Individual [25674625] Support for 
development of the site.

TW [42074113] Protection of the reservoir
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Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

The methodology for any excavations 
within the zone of influence of the 
reservoir will need to be agreed in 
writing with Thames Water. 

Agree. The 'requirements' will be updated to refer to reservoir protection. Yes AS1/011 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

As above

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes AS1/011 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

Individual [25674625] Do not support the 
development of this site for the travelling 
community due to the impacts on the town.

No

AS2/006 is now subject to a live 
planning application – reference: 
22/00798/OUT. 

AS2/006 is now subject to a live planning application – reference: 22/00798/OUT. No

By moving the Travelling Showpeople 
allocation to site AS2/006 it is 
understood that this would allow site 
AS2/005 to come forward for housing 
and amenity space only, with no plots 
for Travelling Showpeople.

By moving the Travelling Showpeople allocation to site AS2/006 it is understood that this 
would allow site AS2/005 to come forward for housing and amenity space only, with no 
plots for Travelling Showpeople.

No

Individual [19545249] The site is possibly too 
small to deliver 15 showmen pitches.

Disagree.  Officers discussions and analysis of other showmen pitches in the borough 
indicates it will be a sufficient size to accommodate 15 pitches.

No

Developer [40344545] The owner of the site 
supports the allocation of their land holdings at 
Land East of Desford Way as a site for up to 15 
plots for ‘Travelling Showpeople’

AS2/006: Land east of Desford Way, Desford Way, Ashford
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Site Allocations

Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Historic 
landfill on site and COMAH opposite site; 
Principal superficial aquifer.
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.                                                                      
This site is partly located atop a historic landfill 
which means that any significant foundations 
or ground excavations at the site may lead to 
creation of a pathway for pollutants within the 
landfill to reach groundwater. 
Refer to the EA’s Approach to Groundwater 
Protection guidance which highlights our 
requirements for developments on landfill 
sites. 
Developers at any allocated sites located on a 
historic landfill would need to make enquiries 
regarding potential requirements under the 
Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.      

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

SCC [19592417] This allocation is 
approximately 20m from Homers Farm Quarry, 
which is allocated as a Preferred Area for 
concreting aggregate by Policy MA2 of the 
Surrey Minerals Plan.  The proposed allocation 
is separated from Homers Farm by the A30, 
which is likely to reduce any potential impacts 
from the minerals site. However, for clarity the 
site-specific requirements relevant to 
proposed allocation AS2/006 should refer to 
Homers Farm, and any residential 
development should ensure that there is 
suitable mitigation provided so that sensitive 
receptors would not be adversely affected by 
workings at the minerals site

Agree. Additional wording will be added to clarify that mineral workings should not have 
adverse impacts on nearby sensitive receptors.

Yes AS2/006 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• Development should ensure that 
suitable mitigation is in place so that 
sensitive receptors would not be 
adversely affected by workings at the 
nearby minerals site of Homers Farm 
Quarry.

AT1/002: Ashford Sports Club, Woodthorpe Road, Ashford
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Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

The site is currently being used on a 
temporary basis by Esso as they 
undertake works on the new 
Southampton to London Pipeline, and 
therefore could arguably be 
considered a brownfield site

Disagree. The works underway in relation to the Southampton to London Pipeline are 
temporary in nature with vegetation to be restored following works.

No

Ashford Sports Club consider the site 
to be surplus to their requirements 
and any financial receipts received 
from the redevelopment of the site 
will be used to help finance the Club's 
sporting facilities.

Noted. Community benefit was a key assessment criteria of the spatial strategy in 
determining which sites to allocate through the Local Plan.

No

Welcome the intention behind a 
reference to unit numbers 
(approximately 108 units) rather than 
a specific typology, but note that a 
greater number of units could be 
achievable.

Noted. The approximate estimate of yield allows for some flexibility. No

50% affordable housing is subject to 
viability assessment.

Agree. The site has already been subject to Viability Assessment through the Local Plan. This 
shows that the site is deliverable with a 50% affordable housing contribution.

No

Developer [25762913] Infrastructure 
contributions – the allocation wording 
correctly identifies that any contribution can 
only be sought where necessary to make the 
site acceptable in planning terms. As explained 
above Policy ID2 should make this explicit too 
for completeness. 

. Disagree. Planning applications will be subject to Community Infrastructure Levy 
contributions or any successor. CIL funds gathered must be used to fund the provision, 
improvement, replacement, operation or maintenance of infrastructure to support the 
development of the area more widely, therefore may not directly apply to making a site 
acceptable in planning terms. 

No

The proposed level of development 
would be overdevelopment due to 
local character.

Disagree. The site has been subject to a robust officer site assessment, has been extensively 
discussed with members of the Local Plan Task Group and meetings have been held with 
the landowner. Plans have been provided and demonstrate that the proposed level of 
development can be accommodated on site.

No

It is not clear how this 1.15ha site 
could accommodate over 100 
dwellings and appropriate 
strengthening of the Green Belt 
boundaries.

Disagree. Plans provided by the developer have been reviewed by officers and the 
proposed level of development is considered to be deliverable. 

No

Developer [41873761] Delivery unclear given 
the ongoing Southampton to London pipeline 
works.

Disagree. The landowner has provided deliverability evidence to the Council to support the 
delivery of the site in years 1-5. Works on the pipeline are due to be completed by Spring 
2023.

No

Developer [25762913] Landowner of site 
supports development.

Developer [41873761] Overdevelopment of 
site
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Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [25674625] supportive of 
development if the scheme will improve local 
sports facilities.

Agree. Community benefit was a key assessment criteria of the spatial strategy in 
determining which sites to allocate through the Local Plan.

No

EA [19771841]  Constraints: FZ1 modelling may 
change; Over 20m from Stanwell Brook;
Principal superficial aquifer.
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required;                                                        Please 
refer to the EA’s Approach to Groundwater 
Protection guidance for the types of 
development proposals that we would object 
to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [25762913] Sustainability – we 
agree with the intention for development to 
maximise the use of Climate Change measures 
and renewable energy sources, however the 
inclusion of Policy DS2 is not correct, given this 
does not feature in the rest of the emerging 
Local Plan. We suggest that this be updated.

Agree. The policy reference has been amended to 'PS1: Responding to the climate 
emergency' therefore will be amended across allocations. 

Yes All allocations - 
Site specific 
requirements. 

• Maximise the use of Climate Change 
measures and renewable energy sources, 
in accordance with Policy DS2 PS1 to 
make buildings zero carbon where 
possible. 
[Note: this has been updated as a minor 
modification]

SE [19819489]  The proposed site allocation 
has the potential to prejudice the activities of 
the neighbouring Sports Club, as the club's 
activities could affect the residential amenity 
of the occupants of any new housing.

Agree. The site specific requirements will be updated to ensure that any development 
proposal robustly assesses the amenity impacts e.g. noise and lighting arising from the site's 
location adjacent to a sports club. Mitigation should be provided to address any impacts 
identified. 

Yes AT1/002 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• Development proposals should assess 
the potential amenity impacts arising 
from the site's location adjacent to a 
sports club. Adequate mitigation should 
be incorporated to address any identified 
impacts. 

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes AT1/002 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

NG [19550561] The site is in close proximity to 
National Grid assets. To help ensure the 
continued safe operation of existing sites and 
equipment and to facilitate future 
infrastructure investment, National Grid 
wishes to be involved in the preparation, 
alteration and review of plans and strategies 
which may affect their assets.

Agree. Spelthorne Borough Council will consult National Grid on proposals that could affect 
National Grid’s assets.

No
AT1/012: Ashford Community Centre, Woodthorpe Road, Ashford
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Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [25674625] Supportive of the 
development to enhance the community 
centre. 

Agree. Community benefit was a key assessment criteria of the spatial strategy in 
determining which sites to allocate through the Local Plan.

No

EA [19771841]  Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer and historic landfill adjacent 
to site. 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required.                                                                      
There is a historic landfill historic landfill next 
to (and some on) site. We refer the LPA to the 
EA’s Approach to Groundwater Protection 
guidance Which highlights our requirements 
for developments on landfill sites. 
Developers at any allocated sites located on a 
historic landfill would need to make enquiries 
regarding potential requirements under the 
Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

Individual [25674625] The current car park is 
an eyesore and redevelopment would improve 
the town centre. 

Noted. The site is owned by Spelthorne Borough Council and redevelopment is planned to 
help regenerate the area.

No

Individual [41817121] The site could be 
redeveloped to house community uses and 
retain some level of parking. 

Agree. The Council are looking to develop a mixed scheme to provide residential 
accommodation with ground floor uses and parking

No

Individual [41817121] Development should 
restrict overlooking and noise impacts. 

Agree. The Planning application process will provide the opportunity to consider residential 
amenity impacts.

No

Individual [42220321] Support for allocation. 
This site is deliverable, achievable and 
immediately available for the proposed use.

Support noted. The site allocation has been informed by discussions with the Council's 
Assets team to ensure delivery of the site within the envisaged timeframe. 

No

EA [19771841]  Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer. 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.                        
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

AT3/007: Ashford Multi-storey car park, Church Road, Ashford
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Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Individual [25674625] Supportive of the 
development

Support noted. No

EA [19771841]  Constraints: FZ2+3; Approx 
20m from Thames with protected species; 2 
protected species in nearby river; SPZ 3, 
Principal superficial aquifer,
Requirements: Please refer to the EA’s 
Approach to Groundwater Protection guidance 
for the types of development proposals that 
we would object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Individual [40150113] Overdevelopment of 
site.

Partly Agree. Following consultation, the Council have engaged with the site promoter and 
have subsequently amended the site boundary to increase the site area to 0.32 ha and 
phase the development with 42 units proposed in years 1-5 and 78 units proposed in years 
6-10. Site plans have been provided to the Council demonstrating the delivery of 42 units 
on part of the site in years 1-5. 

Yes AT3/016: 23-31 
(not 11-19), 
Woodthorpe 
Road, Ashford

Site name:  (23-31 (not 11-19) 
Woodthorpe Road) Land at Woodthorpe 
Road and Station Approach 
Site area: 0.24 0.3
[Update site plan ]
Delivery timeframe: 2023-2027 (years 1-5) 
42 units (years 1-5), 78 units (years 6-10)

Individuals [42051201] [19694177] Objection 
to the development of the site.

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. 

No

Developer [19637825] Support for allocation 
of the site. Feasibility work has been 
undertaken to support the delivery of the site. 

Support noted. The evidence provided to support the delivery of the site within the 
envisaged timeframe has been incorporated into the Housing Trajectory/Five year housing 
land supply information.

No

AT3/016: 23-31 (not 11-19), Woodthorpe Road, Ashford

HS1/002: Land at Croysdale Avenue/ Hazelwood Drive, Croysdale Avenue, Shepperton
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Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer and historic landfill adjacent 
to site
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required.  There is a historic landfill historic 
landfill next to (and some on) site which means 
that any significant foundations or ground 
excavations at the site may lead to creation of 
a pathway for pollutants within the landfill to 
reach groundwater. We refer the LPA to the 
EA’s Approach to Groundwater Protection 
guidance Which highlights our requirements 
for developments on landfill sites. 
Developers at any allocated sites located on a 
historic landfill would need to make enquiries 
regarding potential requirements under the 
Environmental Permitting Regulations 2016.
The site lies upon a Principal Aquifer for public 
water supply and therefore this must be 
considered and assessed. Development at this 
site may also require an Environmental Permit

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes HS1/002 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

Sustainability Appraisal scoring 
against HS1/010 and HS1/009 is 
inconsistent and overall HS1/010 is 
deemed to perform better. 

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and HS1/009 was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy.

No

In terms of Green Belt scoring, 
HS1/010 scored better than HS1/009

Noted. Whilst the Green Belt Assessment stage 2 scoring of HS1/010 did conclude the site 
was weakly performing whereas HS1/009 was deemed to be strongly performing, this has 
been considered through the officer site assessment and requirements have been built into 
the site allocation to reorient the site and provide a Green Belt buffer to the north of the 
site to ensure the settlements of Upper Halliford and Sunbury do not merge. The sites were 
assessed not just on Green Belt performance but a range criteria to determine if they are 
suitable for allocation. Officers have made a planning judgement based on the evidence 
available and in cooperation with Council Members have determined that the identified 
allocation sites will meet the strategy and local needs. 

No

Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of HS1/009 as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of HS1/009.

HS1/009: Bugle Nurseries, 171, Upper Halliford Road, Shepperton
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Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [19637825] Support for allocation 
of the site. Feasibility work has been 
undertaken to support the delivery of the site. 

Support noted. The evidence provided to support the delivery of the site within the 
envisaged timeframe has been incorporated into the Housing Trajectory/Five year housing 
land supply information.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Historic 
landfill adjacent to site (the historic landfill is 
on principal superficial aquifer, but the site is 
not).
Requirements: 
Flood Risk Assessment may be required. This 
site is located next to a historic landfill which 
means that any significant foundations or 
ground excavations at the site may lead to 
creation of a pathway for pollutants within the 
landfill to reach groundwater.  We refer the 
LPA to the EA’s Approach to Groundwater 
Protection guidance Which highlights our 
requirements for developments on landfill 
sites. Developers at any allocated sites located 
on a historic landfill would need to make 
enquiries regarding potential requirements 
under the Environmental Permitting 
Regulations 2016. The site lies upon a Principal 
Aquifer for public water supply and therefore 
this must be considered and assessed. 
Development at this site may also require an 
Environmental Permit.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes HS1/009 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

SCC [19592417] The site is within the Waste 
Consultation Area (WCA) for the Charlton Lane 
Community Recycling Centre, Waste Transfer 
Station and Materials Recycling Facility. The 
site-specific requirements should refer to the 
recycling centre, and any residential 
development should ensure that there is 
suitable mitigation provided so that sensitive 
receptors would not be adversely affected.

Agree. Site specific requirements to be updated include reference to the need to offset 
impacts on sensitive receptors as a result of mineral workings.

Yes HS1/009 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• Development should ensure that 
suitable mitigation is in place so that 
sensitive receptors would not be 
adversely affected by the Charlton Lane 
Community Recycling Centre, Waste 
Transfer Station and Materials Recycling 
Facility.

HS1/012: Land East of Upper Halliford, Nursery Road, Shepperton
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Developer [41898145] Support for the 
allocation of the site. 

The conclusions of the Green Belt 
Assessment (GBA) Stage 3 overstate 
the strategic importance of this site in 
terms of delivering the purposes of 
the Green Belt with regards to 
preventing neighbouring towns 
merging into one another.

Support noted, partly disagree. The Stage 3 GBA has been undertaken using a similar 
methodology to that of the GBA stage 1 and Stage 2 assessments which were undertaken 
by independent consultants. The site is considered to play an important role against Green 
Belt purpose 2 of the NPPF in that it comprises most of the essential gap between the 
merging of towns. The proposed site orientation with a northern Green Belt buffer is 
considered to mitigate the impacts of development.

No

Developer [41898145] Support for the 
allocation of the site. 

It should be made clear in the Plan 
that these site capacity figures are 
estimates and that there is a degree 
of flexibility around the number of 
units that will be delivered from each 
site allocation.

Noted. The site allocation sets out the approximate site yield, indicating that this provides a 
degree of flexibility. 

No

Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of HS1/012 as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of HS1/012.

Sustainability Appraisal scoring 
against HS1/010 and HS1/012 is 
inconsistent and overall HS1/010 is 
deemed to perform better. 

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and HS1/009 was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy.

No

Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of HS1/012 as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of HS1/012.

Site size should not be a criterion to 
assess sites. 

Disagree. Spelthorne BC has agreed on a spatial strategy that includes a small amount of 
dispersed Green Belt release. The inclusion of smaller sites is deemed to aid the dispersal of 
impacts across the borough and reduce the opportunity for concentrated adverse impacts. 

No

Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of HS1/012 as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of HS1/012.

HS1/012 and HS1/010 received the 
same score on 'contribution to the 
spatial strategy'. 

Noted. Whilst spatial strategy was a key element of the site selection process, this was not 
the only component and a wider range of criteria have been used to determine which sites 
to take forward for allocation. Officers have made a planning judgement based on the 
evidence available and in cooperation with Council Members, having determined that the 
identified allocation sites will meet the strategy and local needs. 

No

Developers [42037089] [41873761]The 
proposed access is constrained and unlikely to 
be suitable for the proposed level of 
development.

Disagree. The access arrangements have been discussed with Surrey County Council as the 
highways authority, who have indicated that the proposed development/access 
arrangements would be acceptable and mitigation can be incorporated to make the 
junction safe and suitable for the proposed use. The site specific requirements set out the 
need for safe access/egress into and out of the site for pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles, 
including suitable junction improvements 

No
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Developer [41928193] Support for allocation. The site yield should avoiding using 
terms such as approximately. Up to 
70 units could be accommodated on 
site. The number of homes delivered 
is likely to fluctuate significantly 
across the allocations and in 
particular across larger allocations. It 
is therefore important to account for 
this throughout policy. 

Disagree. The word 'approximately' allows for an element of flexibility. The representation 
sets out that delivery will fluctuate across the allocations over the plan period and it is 
therefore the use of the approximate yield allows for any changes to be accounted for. 

No

Support for access road to Bishop 
Wand School

Support noted. No

Delivery of new Green Belt boundary 
and landscaping can be incorporated 
into proposals.

Noted. No

EA [19771841]  Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [41928193] Further clarity is 
required on the requirement for open space. 
The site is too small to provide a large area of 
open space

Agree. Additional wording will be provided to clarify the nature of open space required. It is 
acknowledged that the site is unlikely to be able to accommodate large scale open space 
provision however a small scale green area/play area for residential amenity would be 
beneficial. Sketch layout plans previously submitted to the Council by the developer are of a 
scale considered sufficient. 

Yes HS1/012 
Proposed 
Allocation; 
Site specific 
requirements

Proposed allocation: Residential (C3): 60 
units (approx.)
Open space provision
Site Specific requirements: small scale 
open space/play area provision suitable 
for the amenity needs of residents.

Developer [41928193] Support for allocation.
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Developer [41928193] The allocation refers to 
the new sixth form college development. We 
believe this has been left in the allocation in 
error and relates to HS1/012b. 

Agree. Reference to the sixth form college has been included in error and will be moved to 
HS1/012b.

Yes HS1/012  Site 
specific 
requirements 
HS1/012b  Site 
specific 
requirements

HS1/012
• Surrey County Council as the education 
provider support additional sixth form 
development, subject to the supply of 
specific types of provision. This is to be 
agreed with the Council as part of the 
application
process. 
[Move to HS1/012b]
• Surrey County Council as the education 
provider support additional sixth form 
development, subject to the supply of 
specific types of provision. This is to be 
agreed with the Council as part of the 
application
process. 

Individual [19551713] Fully support the plans 
for additional schooling and housing.

Editorial note: the site location description in 
the text should read "East" (not West) of 
Upper Halliford Rd i.e. same as the heading.

Support noted. The site location description will be amended to 'East' of Upper Halliford 
Road. 

Yes HS1/012 Site 
description & 
existing use

The site is located to the west east of 
Upper Halliford Road, northeast of The 
Bishop Wand Secondary School and is 
bound by trees and hedging. 

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes HS1/012 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

Individual [25497025] Objection to the 
development of the site due to loss of green 
space, traffic and pollution. 

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. 

No

Developer [41873761] The site could provide 
access to HS1/012 to the south

Partly agree. The site could provide pedestrian/cycle links to HS1/012 to the south. HS1/012 
access arrangements have been discussed with Surrey CC who have not raised objections to 
the plans. 

No

Developer [41873761] There are multiple 
ownerships on site which could hinder 
deliverability in years 1-5.

Disagree. The Council has engaged on a regular basis with the site promoter who has 
confirmed the availability of the site and deliverability within years 1-5. Evidence on 
deliverability is included within the housing trajectory/5YHLS.

No

HS2/004: Land South of Nursery Road, Nursery Road, Sunbury

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 135



Site Allocations

Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

EA [19771841]  Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.                                                                           
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes HS2/004 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. This site is in close proximity to two 
potable groundwater abstractions. the 
abstraction licence holder should be consulted 
with respect to any proposals for deep 
foundation / piling works at the site.                                                                                         
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [19817377] A2D is no longer 
working with the landowner and the site is 
unlikely to be coming forward for development 
at the present time.

Noted. The site will be removed from the 1-5 year timeframe. The Council have the option 
of Compulsory Purchase Order to secure the site therefore it is considered appropriate to 
move the site to the 11-15 timeframe given that the site is developable and could come 
forward later in the plan period.

Yes LS1/024  
Delivery 
Timeframe

2023-2027 (years 1-5) 
2033-2037 (Years 11-15)

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes LS1/024 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

This site is deliverable, achievable and 
immediately available for the 
proposed use.

Support noted. No

LS1/024: Land at Staines Road West and Cedar Way (east of Spelthorne sports club), Staines Road West, Sunbury

SE1/005: Benwell House, Green Street, Sunbury
Individual [42220321] Support for allocation. 
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The reference to TPO trees should be 
rephrased. A number of TPO trees on 
the development site are of poor 
health / quality and offer very little 
screening benefit. The loss of these 
trees can be mitigated through a 
replanting regime. which includes 
mature (+8m) tree specimens.

Agree. Any trees subject to a tree preservation order should undergo an  assessment to 
determine their quality and assess the risk to protected trees of development. Any loss of 
those trees of poor quality, such as those with serious structural defects or dead trees will 
need to be replaced elsewhere on site. 

Yes SE1/005  Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• Maximise retention and safeguarding of 
existing mature trees, including those 
which are subject to a Tree Preservation 
Order, incorporating those features in a
coherent landscaping strategy for the site.
• Preparation of a tree survey as part of 
any development scheme. Retain those 
trees under Tree Preservation Order 
which exhibit good health / future 
viability. Where this is not possible as a 
consequence of realising development of 
the allocation, replace with mature (+8M) 
specimens as part of a comprehensive 
landscaping solution to the site.

EA [19771841]  Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required.                      
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Individual [25674625] Support for the 
redevelopment of the site. 

Support noted. No

EA [19771841]  Constraints: FZ2 on site; 
Principal superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
Safe access and egress must be provided. 
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Sustainability Appraisal scoring 
against HS1/010 and SN1/006 is 
inconsistent and overall HS1/010 is 
deemed to perform better. 

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and SN1/006 was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy.

No

SE1/024: Annandale House, 1, Hanworth Road, Sunbury

SN1/006: Land to the west of Long Lane and South of Blackburn Trading Estate, Long Lane, Stanwell
Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of SN1/006 as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of SN1/006.
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Site size should not be a criterion to 
assess sites. 

Disagree. Spelthorne BC has agreed on a spatial strategy that includes a small amount of 
dispersed Green Belt release. The inclusion of smaller sites is deemed to aid the dispersal of 
impacts across the borough and reduce the opportunity for concentrated adverse impacts. 

No

SN1/006 and HS1/010 received the 
same score on 'contribution to the 
spatial strategy'. 

Noted. Whilst spatial strategy was a key element of the site selection process, this was not 
the only component and a wider range of criteria have been used to determine which sites 
to take forward for allocation. Officers have made a planning judgement based on the 
evidence available and in cooperation with Council Members, having determined that the 
identified allocation sites will meet the strategy and local needs. 

No

 Developer [41873761] [42827329] The site 
lends itself to employment use and was 
previously identified for this use at the 
Preferred Options stage. 

Disagree. Whilst the site was previously identified for employment use, the Local Plan 
strategy has since been revised by the Council, with Exceptional Circumstances for Green 
Belt release identified for housing only. At the time of the Preferred Options consultation 
there was more certainty attached to the Heathrow Airport expansion however since this 
time the proposals have been paused and there is uncertainty as to the future direction. 
Given the Council's small amount of need for employment floorspace it is considered that 
Exceptional Circumstances for employment needs no longer exists and the Council will 
review the position at the five year review stage. The site has been confirmed as available 
by the landowner for residential use and officers have assessed the suitability of the site 
through the site selection process, deeming it to meet the spatial strategy. 

No

Individual [25674625] Strong support for  the 
redevelopment of this site. This land is unused 
and due to its proximity to the industrial 
estate, it is concealed and less attractive in 
nature. 

Support noted. The landowner has confirmed delivery in the 1-5 year period and the site 
has been assessed through the site selection process. 

No

EA [19771841]  Constraints: FZ1; Site entrance 
within 8m of main river - West Bedfont Ditches- 
culvert FR/17/S104 15098; Principal superficial 
aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. 
An 8m buffer zone is required between the 
edge of the culvert and any built development.                        
FRAP will be required for works within 8m of a 
culvert. Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No
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SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes SN1/006 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site subject to caveats 

Considers the height should be 
limited to 8 storeys

Support noted. The site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and 
set out in the SDF, where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully 
considered and subsequently agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local 
Plan to allow for a balance between growth of the town and protection for more visually 
sensitive areas. 

No

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site subject to caveats 

Materials should be in keeping with 
the surrounding area and good design 
should be utilised

Noted. This level of detail is not for an allocation but the planning application process will 
ensure good design that respects the character of the area, using the SDF's design principles

No

Individual [42220321] supports the allocation 
but it should be updated to reflect the latest 
position on the mix of office and residential 
use within the new development

Support noted. Our understanding is that decision on the mix of homes and office space is 
still not formally agreed. The allocation can be updated to reflect the most current situation 
and conveyed to the inspector before examination if the proposal is fixed by then.

No

Residents Association [19552033] objects as 
the development should be limited to 5 
storeys this close to the river.

Disagree. The site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and set 
out in the SDF, where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully considered 
and subsequently agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow 
for a balance between growth of the town and protection for more visually sensitive areas. 

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3; Approx 20m 
from Thames with protected species; 2 
protected species in nearby river;  SPZ 3; 
Principal superficial aquifer.
Requirements: Please refer to the EA’s 
Approach to Groundwater Protection guidance 
for the types of development proposals that 
we would object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Thames Water [42074114] provide guidance 
on maintaining security for the reservoir

Noted. This matter will be dealt with at the detailed application stage rather than in the 
allocation. Thames Water will be consulted. 

No

Individuals [25674625] [41977441] object to 
drawing the travelling community to the area

Disagree. We are required by national policy to aim to meet our housing need and that 
includes the need for Gypsies and Travellers, who are also part of our community but have 
different needs in terms of the type of accommodation. Discriminatory comments are not 
acceptable and do not warrant a response.

No

Colne Valley Regional Park Trust [41803201] 
objects due to the impact on the Park due the 
importance of the Green Belt

Disagree.  The site has been assessed as being suitable for Gypsy and Traveller pitches given 
its proximity to the strategic road network.  The area of land to be used is relatively small 
and there will be little by way of development on the site given its proposed use.  

No

ST1/037: Thameside House, South Street, Staines

ST1/043: Land East of 355, London Road, Staines
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EA [19771841] Constraints; FZ1; Adjacent to 
Staines Moor SSSI and Ramsar site; Authorised 
landfill site opposite site. Only unproductive 
strata on site
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site, especially the inclusion of the 
health facility, subject to caveats 

Considers the height should be 
limited to 8 storeys

Support noted. The site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and 
set out in the SDF, where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully 
considered and subsequently agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local 
Plan to allow for a balance between growth of the town and protection for more visually 
sensitive areas. 

No

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site, especially the inclusion of the 
health facility, subject to caveats 

Materials should be in keeping with 
the surrounding area and good design 
should be utilised

Noted. This level of detail is not for an allocation but the planning application process will 
ensure good design that respects the character of the area, using the SDF's design principles

No

Individual [422220321] supports the allocation 
but minor change needed to clarify which 
buildings are statutorily listed

Support noted. The allocation makes reference to the Grade II listed Oast House in the site 
specific requirements.  To clarify which building this refers to the map for the allocation 
could be updated to show the listed building

Yes ST3/004 site 
allocation map

Include a hatching on the map to show the 
listed building more clearly.  The building 
closest to Station Path

Individual [19813377]  raised concern that 
Local Plan site allocation summary  and 
detailed site allocation assessment (Stage 2b 
on p.292) are consistent with Level 2 SFRA for 
ST3/004.  Level 2 SFRA (Appendix B) highlights 
a number of site-specific issues and constraints 
which not appear that Stage 2b of the site 
allocation or in the Local Plan site allocation 
summary.  No reference to Policy E3 and 
incorporating flood risk mitigation measures 
(although 4 other sites in Staines town centre 
do*). Viability assessment (July 2022) does not 
build in any allowance for flood risk mitigation 
and adaption (important for sites in Staines).

Noted. 97% of the site is located  in Flood Zone 1 (Low probability of river flooding) and 3% 
of the site is defined as Flood Zone 2 (Medium probability of river flooding).  The Risk of 
Flooding from Surface Water mapping (SFRA level 2) identifies the potential for overland 
flow along Kingston Road and adjacent to the railway line in the southern part of the site. 

ST4/002, ST4/009 and ST4/011 are all in Staines town centre but are also all or partly within 
flood zone 3 so have the specific reference to policy E3, however this site and also ST4/019, 
are at a lower risk so the reference to policy E3 has not been made in the site allocation

No

ST3/004: 34-36 (OAST House) /Car park, Kingston Road, Staines
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Individual [42037633] supports provision of 
the health facility but considers the site should 
only be developed for this purpose and parking 
without residential and other uses

Disagree. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. This site 
was already identified for a residential scheme when the health centre was proposed. This 
is a sustainable town centre site with good public transport access that is expected to be 
delivered at higher densities than just a health centre in order to make efficient use of 
brownfield land. The other uses are a key factor to ensure the scheme is viable. Parking will 
continue to be available throughout the town but the quantum takes account of other more 
sustainable means of travel and the location is accessible to the community.

No

Residents Association [19552033] supports the 
provision of a health facility but objects to high 
rise development adjacent to the listed 
building

Noted. This is a sustainable town centre site with good public transport access that is 
expected to be delivered at higher densities than just a health centre in order to make 
efficient use of brownfield land. The other uses are a key factor to ensure the scheme is 
viable. The site falls within the medium and medium/higher density zones under the Local 
Plan policy SP1 and the zoning plan in the SDF to take account of where densities should be 
limited close to residential properties and higher next to the railway line. The issue of height 
and density limits has been carefully considered and subsequently agreed by the majority of 
the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow for a balance between growth of the town 
and protection for more visually sensitive areas. 

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2 on site; SPZ 3, 
small section of superficial aquifer on site 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required.  Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [19542177] comments on the 
differences in density between the previous 
and current scheme

Noted. The site allocation reflects the latest position on the planned development of the 
site. The site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and set out in 
the SDF, where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully considered and 
subsequently agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow for a 
balance between growth of the town and protection for more visually sensitive areas. 

No

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site subject to caveats 

Concerns over traffic congestion in 
the vicinity of the site

Noted. The Local Plan is supported by a Transport Assessment that considers congestion 
and how proposed allocations will affect it. Staines is a sustainable town centre with good 
transport links where individual developments can limit car ownership and travel. Further 
work will be done following adoption of the SDF to bring forward highway improvements to 
the town centre.

No

ST4/002: Car Park, Hanover House & Sea Cadet Building, Bridge Street, Staines
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Individual [42220321] supports the allocation 
but raises concerns that the zoning policy at 
SP1 will limit viability

Support noted. The site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and 
set out in the SDF, where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully 
considered and subsequently agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local 
Plan to allow for a balance between growth of the town and protection for more visually 
sensitive areas. There is an exception built into the policy to allow for a deviation from 
height and density limits in these zones where there is robust justification that weighs 
heavily in favour of granting permission.

No

Individual [19813377]  raised concern that 
Local Plan site allocation summary  and 
detailed site allocation assessment (Stage 2b 
on p.292) are consistent with Level 2 SFRA for 
ST3/004.  Level 2 SFRA (Appendix B) highlights 
a number of site-specific issues and constraints 
for site.   Stage 1 of the site allocation 
assessment states that approx. 10% of the site 
is located within flood zone 3b. The Level 2 
SFRA (Appendix B) estimates this to be 31%. It 
is unclear if the 'exception' allowed by Policy 
E3 accounts for the difference. In any event, it 
does not appear that Stage 2b of the site 
allocation assessment for ST4/002 has 
reflected ALL the site-specific issues and 
constraints identified by the Level 2 SFRA. 
Local Plan site allocation summary for ST4/002  
does make a reference to Policy E3* and 
incorporating flood risk mitigation measures 
but doesn’t mention the absolute constraint of 
31% Flood Zone 3b (or even the lower figure of 
10% mentioned in the Stage 1 assessment). 
Viability assessment (July 2022) does not build 
in any allowance for flood risk mitigation and 
adaption (important for sites in Staines).

Noted. 67% of the site is located  in Flood Zone 3 with 37% in Flood Zone 3b, functional 
floodplain.  The SFRA level 2 states that development is not permitted in areas of Flood 
Zone 3b Functional Floodplain. This part of the site should be retained as floodplain and 
steps taken to restore the land to provide a more natural edge of the River Thames.
It goes on to say: 
• Development of the northern part of the site may be possible. Development must not 
decrease the available floodplain storage and therefore the design should enable the free 
flow of floodwater at ground floor level.
• Hotel accommodation or residential accommodation can be located at first floor level. 
Finished floor levels should be set above the design flood level (1% AEP including climate 
change).
• Safe access/egress (i.e. that is dry or Low hazard during the 1% AEP event including 35% 
climate change allowance) may be achievable along Clarence Road. A place of safe refuge 
should also be provided within the development, above the design event (1% AEP including 
climate change)

No

Residents Association [19552033] raises 
concerns over the impact of the development 
on the nearby listed buildings and the 
conservation area, preferring to see a 
reduction in height and scale 

Noted. The scheme would need to comply with the zoning limitations under Policy SP1 or 
seek to rely on the exception if there is robust justification for a deviation. The allocation 
highlights the need to respect the conservation area and nearby listed buildings but the 
detail would be considered through the planning application process.

No
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• Incorporate flood risk mitigation 
measures to alleviate the risk of fluvial and 
surface water flooding, in accordance with 
Policy  E2 E3. An application for 
development should be accompanied by a 
Flood Risk Assessment & Surface Water 
Drainage Strategy demonstrating how 
flood risk will not increase flood
risk elsewhere in the area. 
• Given the site's location adjacent to the 
River Thames, new development must 
ensure it does not cause deterioration or 
prevention of achieving 'Good' ecological 
status in line with the Water Framework 
Directive. 

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3, partially an 
area benefitting from flood defences [lies 
within the 1 in 20 extent]. Modelling may 
change. It should be noted that as it stands to 
allow development in this site is contrary to 
national policy.
Within 8m of main river Thames (Lower).  
(Egham to Teddington) (GB106039023232) 
protected WFD main water body. Protects 
species in river adjacent to site; SPZ 3, 
secondary A and principal superficial aquifer
Requirements: FRAP will be required for works 
within 8m of a main river and flood defence. 
This is near the flood defence so the proposals 
will need to prove that the stability of the 
defence will not be compromised and that 
unrestricted access to the river and defences 
will be maintained.  FRA required that 
demonstrates the requirements of the NPPF 
and PPG.   An 8m buffer zone between the 
river wall and built development should be 

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Any development of the site should ensure that flood risk is fully addressed and 
appropriate mitigation is incorporated to any scheme. The site was previously held planning 
permission for 205 residential units (now expired) whereby flood risk was appropriately 
mitigated on site. Subject to flood risk being overcome on site this indicates that constraints 
may be overcome on site. 

Yes ST4/002 Site 
specific 
requirements for 
the allocation
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Developer [19542177] comments on the 
differences in height/density between the 
previously refused scheme and the allocation

Noted. The site allocation reflects the type of scheme that could be acceptable in this 
location rather than what was submitted to and subsequently refused by the Council. The 
site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and set out in the SDF, 
where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully considered and subsequently 
agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow for a balance 
between growth of the town and protection for more visually sensitive areas. 

No

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site but considers the current façade 
should not be altered and redeveloped 
internally only, opposing demolition of the 
building. 

Noted. The building is not statutorily listed but is locally listed and now within the 
conservation area following the recent CA appraisal. The detail of the architecture proposed 
will be more a matter for consideration of any subsequent planning application following 
the refusal of the original scheme, in light of the design guidance in the SDF and the zoning 
policy in SP1.

No

ST4/019: Former Debenhams site, 35-45, High Street, Staines

river wall and built development should be 
implemented.                                     
Site specific requirements listed do not 
mention once the importance of the WFD 
water body adjacent to site and what that 
therefore entails legally. New development 
must ensure it does not cause deterioration or 
prevention of achieving Good status. Please 
refer to the EA’s Approach to Groundwater 
Protection guidance for the types of 
development proposals that we would object 
to within a Principal Aquifer.
Opportunities: Restoration of flood plain, 
provide buffer zone of 8 m biodiversity 
enhancements to banks of river/or provision of 
wildlife corridor. Opportunities for raising 
defences or improving the riverside.
Notes to Planners:  As stated, to allow 
residential development on this site is contrary 
to NPPF. If the update to the flood 
models/map still puts the site in the 1 in 20 
extent, then the LPA will have to amend the 
proposed allocation. The requirements and 
opportunities will then apply.
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Developer of the site [41799393] supports the 
allocation but considers the site can 
accommodate more development than the 
allocation sets out, given the town centre 
location and access to public transport and 
services

Support noted. The site allocation reflects the type of scheme that could be acceptable in 
this location rather than what was submitted to and subsequently refused by the Council. 
The site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and set out in the 
SDF, where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully considered and 
subsequently agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow for a 
balance between growth of the town and protection for more visually sensitive areas. 

No

Individual [19813377] raised concern that 
Local Plan site allocation summary  and 
detailed site allocation assessment (Stage 2b 
on p.292) are consistent with Level 2 SFRA for 
ST4/029.  Level 2 SFRA (Appendix B) highlights 
a number of site-specific issues and constraints 
which not appear that Stage 2b of the site 
allocation or in the Local Plan site allocation 
summary.  No reference to Policy E3 and 
incorporating flood risk mitigation measures 
(although 4 other sites in Staines town centre 
do*). Viability assessment (July 2022) does not 
build in any allowance for flood risk mitigation 
and adaption (important for sites in Staines).

Noted. 87% of the site is located  in Flood Zone 1 (Low probability of river flooding) and 13% 
of the site is defined as Flood Zone 2 (Medium probability of river flooding).  The site is 
located in a dry island within the modelled floodplain.  Modelling outputs for the River 
Thames for the 1% AEP event including a 35% increase in peak river flows as a result of 
climate change indicates that the site is not at risk of flooding, but the shopping area to
the south (Elmsleigh Gardens) is at risk and access to the site from the High Street and 
London Road is also at risk.
Potential identified for surface water to pond along the nearby roadways. There are records 
of flooding along the A308 adjacent to the site.
Groundwater Flooding dataset indicates that there may be potential for
groundwater flooding to occur at surface in this area. The site is located in a priority area 
identified by the Lead Local Flood Authority SCC due to the number of internal and external 
flooding records in the area.

ST4/002, ST4/009 and ST4/011 are all in Staines town centre but are also all or partly within 
flood zone 3 so have the specific reference to policy E3, however this site and also ST4/019, 
are at a lower risk so the reference to policy E3 has not been made in the site allocation

No

Residents Association [19552033] objects to 
the loss of the buildings' curved façade and the 
prospect of a tower block in this location due 
to impact on the conservation area and 
riverside 

Noted. The building is not statutorily listed but is locally listed and now within the 
conservation area following the recent CA appraisal. The detail of the architecture proposed 
will be more a matter for consideration of any subsequent planning application following 
the refusal of the original scheme, in light of the design guidance in the SDF and the zoning 
policy in SP1.

No
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EA [19771841] Constraints: Partially FZ2. 
Modelling may change.  Adjacent to Staines 
Moor SSSI and Ramsar site. SPZ 3, secondary A 
and principal superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
Safe access and egress must be provided. 
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Thames Water [42074114] provide guidance 
on maintaining security for the reservoir

Noted. This matter will be dealt with at the detailed application stage rather than in the 
allocation. Thames Water will be consulted. 

No

Individual [25674625] strongly supports 
development of this site and would prefer a 
higher number of units

Support noted. The proposed allocation of units is considered to best reflect the character 
of the area and a higher number would not be appropriate in this location.

No

Royal Borough of Windsor & Maidenhead 
[42130017] comments on the highway impacts 
likely to be localised only but the proximity to 
the roundabout and the openness of the site 
may cause issues

Noted. The allocation refers to the opportunity for a scheme that makes a positive 
contribution to the character of the area and RBWM would be consulted, especially as they 
are they highway authority here.

No

Colne Valley Regional Park Trust [41803201] 
objects due to the impact on the Park due the 
importance of the Green Belt

Disagree.  The site has been assessed for release through various stages of the GBA.  The 
Council notes the location of the site within the CVRP and this has been taken into 
consideration.

No

Individual [422118529] comments on issues 
such as ownership of the public footpath

Noted. Spelthorne Council does not hold this information as Surrey County Council is 
responsible for rights of way on our side of the boundary

No

ST4/025: Land at Coppermill Road, Coppermill Road, Wraysbury
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EA [19771841] Constraints:  Partially FZ2.  
Modelling may change ; Within 8m of main 
river - County Ditch Staines.   Channel may be 
or culverted FR/17/S001 359738; Near to 
Staines Moor SSSI and Ramsar site; Secondary 
A superficial aquifer
Requirements: 8m buffer zone required 
between edge of culvert/river and built 
development. Needs to demonstrate that 
structural stability of the culvert will not be 
compromised, and that unrestricted access will 
be maintained.                                                               
A FRAP will be required for works with 8m of a 
culvert.   FRA required that demonstrates the 
requirements of the NPPF and PPG. Safe access 
and egress must be provided.
Opportunities: Deculverting has multiple 
benefits including potential to reduce flood 
risk.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Individual [25674625] strongly supports 
development of this site and surrounding 
buildings, including façade of the Elmsleigh 
Centre

Support noted. The Elmsleigh Centre is considered under ST4/009 No

Individual [42220321] supports the allocation 
but there may be opportunity for ground floor 
commercial development of flexible E-Class 
use and the allocation should be extended to 
include the car park to Communications House

Support noted. The allocation can be amended to reflect opportunities for alternative 
ground floor uses. The car park is included in the site area for ST4/009: The Elmsleigh 
Centre and adjoining land, South Street, Staines. There is potential for the schemes to be 
developed comprehensively, depending on respective timescales. 

Yes ST4/026 
Opportunities    

[Add second bullet point]  * Potential for 
commercial/community use at ground 
floor

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3; SPZ3, 
principal superficial aquifer, within 100m of 
historic landfill 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessments will be 
required. Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

Yes ST4/002 Site 
specific 
requirements for 
the allocation

• Incorporate flood risk mitigation 
measures to alleviate the risk of fluvial and 
surface water flooding, in accordance with 
Policy  E2 E3. 

ST4/026: Communications House, South Street, Staines

ST4/028: William Hill/Vodafone, 91, High Street, Staines
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Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site

Noted No

Individual [42220321] supports the allocation 
but bullet 3 is superfluous (requiring mitigating 
impact on local road network) as there is 
unlikely to be any arising from the small scale 
of additional floorspace

Support noted but as there a number of proposals in Staines for new development the 
cumulative effects need to be considered and mitigated, proportionate to the scale of 
development.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3 Modelling 
may change; SPZ3, principal superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
Safe access and egress must be provided. 
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [41873761] considers the site 
should not be allocated as it has yet to be 
developed and the employment use should be 
retained

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and AE3/006 was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy. It has been included in the 6-10 year period in view 
that it has not yet come forward for development

No

Individual [25674625] strongly supports 
development of this site and would prefer a 
higher number of units

Support noted. The proposed allocation of units is considered to best reflect the character 
of the area and a higher number would not be appropriate in this location.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [41873761] considers the site 
should not be allocated as it is still in active use 
and does not believe the yield is achievable

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and AS1/001 was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy. It has been included in the 6-10 year period in view 
that it is still in active use and given the information provided by the landowner, who has 
put the site forward as available in this timeframe

No

AE3/006: 158-166, Feltham Road, Ashford

AS1/001: Tesco Extra, Town Lane, Stanwell
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Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site so long as it does not result in 
overlooking and is not high rise as planned

Support noted. The density and yield assumptions are considered to be appropriate given 
the scale of neighbouring development on the former Ashford Hospital site. Given the size 
of the site at almost 4ha, higher density can be accommodated without negatively 
impacting on neighbouring properties through layout and design

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Main river 
Stanwell Brook on site. Stanwell Brook culvert 
FR/17/S104 15146; Near to Staines Moor SSSI 
and Ramsar site; Principal superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. 8m buffer zone required between 
edge of culvert and built development. Needs 
to demonstrate that structural stability of the 
culvert will not be compromised, and that 
unrestricted access will be maintained.   A 
FRAP will be required for works with 8m of a 
culvert.    Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [41873761] considers the site 
should not be allocated as it may still be 
required by the ambulance service

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and AS1/003 was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy. The allocation notes that an alternative location 
would need to be secured for the ambulance service prior to redevelopment of the site but 
its occupation does not prevent allocation subject to this requirement

No

Advises that the ambulance use is not 
taking place at the site and reference 
can be removed, together with the 
site being moved from 6-10 years to 
1-5 years

Disagree.  This change is not necessary to make the Plan sound. If on, adoption, the site is 
brought forward in 1-5 years and the requirements of the allocation are met, planning 
permission would not be refused purely on the basis of prematurity.  

No

Provides guidance on maintaining 
security for the reservoir

Noted. This matter will be dealt with at the detailed application stage rather than in the 
allocation. Thames Water will be consulted. 

No

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site

Noted. No

AS1/003: Staines Fire Station, Town Lane, Stanwell

Thames Water [42074114] acting as landowner 
supports the allocation 
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EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Within 20m of 
main river - Stanwell Brook culvert - 
FR/17/S104 15146; Near to Staines Moor SSSI 
and Ramsar site; Principal superficial aquifer
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required.  8m buffer zone required between 
edge of culvert and built development. Needs 
to demonstrate that structural stability of the 
culvert will not be compromised, and that 
unrestricted access will be maintained.   A 
FRAP will be required for works with 8m of a 
culvert.   Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of HS1/012b as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of HS1/012.

Sustainability Appraisal scoring 
against HS1/010 and HS1/012b is 
inconsistent and overall HS1/010 is 
deemed to perform better. 

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and HS1/012b was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy, particularly in terms of the community benefits of 
delivering a new sixth form college.

No

Site size should not be a criterion to 
assess sites. 

Disagree. Spelthorne BC has agreed on a spatial strategy that includes a small amount of 
dispersed Green Belt release. The inclusion of smaller sites is deemed to aid the dispersal of 
impacts across the borough and reduce the opportunity for concentrated adverse impacts. 

No

HS1/012b and HS1/010 received the 
same score on 'contribution to the 
spatial strategy'. 

Noted. Whilst spatial strategy was a key element of the site selection process, this was not 
the only component and a wider range of criteria have been used to determine which sites 
to take forward for allocation. Officers have made a planning judgement based on the 
evidence available and in cooperation with Council Members, having determined that the 
identified allocation sites will meet the strategy and local needs. The deliver of a new sixth 
form college was considered to be a significant community benefit.

No

Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of HS1/012b as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of HS1/012.

HS1/012b: Land East of Upper Halliford (site B), Upper Halliford Road, Sunbury
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EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer, next to historic landfill
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

Developer [41873761] supports the allocation 
to help meet the development and community 
needs of the Borough

Noted. No

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site

Noted. No

Developer [41928193] supports the allocation 
to help meet the education needs of the 
community and considers Exceptional 
Circumstances to exist that warrant release 
from the Green Belt.

Noted. No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer, next to historic landfill
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.  Please refer 
to the EA’s Approach to Groundwater 
Protection guidance for the types of 
development proposals that we would object 
to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes HS1/012b Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site and the enhancement of sports 
facilities for the community

Noted. No No
RL1/011: Land at Staines and Laleham Sports Club, Worple Road, Staines
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No Green Belt sites should be 
released for development

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. 

No

Development will result in adverse 
traffic and parking impacts in the 
locality

Disagree. The Local Plan is supported by a Transport Assessment that concludes the 
development proposed cumulatively or by individual site would not result in severe 
impacts, subject to mitigation. The release of part of the site for a relatively small scale of 
development would help fund improvements to the club facilities, including the clubhouse 
and parking area. Potentially this could reduce parking on Worple Road and be of benefit to 
local residents. Parking would be provided on site for new residents.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3 [Flood risk 
may change]; SPZ3, principal superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Please refer to the EA’s 
Approach to Groundwater Protection guidance 
for the types of development proposals that 
we would object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Individual [33568033] objects to loss of playing 
pitches for the community

Noted. The release of a small amount 
of the site for development would 
enable the remainder of the pitches 
and sporting facilities to be enhanced

No No

Developer [42292769] supports the allocation 
of the site and suggests changes to provide 
further information

Additional detail can be added to set 
out the proposed enhancements to 
the existing sports facilities and to 
bring the site forward to 1-5 years 
rather than 6-10 years

Support noted. If on, adoption, the site is brought forward in 1-5 years and the 
requirements of the allocation are met, planning permission would not be refused purely 
on the basis of prematurity.

No

Developer [42292769] supports the allocation 
of the site and suggests changes to provide 
further information

Considers 50% affordable housing to 
be unviable in light of the enabling 
nature of the development for 
improved sports facilities and 30% 
should be sought

Noted. The Local Plan, including the policies and site allocations have been subject to a 
viability assessment demonstrating that it is deliverable. The plan seeks to provide as much 
affordable housing as is viable whilst also ensuring that development can be delivered. 
Policy H2, Paragraph 2(b) sets out that it is for applicants to demonstrate whether particular 
circumstances justify the need for viability assessment at the application stage. As such if 
development is not viable at the 50% AH level due to other community provisions, there is 
an opportunity to present the individual case of the site. 

No

Individual [42118561] objects to allocation
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Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
Change 

Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Sport England [19819489] strongly objects to 
the allocation without replacement provision. 
The allocation appears to enable only 
improved provision

Noted. The release of a small amount of the site for development would enable the 
remainder of the pitches and sporting facilities to be enhanced. The Playing Pitch Strategy 
has identified that the changing facilities and the non turf and practice nets for cricket use 
are of a poor standard.  The existing provision is to be relocated with no loss of quantity and  
an improvement in quality as identified.  

No

Individual [25740609] considers site should be 
left open as it abuts other open land to the 
east

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. 

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3 [Flood risk 
may change]; SPZ3, principal superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Please refer to the EA’s 
Approach to Groundwater Protection guidance 
for the types of development proposals that 
we would object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

SCC [19592417] This allocation is adjacent to 
Manor Farm, a minerals site in the Surrey 
Minerals Plan. The site description and site-
specific requirements set out for the proposed 
allocation do not mention the adjacent 
minerals site or considerations relating to its 
being located in a Minerals Safeguarding Area 
(MSA) and there is the potential for overlap of 
mineral extraction at Manor Farm and the 
proposed delivery timeframe for the site. For 
clarity the site-specific requirements relevant 
to proposed allocation RL1/011 should refer to 
Manor Farm, and any residential development 
should ensure that there is suitable mitigation 
provided so that sensitive receptors would not 
be adversely affected by workings at the 
minerals site

Agree. Site specific requirements to be updated include reference to the need to offset 
impacts on sensitive receptors as a result of mineral workings.  

Yes Site specific 
requirements for 
the allocation

•  It is noted that the site is within a 
Minerals Safeguarding Area and in close 
proximity to an operational minerals site.  
Appropriate mitigation will be required to 
protect the amenity of future occupiers 
from the impacts of the minerals site.  

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes RL1/011 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

SC1/006: Tesco Extra, Escot Road, Sunbury
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Suggested?
Relevant 

Policy/Section
Change Details

Developer [41873761] considers the site is not 
in an ideal location for residential development 
at this density with retention of the superstore 
and would not deliver family homes

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and SC1/006 was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy. The site is in close proximity to facilities at Sunbury 
Cross, including public transport and a bus route already serves Tesco. Noted that the site 
would not deliver family homes with gardens but the Green Belt release sites elsewhere 
would do so. The site was put forward as deliverable with the supermarket retained and 
officers agree this can be achieved.

No

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site

Noted. No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Protected 
species within 8m but a main river; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site

Noted. No

SCC [19592417] as landowner supports the 
allocation and suggests the site can be 
delivered in the 1-5 year timeframe rather 
than 6-10 years

Support noted. The timeframe of 6-10 years reflects the need for the County to review its 
assets and propose a strategy for reproviding community services before redevelopment. If 
on, adoption, the site is brought forward in 1-5 years and the requirements of the allocation 
are met, planning permission would not be refused purely on the basis of prematurity.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.    
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

SE1/020: Sunbury Adult Education Centre, The Avenue, Sunbury

SE1/025: Elmbrook House, 18-19, Station Road, Sunbury

Officer Responses to Representations and Schedule of Suggested Changes for the Inspector 154



Site Allocations

Main issue Sub Issue Officer Response
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Individual [42220321] supports the allocation 
but considers it could come forward in the 1-5 
year timeframe rather than 6-10 years

Support noted. If on, adoption, the site is brought forward in 1-5 years and the 
requirements of the allocation are met, planning permission would not be refused purely 
on the basis of prematurity.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.     Please 
refer to the EA’s Approach to Groundwater 
Protection guidance for the types of 
development proposals that we would object 
to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

SCC [19592417] as landowner supports the 
allocation and agrees it is essential the library 
is reprovided, which would be subject to a full 
options appraisal

Noted. No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1 [safe access & 
egress required].
Secondary A bedrock aquifer
Requirements
Flood Risk Assessment may be required. The 
following guidance should be adhered to: 
Flood risk assessment in flood zone 1 and 
critical drainage areas.  Safe access and egress 
must be provided.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Individual [25674625] objects to 
redevelopment of this site as it should be 
restored and used by the community

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The 
allocation is subject to the existing use being reprovided either off site in a suitable location 
prior to redevelopment or within a mixed use scheme on the site.

No

SCC [19592417] as landowner supports the 
allocation

Noted. No

SH1/010: Shepperton Library, High Street, Shepperton

ST1/028: Leacroft Centre, Leacroft, Staines
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EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3, partially 
benefitting from flood defences. Modelling 
may change. SPZ3
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG.  
Safe access and egress must be provided.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Individual [25674625] considers this site 
should be used for community services, such 
as health centre, dentist, education. It should 
be no more than two storeys

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The 
allocation is subject to the existing use being reprovided either off site in a suitable location 
prior to redevelopment or within a mixed use scheme on the site. The height should be 
commensurate with other buildings in the area, some of which are higher than two storey.

No

SCC [19592417] as landowner supports the 
allocation and suggests the site can be 
delivered in the 1-5 year timeframe rather 
than 6-10 years

Support noted. The original timeframe of 6-10 years reflects the need for the County to 
review its assets and propose a strategy for reproviding community services before 
redevelopment.  Flooding evidence has been further considered and site is to be moved to 
11-15 and moved to brownfield tier 2 as an opportunity site in years 11-15 due to current 
constraints, with the chance to review in future. 

Yes ST1/029: Surrey 
CC Buildings, 
Burges Way, 
Staines

Remove as an allocation and move to 
brownfield tier 2 as an opportunity site in 
years 11-15. 

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3 [Lies within 
the 1 in 20]; Within 8m of main river - Sweeps 
Ditch. SPZ3, secondary A superficial aquifer. 
Requirements: Minimum 8m buffer required.      
Opportunities: Sweeps Ditch improvements. 
Notes to Planners: As stated, to allow 
residential development on this site is contrary 
to NPPF. If the update to the flood 
models/map still puts the site in the 1 in 20 
extent, then the LPA will have to amend the 
proposed allocation. The requirements and 
opportunities will then apply.

Noted. Flood risk impacts have been considered on site further as a result of updated 
modelling received and the site has been de-allocated and moved to a brownfield tier 2 
opportunity site in years 11-15. This will allow the potential flood risk implications to be 
taken into account at the review stage. 

Yes ST1/029: Surrey 
CC Buildings, 
Burges Way, 
Staines

Remove as an allocation and move to 
brownfield tier 2 as an opportunity site in 
years 11-15. 

ST1/029: Surrey CC Buildings, Burges Way, Staines

ST1/030: Fairways Day Centre, Knowle Green, Staines
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Individual [25674625] considers this site 
should be used for community services, such 
as health centre, dentist, education. It should 
be no more than two storeys

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The 
allocation is subject to the existing use being reprovided either off site in a suitable location 
prior to redevelopment or within a mixed use scheme on the site. The height should be 
commensurate with other buildings in the area, some of which are higher than two storey.

No

SCC [19592417] as landowner supports the 
allocation and suggests the site can be 
delivered in the 1-5 year timeframe rather 
than 6-10 years

Support noted. The timeframe of 6-10 years reflects the need for the County to review its 
assets and propose a strategy for reproviding community services before redevelopment. If 
on, adoption, the site is brought forward in 1-5 years and the requirements of the allocation 
are met, planning permission would not be refused purely on the basis of prematurity.

No

Individual [19813377]  Local Plan site 
allocation summary and detailed site allocation 
assessment (Stages 1 and 2b, starting on 
p.254) are not consistent with the findings of 
the Level 2 SFRA for ST1/030. Summary site 
allocations says 30 residential 30 units where 
SFRA Level 2 says that residential development 
is unlikely to be suitable. The latter states: 
"The majority of this site is located in the flood 
extent for the 5% AEP (1 in 20 year) event. 
Policy E2 [sic] states that within the 1 in 20 
year (5% AEP) extent, existing infrastructure or 
solid buildings that resist water ingress are not 
included within the definition of Flood Zone 3b 
Functional Floodplain and the associated 
planning requirements do not apply. However, 
Policy E2 [sic] does not permit redevelopment 
that will increase the vulnerability classification 
of the development and the number 
of occupants on the site. It is therefore 
considered that redevelopment of this site to 
include residential uses is unlikely to be 
appropriate"; 
Furthermore, Stage 1 of the site allocation 
assessment states that there are no absolute 
constraints and argues in the SA that “the site 
is already developed with impermeable 
hardstanding”.  Stage 2b says that “part of the 
site (less than half) is within Flood Zone 3b and 

Noted. 73% of the site is located  in Flood Zone 3b functional floodplain. 
Policy E3 states that within the 1 in 20 year (5% AEP) extent, existing infrastructure or solid 
buildings that resist water ingress are not
included within the definition of Flood Zone 3b Functional Floodplain and the associated 
planning requirements do not apply. However,
Policy E3 does not permit redevelopment that will increase the vulnerability classification of 
the development and the number of
occupants on the site. It is therefore considered that redevelopment of this site to include 
residential uses is unlikely to be appropriate.

Yes ST1/030: 
Fairways Day 
Centre, Knowle 
Green, Staines

Site to be removed from the Local Plan
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EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3 [lies within 1 
in 20]; Within 8m of main river - Sweeps Ditch; 
SPZ3, secondary A and principal superficial 
aquifer
Requirements: Minimum 8m buffer required.  
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.
Opportunities: Sweeps Ditch improvements.
Notes to Planners: As stated, to allow 
residential development on this site is contrary 
to NPPF. If the update to the flood 
models/map still puts the site in the 1 in 20 
extent, then the LPA will have to amend the 
proposed allocation. The requirements and 
opportunities will then apply.

Noted. 73% of the site is located  in Flood Zone 3b functional floodplain. 
Policy E3 states that within the 1 in 20 year (5% AEP) extent, existing infrastructure or solid 
buildings that resist water ingress are not
included within the definition of Flood Zone 3b Functional Floodplain and the associated 
planning requirements do not apply. However,
Policy E3 does not permit redevelopment that will increase the vulnerability classification of 
the development and the number of
occupants on the site. It is therefore considered that redevelopment of this site to include 
residential uses is unlikely to be appropriate.

Yes ST1/030: 
Fairways Day 
Centre, Knowle 
Green, Staines

Site to be removed from the Local Plan

EA [19771841] Constraints: Mostly FZ2 
Modelling may change. SPZ3, principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
Safe access and egress must be provided.                    
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

site (less than half) is within Flood Zone 3b and 
the remainder of the site is within FZ3a” – it is 
unclear what percentage of the FZ3b element 
the assessment believes to be exempt. NB The 
Level 2 SFRA (Appendix B) estimates that 25% 
is in FZ3a and 73% is in FZ3b (presumably 
before any exemption). 

ST3/014 - Birch House/London Road, Fairfield Avenue, Staines, TW18 4AB

ST4/004: 96-104, Church Street, Staines
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Developer [41406273] supports the allocation Noted. No

Individual [25674625] strongly supports 
development of this site as the current 
industrial site is out of place

Noted. No

Individual [41589697] objects to allocation Height and scale of development and 
overlooking issues

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The 
allocation requires a well-designed scheme that has a positive relationship with residential 
properties and the conservation area, plus the nearby listed buildings

No

Disturbance during construction Noted. Disturbance would be controlled by planning conditions No
Additional traffic and impacts Noted. The Local Plan is supported by a Transport Assessment that considers congestion 

and how proposed allocations will affect it. Staines is a sustainable town centre with good 
transport links where individual developments can limit car ownership and travel. Further 
work will be done following adoption of the SDF to bring forward highway improvements to 
the town centre.

No

Residents Association [19552033] supports the 
development for residential use over the 
existing but concerned over the impact on the 
conservation area and the river

Noted. The allocation requires a well-designed scheme that has a positive relationship with 
residential properties and the conservation area, plus the nearby listed buildings. Views 
from the river would also be considered during the detailed application stage.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3 Modelling 
may change. Adjacent to Thames (Egham to 
Teddington) (GB106039023232) protected 
WFD main water body.SPZ3, principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
Safe access and egress must be provided.  New 
development must ensure it does not cause 
deterioration or prevention of achieving Good 
status.      
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.
Opportunities: Enhancement of area with SuDs 
to alleviate the pressure of surface water 
quality pressures associated along this water 
body. The close vicinity to this development 
area to Thames (Egham to Teddington) 
(GB106039023232), increases the importance 
of SuDS.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

Yes ST4/004: Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• Given the site's location adjacent to the 
River Thames, new development must 
ensure it does not cause deterioration or 
prevention of achieving 'Good' ecological 
status in line with the Water Framework 
Directive. 

Individual [41589697] objects to allocation

ST4/010: Riverside Surface Carpark, Thames Street, Staines
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Individual [25674625] strongly supports 
development of this site and the provision of a 
café. Would prefer earlier implementation 

Noted. No

Individual [33568033] supports allocation and 
priority for café/restaurant use over retail

Noted. No

Individual [42220321] supports the allocation 
but considers it could come forward in the 1-5 
year timeframe rather than 6-10 years, plus a 
significantly greater number of residential 
units.

Support noted. The site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and 
set out in the SDF, where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully 
considered and subsequently agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local 
Plan to allow for a balance between growth of the town and protection for more visually 
sensitive areas. There is an exception built into the policy to allow for a deviation from 
height and density limits in these zones where there is robust justification that weighs 
heavily in favour of granting permission.

No

Residents Association [19552033] objects to 
any built form on this site and considers it 
should be solely a park, play area and café 

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The site 
falls into the Riverside Protection Zone under policy SP1 and as set out in the SDF, where 
development would be significantly restricted to protect the riverside. Only a small 
quantum of residential units is proposed above a cafe or restaurant facility, with the 
remainder becoming an extension to the open space at Memorial Gardens. A hospitality 
venue in isolation is unlikely to be financially viable.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ3; Within 20m of 
main river, Thames Protected species in main 
river SPZ3, secondary A superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA is required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

SBC [Internal] Reference to Policy E2: 
Managing Flood risk needs updating to E3

Agree. Yes Site specific 
requirements for 
the allocation

• Incorporate flood risk mitigation 
measures to alleviate the risk
of fluvial and surface water flooding, in 
accordance with Policy
E2 E3.

SBC [Internal] Formatting error in site name - 
remove automatic paragraph numbering

Agree. Yes Site 
name/address

11.3 Riverside Car Park, Thames Street, 
Staines, TW18 4UD 

ST4/011: Thames Lodge, Thames Street, Staines
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Individual [25674625] supports allocation due 
to the condition of the existing building on the 
riverside and should include cafés 

Noted. No

Residents Association [19552033] considers a 
height of three storeys would be appropriate 
and comply with the Riverside Protection zone 
under Policy SP1 to protect the character of 
the river

Noted. The site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and set out 
in the SDF, where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully considered and 
subsequently agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow for a 
balance between growth of the town and protection for more visually sensitive areas. There 
is an exception built into the policy to allow for a deviation from height and density limits in 
these zones where there is robust justification that weighs heavily in favour of granting 
permission. A scheme of 40 units as proposed in the allocation can be delivered in a 
sensitive manner and the zone has been applied to these assumptions

No

ST4/011: Site 
specific 
requirements for 
the allocation

• Incorporate flood risk mitigation 
measures to alleviate the risk of fluvial and 
surface water flooding, in accordance with 
Policy  E2 E3. An application for 
development should be accompanied by a 
Flood Risk Assessment & Surface Water 
Drainage Strategy demonstrating how 
flood risk will not increase flood
risk elsewhere in the area. 
• Given the site's location adjacent to the 
River Thames, new development must 
ensure it does not cause deterioration or 
prevention of achieving 'Good' ecological 
status in line with the Water Framework 
Directive. 

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ3. [Lies within 
the 1 in 20] It should be noted that as it stands 
to allow 'residential' development in this site is 
contrary to national policy -NPPF. Within 8m of 
main river, Thames.  (Egham to Teddington) 
(GB106039023232) protected WFD main water 
body. Protected species in main river; SPZ3, 
secondary A superficial aquifer
Requirements: FRA required that demonstrates 
requirements of NPPF and PPG.  New 
development must restore buffer zone 
between water body and property. Site specific 
requirements listed do not mention once the 
importance of the WFD water body adjacent to 
site and what that therefore entails legally. 
New development must ensure it does not 
cause deterioration or prevention of achieving 
Good status.
Opportunities: Restoration of flood plain; 
Provide buffer zone of 8m, biodiversity 
enhancements to banks of river/or provision of 
wildlife corridor
Notes to Planners: As stated, to allow 
residential development on this site is contrary 
to NPPF. If the update to the flood 
models/map still puts the site in the 1 in 20 
extent, then the LPA will have to amend the 
proposed allocation. The requirements and 
opportunities will then apply.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Any development of the site should ensure that flood risk is fully addressed and 
appropriate mitigation is incorporated to any scheme, for example no residential 
development on the ground floor. 

Yes
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Developer [41873761] considers the that 
although a higher density in the town centre is 
acceptable, the quantum would result in 
overdevelopment of the site and would not 
respect the character of lower scale 
development, plus loss of retail

Disagree. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The 
quantum of development was assessed as achievable by officers and the landowner. The 
site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and set out in the SDF, 
where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully considered and subsequently 
agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow for a balance 
between growth of the town and protection for more visually sensitive areas. Here, the 
density limits are applied differently across the site to require lower densities towards the 
north and west of the site in proximity to lower scale residential buildings and Staines 
Moor. The SDF also includes a proposal for how the site could be developed at this density 
to achieve a positive layout and design that takes account of the constraints and 
opportunities. Whilst there would be an overall loss of retail floorspace, commercial uses 
are still included and regard needs to be had for the changing nature of retail and the move 
away from 'big box' type units and greater mix of other town centre uses.

No

Individual [25674625] would support allocation 
subject to caveats. 

The height and density were reduced. 
Impact on streets to the north. 
Supports improved links to Staines 
Moor from this site

Disagree. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The 
quantum of development was assessed as achievable by officers and the landowner. The 
site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and set out in the SDF, 
where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully considered and subsequently 
agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow for a balance 
between growth of the town and protection for more visually sensitive areas. Here, the 
density limits are applied differently across the site to require lower densities towards the 
north and west of the site in proximity to lower scale residential buildings and Staines 
Moor. The SDF also includes a proposal for how the site could be developed at this density 
to achieve a positive layout and design that takes account of the constraints and 
opportunities, which include better access to Staines Moor.

No

ST4/023: Two Rivers Retail Park Terrace, Mustard Mill Road, Staines
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Individual [25674625] would support allocation 
subject to caveats. 

Loss of parking and congestion Noted. The Local Plan is supported by a Transport Assessment that considers congestion 
and how proposed allocations will affect it. Staines is a sustainable town centre with good 
transport links where individual developments can limit car ownership and travel. Further 
work will be done following adoption of the SDF to bring forward highway improvements to 
the town centre. The SDF contains parking standards for Staines, taking account of its good 
public transport and sustainable travel opportunities. The SDF proposals for this site include 
parking provision and the existing shoppers' parking could be relocated to the remainder of 
the Two Rivers site to the south if the car park were decked. It will be important to prevent 
affecting the viability of the retail function and parking for shoppers and visitors.

No

Colne Valley Regional Park Trust [41803201] 
objects due to the impact on the Park due the 
importance of the Green Belt

Disagree.  The site is not located within the Green Belt and is brownfield land in a 
sustainable location capable of development to make an efficient use of land.  The Council 
has taken into consideration that the site is within the boundaries of the CVRP although 
located within main town centre of Staines. There is scope to improve the footpath and 
access to Staines Moor as part of an application on the site as well as to provide 
improvements to open space 

No

Individual [33568033] considers there are 
opportunities to link to Staines Moor and make 
more use of the green and blue open spaces

Noted. The allocation notes these opportunities and the proposals in the SDF for this site 
includes improvements to pedestrian links and making better use of the river frontage and 
creation of additional public open space

No

Developer [19817217] supports the principle 
of the allocation and its content but questions 
the reference to reprovided parking for 
shoppers

Noted. The SDF contains parking standards for Staines, taking account of its good public 
transport and sustainable travel opportunities. The scheme would need to be accompanied 
by a parking survey to assess the appropriate quantum of parking in light of any shortfall or 
additional capacity throughout the town in order to ensure the viability of the retail 
function and attractiveness to visitors.

No

Residents Association [19552033] considers 
the site suitable for higher density 
development, as per the allocation, but raises 
concerns over the impacts on Staines Moor 
SSSI and wildlife

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The 
quantum of development was assessed as achievable by officers and the landowner. The 
site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and set out in the SDF, 
where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully considered and subsequently 
agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow for a balance 
between growth of the town and protection for more visually sensitive areas. Here, the 
density limits are applied differently across the site to require lower densities towards the 
north and west of the site in proximity to lower scale residential buildings and Staines 
Moor. The allocation is not within the boundaries of the SSSI therefore does not impact 
upon the land and its designation for habitats supporting species.

No
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EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2 Modelling may 
change. Within 8m of main river - Colne or 
Adjacent to Colne (Confluence with Chess to 
River Thames) (GB106039023090) protected 
WFD main water body. Protected species in 
main river; SPZ3, secondary A aquifer
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates the requirements of NPPF and 
PPG. Safe access and egress must be provided.  
8m natural buffer will be required between 
development and the main rivers and assets. 
Unrestricted access required along 
watercourse to reach the river and EA assets. 
Needs to demonstrate that structural stability 
of riverbank and assets will not be affected.                                         
FRAP will be required for works within 8m of 
the main river and assets. Site specific 
requirements listed do not mention once the 
importance of the WFD water body adjacent to 
site and what that therefore entails legally.
New development must ensure it does not 
cause deterioration or prevention of achieving 
Good status.
Opportunities: River improvement works. 

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Any development of the site should ensure that flood risk is fully addressed and 
appropriate mitigation is incorporated to any scheme.

Yes ST4/023: Site 
specific 
requirements for 
the allocation

• Given the site's location adjacent to the 
River Colne and Wraysbury River, new 
development must ensure it does not 
cause deterioration or prevention of 
achieving 'Good' ecological status in line 
with the Water Framework Directive. 

Individual [25674625] supports development 
of this site

Noted. No

Developer [19817217] supports the allocation 
as proposed, taking account of the proximity to 
the revised conservation area boundary

Noted. No

Residents Association [19552033] considers a 
height of eight storeys too high in proximity to 
the Riverside Protection Zone and 
conservation area

Noted. The site falls into one of the zoning areas included in Policy SP1: Staines and set out 
in the SDF, where the issue of height and density limits has been carefully considered and 
subsequently agreed by the majority of the Council in agreeing the Local Plan to allow for a 
balance between growth of the town and protection for more visually sensitive areas. This 
includes the recently revised conservation area boundary but the site is not in close 
proximity to the Riverside Protection Zone.

No

ST4/024: Frankie & Benny’s/Travelodge, Two Rivers, Hale Street, Staines
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EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2 Modelling may 
change. Within 8m of main river - Colne.  
Adjacent to Colne (Confluence with Chess to 
River Thames) (GB106039023090) protected 
WFD main water body. Protected species in 
main river. SPZ3, secondary A aquifer
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates the requirements of NPPF and 
PPG. Safe access and egress must be provided. 
8m natural buffer will be required between 
development and the main rivers and assets. 
FRAP will be required for works within 8m of 
the main river and assets.  Site specific 
requirements listed do not mention once the 
importance of the WFD water body adjacent to 
site and what that therefore entails legally.
New development must ensure it does not 
cause deterioration or prevention of achieving 
Good status.
Opportunities: River improvement works. 

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Any development of the site should ensure that flood risk is fully addressed and 
appropriate mitigation is incorporated to any scheme.

Yes ST4/024: Site 
specific 
requirements for 
the allocation

• Given the site's location adjacent to the 
River Colne and Wraysbury River, new 
development must ensure it does not 
cause deterioration or prevention of 
achieving 'Good' ecological status in line 
with the Water Framework Directive. 

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Individual [41817121] considers alternative 
uses for the building

Noted. The site has been robustly assessed using the Council's site selection methodology 
where it was deemed to fulfil the Local Plan strategy and identified as suitable for allocation 
based on planning judgement. The sites identified for allocation were agreed by members 
of the Local Plan Task Group and subsequently agreed by Full Council by majority. The site 
was put forward by the landowner for a residential use and, as above, this is considered 
appropriate to fulfil the agreed strategy

No

AS2/001: Ashford Youth Club, Kenilworth Road, Ashford, TW15 3EL

AT3/009: Ashford Telephone Exchange, Church Road, Ashford
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EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
Safe access and egress must be provided.  
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

SCC [19592417] as landowner supports the 
allocation and suggests the site can be 
delivered in the 1-5 year timeframe rather 
than 6-10 years

Support noted. The timeframe of 6-10 years reflects the need for the County to review its 
assets and propose a strategy for reproviding community services before redevelopment. If 
on, adoption, the site is brought forward in 1-5 years and the requirements of the allocation 
are met, planning permission would not be refused purely on the basis of prematurity.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: Partially (looks like 
access) is FZ2; Principal superficial aquifer.
Requirements
FRA required that demonstrates requirements 
of NPPF and PPG. Safe access and egress must 
be provided.     Please refer to the EA’s 
Approach to Groundwater Protection guidance 
for the types of development proposals that 
we would object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

SC1/013 - RMG Warehouse & Delivery Office, 47-49 Staines Road West, Sunbury, TW16 7AA

SC1/019: Sunbury Social Services Centre, 108 Vicarage Road, Sunbury

SC1/021: Land at Spelthorne Grove, Spelthorne Grove, Sunbury
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Developer [42320673] supports 
redevelopment of this site and makes 
comments regarding the site specific 
requirements. 

Noted. If on, adoption, the site is brought forward in 1-5 years and/or at a higher yield and 
the requirements of the allocation are met, planning permission would not be refused 
purely on the basis of prematurity. EV charging points and car clubs will be considered at 
the application stage by reference to the policy and will apply to any sites of this type, 
irrespective of allocation. The allocation requires that the open space be retained or re-
provided to ensure no loss of provision and this will be expected to be commensurate with 
the size and layout of a proposed scheme.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: Majority of site in 
FZ2; Protects species but not a main river; 
Principal superficial aquifer, within 30m of 
historic landfill 
Requirements; FRA required that demonstrates 
requirements of NPPF and PPG. Safe access 
and egress must be provided.                                         

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: Majority of site in 
FZ2; Principal superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
Safe access and egress must be provided.   
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

SH1/015 - Shepperton Youth Centre, Shepperton Court Drive, Shepperton, TW17 8EJ

SE1/003 - Builder’s Yard, 77 Staines Road East, TW16 5AD

SE1/008 - Telephone Exchange, Green Street, Sunbury, TW16 6QJ
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EA [19771841] Constraints: Partially FZ2; 
Approx 75m from authorised landfill, principal 
superficial aquifer and secondary A bedrock 
aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Secondary A 
bedrock aquifer 
Requirements; Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required.  Safe access and egress must be 
provided.   The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of SN1/005 as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of SN1/005

Sustainability Appraisal scoring 
against HS1/010 and SN1/005 is 
inconsistent and overall HS1/010 is 
deemed to perform better. 

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and SN1/005 was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy.

No

Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of SN1/005 as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of SN1/006

Site size should not be a criterion to 
assess sites. 

Disagree. Spelthorne BC has agreed on a spatial strategy that includes a small amount of 
dispersed Green Belt release. The inclusion of smaller sites is deemed to aid the dispersal of 
impacts across the borough and reduce the opportunity for concentrated adverse impacts. 

No

Developer [42037089] HS1/010 should be 
taken forward instead of SN1/005 as it 
performs better. There is no justification for 
the allocation of SN1/007

HS1/010 received harsher scoring on 
'contribution to the spatial strategy' 
than SN1/005 against some criteria                                                                                            

Noted. Whilst spatial strategy was a key element of the site selection process, this was not 
the only component and a wider range of criteria have been used to determine which sites 
to take forward for allocation. Officers have made a planning judgement based on the 
evidence available and in cooperation with Council Members, having determined that the 
identified allocation sites will meet the strategy and local needs in this instance. It would 
appear the scoring is against some criteria in the Sustainability Appraisal on these two sites 
has not been applied consistently, however overall we do not consider this would have 
affected the ultimate score when taking into account a variety of factors and assessing the 
contribution of the sites to the strategy. This covers additional reasons not necessarily 
included within the SA.

No

SH2/003 - Shepperton Delivery Office, 47 High Street, Shepperton, TW17 9AA

SN1/005: Land at Northumberland Close, Northumberland Close, Stanwell
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Developer [41873761] The site lends itself to 
employment use and was previously identified 
for this use at the Preferred Options stage. 

Disagree. Whilst the site was previously identified for employment use, the Local Plan 
strategy has since been revised by the Council, with Exceptional Circumstances for Green 
Belt release identified for housing only. At the time of the Preferred Options consultation 
there was more certainty attached to the Heathrow Airport expansion however since this 
time the proposals have been paused and there is uncertainty as to the future direction. 
Given the Council's small amount of need for employment floorspace it is considered that 
Exceptional Circumstances for employment needs no longer exists and the Council will 
review the position at the five year review stage. The site has been confirmed as available 
by the landowner for residential use and officers have assessed the suitability of the site 
through the site selection process, deeming it to meet the spatial strategy. 

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Approx 40m 
from main river - Duke of Northumberlands; 
Protected species in main river; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. The following guidance should be 
adhered to: Flood risk assessment in flood 
zone 1 and critical drainage areas.
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

SBC [Internal] Remove "subject to viability 
testing" under affordable housing, site specific 
requirements as viability assessment now 
complete. 

Agree. Yes SN1/005 Site 
Specific 
Requirements

• 50% Affordable Housing [subject to 
viability testing]

Developer [42320673] supports 
redevelopment of this site and makes 
comments regarding the site specific 
requirements. 

Noted. If on, adoption, the site is brought forward in 1-5 years and/or at a higher yield and 
the requirements of the allocation are met, planning permission would not be refused 
purely on the basis of prematurity. EV charging points and car clubs will be considered at 
the application stage by reference to the policy and will apply to any sites of this type, 
irrespective of allocation. The reference to Policy DS2 has been corrected to PS1.

No
SN1/012: Stanwell Bedsits, De Havilland Way, Stanwell
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EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ1; Principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: Flood Risk Assessment may be 
required. Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2; SPZ3, principal 
superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG.  
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Developer [41873761] considers the proposed 
allocation density would result in 
overdevelopment of the site and the 
employment use should be retained

Disagree. All potential allocation sites were assessed independently and an officer 
judgement for each was made through the SA process. Whilst SA was a key component of 
the site selection process, other criteria were part of the assessment and ST2/006 was 
deemed to meet the spatial strategy and is achievable at the density in the allocation, given 
its location. The site has been confirmed as available by the landowner during this 
timeframe.

No

Individual [33568033] raises opportunities for 
more crossings over the railway line to 
improve accessibility to the town centre

Noted. The Opportunities section of the allocation includes 'improvements for pedestrian 
access and public realm, linking the site to nearby services with active and sustainable travel 
options'. This would be considered further at the planning application stage, although this 
would be a matter for Network Rail as well as the landowner

No

Residents Association [19552033] supports an 
allocation for housing in place of the 
unneighbourly existing use but notes the 
height would be out of character with nearby 
development 

Noted. The allocation requires a well-designed scheme that has a positive relationship with 
residential properties and that there are opportunities to make a positive contribution to 
the wider streetscene, which the existing land use fails to do. In this location and subject to 
the above requirements, higher density is considered appropriate here to make efficient 
use of the land in a sustainable location.

No

ST1/031 - Thameside Arts Centre, Wyatt Road, Staines, TW18 2AY

ST2/006: Builders Yard, Gresham Road, Staines
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EA [19771841] Constraints: small amount of 
FZ2+3 on site; SPZ3, principal and secondary A 
superficial aquifer, approx. 35m from historic 
landfill 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. Environmental Health consulted on the potential contamination constraints - this 
has formed part of the assessment process and will need to be addressed at the application 
stage to avoid adverse impacts. 

No

Developer [19542177] considers proposed 
density is inconsistent with the recent appeal 
decision

Disagree. It appears that the respondent is confusing this site with the scheme allowed on 
appeal at the Old Telephone Exchange and Masonic Hall, Elmsleigh Road, Staines. That 
scheme is now included in the 'Sites with Planning Permission' element of the housing 
supply. ST3/012 is a different site elsewhere in Staines.

No

EA [19771841] Constraints: FZ2+3, partially 
benefitting from flood defences. Modelling 
may change. SPZ3, principal superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG. 
No safe access and egress possible to outside 
the floodplain so safe havens required on 
upper floors.                                                                                   
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No

Individual [33568033] requests reprovision of 
the library and retention of the bus station

Noted. The site specific requirements include these provisions No

Individual [42220321] supports the allocation 
but considers it could come forward as a 
phased scheme over the 15-year Plan period 
rather than in the 11-15 year timeframe.

Noted. No details have been provided by the Council's Assets team as to how the site could 
be phased, over what timeframe and at what yields within each time period. If on, 
adoption, the site is brought forward earlier on a phased basis and the requirements of the 
allocation are met, planning permission would not be refused purely on the basis of 
prematurity.

No

ST4/009: The Elmsleigh Centre and adjoining land, South Street, Staines

ST3/012: Staines Telephone Exchange, Fairfield Avenue, Staines
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Residents Association [19552033] considers 
the site to be too small to accommodate the 
quantum of development proposed and would 
deliver only small flats, which would be 
acquired by people migrating out of London 
rather than to meet local need due to 
affordability

Noted. The SDF includes this site as a proposal for a development opportunity and sets out 
how it could be suitably laid out and designed to achieve a density of this level. At over 5ha 
in site area in a sustainably located town centre, there are ample opportunities to make 
efficient use of this brownfield site, which then relieves pressure on other sites in Staines 
and release of Green Belt across the Borough to help meet our housing need. It is accepted 
that units would be delivered as flats but they would be subject to minimum space 
standards and smaller units are commonplace in town centres. The Council does not have 
control over who purchases or rents property in the Borough on the open market but a 
significant proportion would be delivered as affordable housing. This site is owned by the 
Council so there is further opportunity to deliver affordable units for those on our own 
housing register.

No

EA [19771841]Constraints: FZ2+3; SPZ3, 
principal superficial aquifer 
Requirements: FRA required that 
demonstrates requirements of NPPF and PPG.                                                                               
Please refer to the EA’s Approach to 
Groundwater Protection guidance for the 
types of development proposals that we would 
object to within a Principal Aquifer.

Noted. The site has been subject to an officer site assessment in line with the Spelthorne 
site selection methodology. The site will be subject to a detailed planning application 
whereby constraints, including flood risk, will need to be duly considered and appropriately 
mitigated. 

No
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