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Topic Paper 4: Duty to Cooperate with Elmbridge Borough Council 

1. Introduction

1.1 This topic paper sets out the current position between Spelthorne and Elmbridge Councils. The 

Duty to Cooperate requires that public bodies co-operate on planning issues that cross 

administrative boundaries, in particular those which relate to strategic priorities for the area. 

1.2 Our local authorities are at a similar stage of Local Plan preparation. Spelthorne submitted its 

Local Plan to the Planning Inspectorate on 25 November 2022, having consulted at the Regulation 

19 stage from 15 June to 21 September 2022. Elmbridge are also due to submit their Local Plan 

shortly and their consultation ran from 17 June to 29 July 2022. 

1.3 The matter that requires further commentary is that of housing need, whether each authority is 

able to meet its own housing need in full and whether each authority has capacity to meet any 

unmet housing need from the other authority. 

1.4 This paper supplements the Duty to Cooperate Compliance Statement, which explains how 

Spelthorne has engaged with strategic partners over the period of Local Plan preparation until 

submission. 

2. Background

2.1 Spelthorne has consistently aimed to meet its housing need in full (618 homes per year), most 

recently as calculated by the standard method as required by the National Planning Policy 

Framework1 and Planning Policy Guidance2. The submission version of the Local Plan achieves 

this aim by maximising densities on brownfield land and releasing 0.7% of its Green Belt. 

2.2 Elmbridge also previously aimed to meet its housing need in full (647 homes per year) but in 2022 

decided to progress to Regulation 19 with a Local Plan that met 452 home per annum, or 70% of 

its housing need. It too is seeking to maximise densities on brownfield land but does not consider it 

has Exceptional Circumstances to release Green Belt to meet its housing need in full. Elmbridge 

has asked Spelthorne whether we are able to assist in meeting their unmet need. 

2.3 Below is a table setting out the respective timelines of our two authorities during the Plan 

preparation stages, particularly in terms of the housing delivery strategy. This is a summary of the 

consultation stages and further information on how the respective strategies were formed can be 

found on each authority’s website. 

1 NPPF 2021, Paragraph 61 
2 Planning Practice Guidance, Housing and economic needs assessment - Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 2a-002-
20190220 
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Table 1: Evolution of Local Plan Strategies 

Date Spelthorne Elmbridge 

Dec 2016 – Feb 

2017 

 Strategic Options consultation – 

3 options: 

 

1 – Concentrating development 

in the urban area without 

releasing Green Belt 

2 – Increasing urban densities 

and limited release of Green 

Belt land (would meet housing 

need in full) 

3 – Increasing urban densities 

and large-scale release of 

Green Belt (would meet 

housing need in full and 

potentially unmet need from 

wider area) 

 

Option 2 identified as Preferred 

Option. 

14 May – 25 

June 2018 

Issues & Options 

consultation – 4 options for 

meeting need: 

 

1 – Brownfield maximisation 

(would not meet housing 

need in full) 

2 – Release large amounts 

of Green Belt (would meet 

housing need in full and 

potentially unmet need from 

wider area) 

3 – Focus development 

opportunities in Staines 

through masterplan 

approach (would not meet 

housing need in full) 

4 – Combination of the 

other three options (would 

meet housing need in full 

No preferred option 

identified. 
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Date Spelthorne Elmbridge 

19 August – 30 

September 

2019 

 Options consultation – Largely as 

per Strategic Options 

consultation but two further 

options added: 

 

4 – Optimise urban area (would 

not meet housing need in full) 

5 – Optimise urban area and 

small areas of Green Belt release 

(would meet housing need in full) 

 

No preferred option identified. 

5 November 

2019 – 21 

January 2020 

Preferred Options 

consultation – Developed 

from Option 4. Strategy 

aimed to meet housing 

need in full by maximising 

brownfield sites, releasing 

1.6% of Green Belt and 

producing a masterplan for 

Staines (which became the 

Staines Development 

Framework or SDF) 

 

2020 – 2022  Review of evidence base and 

refinement of options. 

Development of three new 

alternative options: 

 

Option 4a – Optimisation. Deliver 

70% of the borough’s housing 

need on urban land only. 

Option 5a - Optimisation and 

small Green Belt release – urban 

land plus Green Belt, resulting in 

shortfall of 522 dwellings across 

that plan-period. 

(35 dwellings per annum) 

Option 6 – Optimisation and 

intensification in more 

sustainable locations – Option 5a 

plus intensification of urban sites. 

 

Option 4a agreed as the 

Council’s preferred spatial 
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Date Spelthorne Elmbridge 

strategy due to the harm 

resulting from Green Belt release 

outweighing the benefits.  

15 June – 21 

September 

2022 

Regulation 19 Local Plan – 

Strategy would meet 

housing need in full by 

maximising brownfield sites 

and releasing 0.7% of 

Green Belt, including 

delivery of community 

benefits. SDF consultation 

ran concurrently 

 

 

17 June – 29 

July 2022 

 Regulation 19 Local Plan – 

Optimising densities to meet 

appx 70% of housing need 

  

2.4 More detail can be found in the Duty to Cooperate Statement of Compliance, however the 

summary shows that Spelthorne has consistently aimed to meet its own development need in full 

whereas Elmbridge began from a position of aiming to meet its own need in full, with a preferred 

option that included Green Belt release and supported by an Exceptional Circumstances paper3, 

then shifted to a strategy whereby only sites in the urban area were included.  

 

3. Elmbridge unmet need  

 

3.1 Spelthorne considers that Elmbridge’s strategy to meet only 70% of its housing need is not 

justified4 and should do more to meet its need in full. Elmbridge has asked Spelthorne if we are 

able to assist in meeting its unmet need. We explored the option of delivering higher than our own 

need to assist nearby authorities at the Issues & Options stage but this was discounted, a decision 

informed by the Sustainability Appraisal process. Elmbridge responded to our Regulation 19 

consultation by raising concern over whether we have taken into account the unmet need of 

neighbouring authorities, including Elmbridge’s. It goes on to question the justification for certain 

Green Belt sites not being taken forward from Preferred Options to Regulation 19, with the view 

that these sites could provide opportunities for further allocations.  

 

3.2 In light of Elmbridge’s representation and other views received at Regulation 19 on the subject, 

Spelthorne carried out further work on the issue of unmet housing need in the wider area. We 

discounted an option (Option 2) of a higher than OAN figure at our Issues & Options Regulation 18 

 
3 Elmbridge Borough Council (September 2016) Elmbridge Local Plan: Exceptional Circumstances Case. Available at: 
https://www.elmbridge.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=2738  
4 See Spelthorne Duty to Cooperate Statement of Compliance, Appendix E for Spelthorne Borough Council’s 
response to the Elmbridge Borough Council Regulation 19 Local Plan consultation. 

https://www.elmbridge.gov.uk/EasySiteWeb/GatewayLink.aspx?alId=2738
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stage that would have resulted in a more significant release of Green Belt to deliver a larger 

quantum of housing. Instead, the Council agreed to pursue the combination option (Option 4), 

which included a relatively small amount of Green Belt release to meet our own development need 

but that would not provide additional capacity to assist in meeting any unmet need beyond our 

boundaries. That option was then developed further to form the Preferred Options draft plan 

(second Regulation 18) and the submission version (Regulation 19). Notwithstanding, we have 

looked again at an alternative spatial strategy that includes a 16% uplift on the Local Housing 

Need figure in order to consider the impacts and benefits if we were to assist in meeting unmet 

need beyond our boundary. 

 

3.3 Having exhausted opportunities on brownfield sites during the preparation of our Plan, we 

considered the impacts of adding the Green Belt sites discounted between Preferred Options and 

Regulation 19 (known here as the ‘omission sites’). These sites were discounted following the 

Preferred Options stage as a result of them not meeting additional criteria developed to inform the 

Local Plan spatial strategy and the selection of Green Belt sites to take forward. These criteria are 

set out below.  

• Weakly performing Green Belt, or perform an infill role   
• Higher proportion of Previously Developed Land   
• Additional benefits to the community   
• Feedback from the Preferred Options consultation   
• Smaller sites   
• Sustainability of location   
 

3.4  These would deliver nearly 1500 more homes and represent the most credible basis for 

considering how we would deliver an increased level of housing beyond the sites proposed for 

allocation in the Plan. We looked at the traffic impacts and asked Surrey County Council’s 

Strategic Transport Team, who produced our Transport Assessment, to consider the impacts of 

the additional Green Belt sites in combination with the proposed allocations in the submission 

Local Plan. We already knew that some of the junctions were already under pressure from the 

proposed sites in the Local Plan, although they were not considered to result in severe impacts 

that warrant concern over their inclusion so we anticipated that further sites would only increase 

this pressure, potentially to unacceptable levels. We reviewed each of the sites again in light of 

other impacts on infrastructure such as healthcare, local considerations, the cumulative impacts 

with proposed allocations and the views of the community from Preferred Options. Elmbridge in 

their representation queried whether there is a planning justification for the specific sites they 

raised being discounted or if this was on the basis of the reception from the community. NPPF at 

paragraph 15 states that plans should provide a platform for local people to shape their 

surroundings but there are also valid planning reasons for discounting these sites. The 

assessments of the omission sites together with the impacts described above are included at 

Appendix A. The associated Supplementary Note on the transport impacts associated with this 

alternative option is available at Appendix C.  

 

3.5 The site review work informed the production of a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) addendum to 

assess the possible environmental, social and economic impacts of the total quantum of homes 

with the omission sites added to the Local Plan sites. This can be found at Appendix B. Our 

conclusions drawn from the SA are that further release of Green Belt beyond that identified in our 

Local Plan would result in adverse impacts that would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
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benefits (para.11 NPPF). As such, we do not consider there are sound grounds for assisting 

Elmbridge or any other neighbour in meeting their unmet need. 

 

3.6 Although we have taken the approach to review our ability to assist in delivering homes to meet 

unmet need in the wider area, we remain unconvinced the case has been made that neighbouring 

authorities should assist Elmbridge and that they have not fully evidenced and justified their 

inability to meet their own need. In our response to the Elmbridge Local Plan Regulation 19 

consultation, we state that Elmbridge has discounted alternative options to meeting housing needs 

prematurely. The previous Options Consultation (2019) identified several alternative strategies 

including the release of some areas of Green Belt, with a ‘mixed’ approach performing well against 

the Sustainability Appraisal framework. Whilst it is acknowledged that housing requirements and 

supply positions have moved on since this time, Spelthorne Borough Council believes that 

alternative strategies should again be reconsidered in order to ensure no stone has been left 

unturned in meeting housing needs. The response goes on to examine the evidence prepared to 

support the Elmbridge Local Plan strategy, noting concern that the Local Plan strategy does not 

fully utilise the findings of earlier evidence. This includes the Green Belt Boundary Review 2016 

and Green Belt Boundary Review- Sub-Division Work 2018 which identify a number of weakly 

performing local areas and sub areas for further consideration. These are independent studies that 

utilise objective approaches, also using a methodology broadly agreed by many local authorities in 

the wider region. Elmbridge Borough Council however disagrees with these findings on a number 

of sub-areas. Additionally, the Council previously produced an Exceptional Circumstances case in 

2016 setting out considerations which could amount to the justification of Green Belt release 

including affordability and smaller units. It is considered that this has not been sufficiently regarded 

in the development of the current spatial strategy. 

 

3.7 Elmbridge’s strategy will be examined once they submit their Local Plan to the Planning 

Inspectorate so the benefits of a brownfield only approach cannot yet be confirmed. However, if 

their Plan is examined and found sound, we still consider that informed by the evidence base 

compiled, Spelthorne is not in a position to assist in accommodating any unmet need in Elmbridge 

or the wider area.  

 

3.8 Spelthorne would also question whether additional homes above meeting our own need would 

truly contribute to meeting need in Elmbridge in a meaningful and logical way. We are separated 

by the River Thames with only one vehicular crossing (Walton Bridge), which is already 

significantly constrained in terms of traffic congestion on the bridge and at Marshalls Roundabout 

in Spelthorne near to the approach. Identifying additional sites for release in relative proximity to 

the bridge is likely to result in further pressure that would result in adverse impacts in this area. 

This is evidenced by the supplementary note produced by Surrey County Council on the omission 

sites which states that “As this location is already experiencing a breakdown in flow in the 

preferred spatial strategy the addition of greenbelt release sites will place further stress on this 

junction, resulting in additional journey times and localised congestion”. Other omission sites in the 

Borough, including those specifically raised by Elmbridge in their Regulation 19 representation, 

would be more likely to appeal to inward migration from Runnymede (across the river at Staines-

upon-Thames at Staines Bridge and Shepperton via Chertsey Bridge), and Hounslow and 

Hillingdon to the north (no boundary separation by rivers etc). Elmbridge is in a Housing Market 

Area (HMA) with Kingston, Epsom & Ewell and Mole Valley whereas Spelthorne is in an HMA with 
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Runnymede5. Whilst HMAs have been superseded by more general reference to wider areas, 

there remains tangible reasons why authorities were identified as falling into their respective 

groupings for housing need purposes. Elmbridge should do more to seek assistance from their 

HMA partners. Mole Valley has recently undergone examination of its own Local Plan, which does 

not propose to meet its own need in full and therefore is not able to assist other HMA partners in 

meeting theirs. There appears to be little pressure from Elmbridge on Mole Valley to deliver further 

sites that could assist with its own unmet need and that from the wider area, despite the closer 

HMA links than we have with Elmbridge. In this context, Spelthorne would question why it has 

been the subject of notable pressure to help accommodate unmet needs, rather than a more 

balanced approach to addressing needs across the wider area.  

 

 

4. Duty to Cooperate 

 

4.1 Neither Spelthorne nor Elmbridge has objected to each other’s Regulation 19 stage for failing to 

comply with the duty. It is a duty that requires cooperation, not agreement, and the two authorities 

have cooperated in an ongoing and effective manner, evidenced in the Spelthorne Duty to 

Cooperate Statement of Compliance6. Appendices D and E provide detail of the engagement 

between Spelthorne and Elmbridge under the Duty to Cooperate.  

 

4.2 Most recently, both authorities have collaborated by meeting to discuss our respective constraints 

and how they formed our strategies. As a result of these discussions both Spelthorne and 

Elmbridge agree that a similar approach has been followed in assessing the constraints present in 

each borough, with absolute constraints taken account of and other non-absolute subject to robust 

assessment to determine how this may impact development options. Whilst there is a degree of 

similarity in the approach taken to assessing constraints and the conclusions drawn from these 

impacts, there has been differentiation in how these results have been interpreted and how this 

has subsequently led to the development of the spatial strategy of each authority. Having reviewed 

the constraints in detail, each authority feels that their Local Plan spatial strategy is justified.  

 

4.3 This constraints analysis work is due to be completed shortly and will inform the emerging 

Spelthorne – Elmbridge Statement of Common Ground (SoCG). The SoCG will set out the position 

on strategic matters. It is anticipated that this will be agreed and signed off soon after the 

submission of the Spelthorne Local Plan.  

 

4.4 On 24 November 2022 Spelthorne and Elmbridge liaised via email following Elmbridge’s Planning 

Inspectorate Advisory Visit on 23 November, with both parties agreeing that sufficient cooperation 

had taken place to fulfil the requirements of the Duty to Cooperate.   Spelthorne is committed to 

ongoing and constructive engagement with Elmbridge Borough Council, as well as all partners, 

under the Duty to Cooperate relating to strategic matters moving forward.   

 
5 Spelthorne and Runnymede Borough Councils (2015) Strategic Housing Market Assessment. Available at: 
https://www.spelthorne.gov.uk/media/14072/Strategic-Housing-Market-
Assessment/pdf/Final_SHMA_Nov_2015.pdf?m=637828696244030000  
6 Spelthorne Borough Council (2022) Duty to Cooperate: Statement of Compliance. Available at: 
https://spelthornelocalplan.info/wp-content/uploads/sby-local-media/Core_Documents/CD014-Duty-to-Cooperate-
Statement-of-Compliance.pdf  

https://www.spelthorne.gov.uk/media/14072/Strategic-Housing-Market-Assessment/pdf/Final_SHMA_Nov_2015.pdf?m=637828696244030000
https://www.spelthorne.gov.uk/media/14072/Strategic-Housing-Market-Assessment/pdf/Final_SHMA_Nov_2015.pdf?m=637828696244030000
https://spelthornelocalplan.info/wp-content/uploads/sby-local-media/Core_Documents/CD014-Duty-to-Cooperate-Statement-of-Compliance.pdf
https://spelthornelocalplan.info/wp-content/uploads/sby-local-media/Core_Documents/CD014-Duty-to-Cooperate-Statement-of-Compliance.pdf
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1 Introduction 
 

Purpose of Assessment 
 
1.1 The Spatial Strategy that informs the Draft Spelthorne Local Plan 2022 – 2037 

seeks to meet the Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) of the Borough in full over 
the plan period1. One of the options considered at the Issues & Options stage 
of Plan preparation (1st Regulation 18 consultation, 2018) considered a large 
scale of Green Belt release to meet Spelthorne’s need and potentially to assist 
in accommodating unmet need from nearby authorities. Specific sites had not 
been identified at that stage and this option was not taken forward due to the 
potentially negative environmental impacts and the preference for a more 
balanced option, encompassing urban intensification, a masterplan for Staines 
upon Thames and some dispersed Green Belt release. Following the 
Regulation 19 consultation, Spelthorne Borough Council felt that it would be 
appropriate to assess an additional alternative option through further site 
assessment and the Sustainability Appraisal process to determine the impacts 
of a higher growth option. This option has arisen as a result of discussions with 
Duty to Cooperate partners and in light of representations made by others at 
Regulation 19, particularly regarding Spelthorne’s capacity to meet any unmet 
need in the wider area.     

 
1.2 The purpose of this report is, in conjunction with the Sustainability Appraisal – 

Addendum, to further consider the potential impacts of the release of the Green 
Belt allocation sites discounted following the Preferred Options consultation. 
These sites have been selected for review as all brownfield sites are 
considered to have been exhausted and other Green Belt sites were 
discounted earlier in the process. As such, the sites reviewed here represent 
the most credible options for considering additional capacity rather than basing 
impacts on a notional figure without identifying what sites might reasonably 
contribute to a higher level of delivery. This allows for tangible benefits and 
impacts to be assessed and in cumulation with the existing proposed 
allocations. 

 
 

Sites for Additional Assessment  
 
Table 1: Preferred Options Green Belt Release Sites: Discounted  
 

Site ID  Site Name  Town  Site Area  Net residential 
units*  

AE1/003  Land at Ashford Manor Golf Club, 
Fordbridge Road  

Ashford  0.56  31  

AE3/009  Land at Chattern Hill, Chattern Hill  Ashford  1.66  58  

AS2/005  Land to the west of Edward Way  Ashford  1.87  80  

HS1/010  Land to S and W Stratton Road, 
Stratton Road  

Sunbury  7.57  260  

LS1/006  Land at Windmill Close, Windmill 
Close  

Sunbury  0.93  40  

 
1 Sustainability Appraisal – Addendum (Nov 2022) provides a detailed summary of the 
strategic growth options considered at the Preferred Options stage. 
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LS1/007  Land to South of Ashford Common 
Water Treatment Works, Charlton 
Road  

Shepperton  5.10  250  

LS1/020  Land north of Charlton Road, 
Charlton Road  

Shepperton  3.01  135  

RL1/007  Land off Worple Road, Worple 
Road  

Staines  6.52  256  

RL1/010  Land adjacent to, Berryscroft Road 
and Bingham Drive  

Staines  4.09  100  

SH1/005  Staines Road Farm (Eastern Site), 
Laleham Road  

Shepperton  4.96  200  

SN1/015  Land to the west of Town Lane, 
Town Lane  

Stanwell  0.64  28  

TOTAL  1,438  

*A density of 45 dwellings per hectare has been assumed where no yield has been provided.   
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2 Summary of Key Findings  
 

Sites where availability not confirmed / Withdrawn sites 
 
2.1 Following the Preferred Options consultation, the landowners / promoters 

confirmed the following sites were no longer available: 
 

• AE3/009 - Land at Chattern Hill, Chattern Hill - Withdrawn 

• LS1/006 - Land at Windmill Close, Windmill Close – Withdrawn 

 

 
Concentration of development 

 
2.2 Spelthorne’s Local Plan strategy with regard to the criteria which Green Belt 

sites are assessed against for potential release includes a preference for 
smaller sites and an even distribution across the Borough. Sites which would 
have significant impact on concentration of development in one area, with 
particular regard to cumulative impact on services and infrastructure are 
addressed below.  

 
Charlton Village: 
 
2.3 There are no sites allocated in Charlton in the Local Plan, but two sites of 

notable size (LS1/007 – Land to South of Ashford Common Water Treatment 
Works and LS1/020 – Land North of New Road/ Charlton Road), and to a 
lesser extent SH1/005 - Staines Road Farm (Eastern Site), Laleham 
Road which is in the wider vicinity, were discounted in the course of 
preparation of the Plan. The scale of services and infrastructure (including 
schools and public transport) within the current settlement are not of a sufficient 
scale to support any significant level of development, with the likely outcome of 
an increase in private vehicle journeys and the associated challenges this 
presents, as well as increased pressure on the services which are currently 
available, impacting on existing residents. Additionally, development around 
Charlton Road will lead to increased trips and pressure on nearby junctions 
namely Sunbury Cross Roundabout and its feeder roads. Given the size of the 
current settlement any significant level of development is likely to be 
disproportionate and potentially having a negative impact on the character of 
the area. Further assessment of these sites supports the initial conclusions.  

  
Sunbury: 
 
2.4 Discounted site HS1/010 is located slightly to the east of allocations HS2/004, 

HS1/012 and HS1/012b. The release of this site in conjunction with those 
allocated in the Plan would result in an even greater concentration of 
development in a relatively small area, potentially overburdening services 
(most notably healthcare) and infrastructure already under high stress. A 
supplementary note produced by Surrey County Council on an alternative 
growth option identifies that the development of additional Green Belt sites will 
place pressure on the road network with particular concern relating to Sunbury 
Cross and the Lower Halliford areas.  

 
 

Cumulative impacts of development 
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2.5 In addition to the specific impacts listed above with regard to a potentially 
unacceptable concentrations of development in Charlton Village and Sunbury 
that would result from the release of the previously discounted Green Belt sites, 
it is noted that in evaluating an approach which seeks to meet a housing figure 
greater than the Spelthorne OAN, cumulative impacts across the Borough must 
be considered.  

 
2.6 The capacity of the Borough’s transport infrastructure is of particular concern; 

while the Spatial Strategy, which seeks to meet the Local Housing Need figure 
for Spelthorne in full, is within the acceptable thresholds with regard to 
additional transport pressure, the cumulative effect of the release of further 
sites will generate additional trips. This is considered likely to place stress on 
already congested areas that are close to capacity, thus worsening the state of 
the road network and requiring notable intervention.  

 
2.7 Additional assessment of the sites also raised specific concerns with regard to 

environmental impacts, notably flooding and biodiversity. The sites under 
consideration in this assessment are primarily greenfield sites and their release 
could result in increased flooding risk, through the introduction of hardstand. 
While this may to some degree may be mitigated through the effective use of 
SUDs, in light of growing concerns regarding climate change and increasingly 
common extreme weather events resulting in surface water flooding (an issue 
now specifically addressed in PPG, following the update in August 2022) the 
impacts of the loss of greenfield land in the longer term are yet to be 
established. In addition, while the biodiversity value of the sites assessed here 
is varied, the potential loss of habitat connectivity as well as the proximity of 
some of the sites to designated habitats may potentially impact negatively on 
the biodiversity of the borough, when the cumulative impact is considered.  

 
 

Response of the community 
 
2.8 Paragraph 15 of the NPPF states ‘The planning system should be genuinely 

plan-led. Succinct and up-to-date plans should provide a positive vision for the 
future of each area; a framework for addressing housing needs and other 
economic, social and environmental priorities; and a platform for local people to 
shape their surroundings’ [emphasis added]. Throughout the preparation of the 
Plan, the Council has given careful consideration to the representations made 
by members of the public during each stage of the consultation and working 
closely with elected Members throughout the plan-making process, has sought 
to prepare a Plan which both meets our housing need, delivers multiple 
benefits and takes into account the views of our communities, in order to lay 
the foundations of a sustainable future for Spelthorne. During the Preferred 
Options consultation, of the sites within the scope of this report, the release of 
the following sites from the Green Belt were of particular concern to our 
residents for a range of reasons2: 

 

• AS2/005 – Land to the west of Edward Way 

• HS1/010 – Land to the South and West of Stratton Road, Stratton Road 

• LS1/007 – Land to South of Ashford Common Water Treatment Works, 
Charlton Road  

 
2 Further details of the concerns raised by residents regarding these sites as part of the 
Preferred Options consultation can be found in the ‘Rejected Site Allocations – Officer Site 
Assessments’ Report.  

https://www.spelthorne.gov.uk/New-Local-Plan-Evidence
https://www.spelthorne.gov.uk/New-Local-Plan-Evidence
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• LS1/020 – Land north of Charlton Road, Charlton Road  

• RL1/007 – Land off Worple Road, Worple Road 

• SH1/005 – Staines Road Farm (Eastern Site), Laleham Road 

• SN1/015 – Land to the west of Town Lane, Town Lane    
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3 Site Assessments 
 
Site Information  

AE1/003 Ashford Manor Golf Club 

Land at Ashford Manor Golf Club, Ashford 

The site is part of Ashford Manor Golf Course, with Site A (west) occupied by a 
green keepers compound and Site B (east) occupied by a visitors car park. The 
proposed development sites are situated in the western part of the site. Access 
into the Golf Course is achieved via Fordbridge Road to the north west. The 
proposed development sites are located within a larger site which consists of a 
large open green area and golf course with many trees and vegetation. Staines 
Road West is situated to the south of the site and various residential roads border 
the Golf Course site. The character of the area is largely residential to the north, 
with mineral workings and the Queen Mary Reservoir situated further south. 
 

 

  
 

Expected yield: 31 Site area (ha): 0.56 

• The small size of the site means, while it has the potential to contribute 
positively to meeting the Borough’s affordable housing need, there is no 
identified opportunity for the site to provide additional benefits to the 
community.  

• The site is located in an area of weakly performing Green Belt (GBA1) sited 
on the urban fringe and could be released without harming the integrity of 
the wider Green Belt. However, the development of the site for residential 
use will require the relocation of the existing uses elsewhere on site – land 
that is designated Green Belt, thus potentially harming openness. Since the 
time of the submission of the site to the call for sites, an enclosed golfing 
facility has been developed on site. This indicates a lack of availability.  

• The site contains mature vegetation – loss through development could 
have a negative impact on a number of environmental factors assessed in 
the SA. Mitigation measures would be required.  
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• Despite the reasonably sustainable location of the site, the creation of a 
new access arrangements would need to be determined alongside the 
operation of the golf course.  

• Overall, it is considered that while the site largely fits the spatial strategy, it 
offers limited community benefit and may have a negative impact on 
environmental factors, as well requiring the relocation of facilities elsewhere 
within the Green Belt.  

Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: The site has 
potential for development with appropriate mitigation but is not of a scale to 
provide meaningful spare capacity. Furthermore, its availability is questioned given 
the recent development for additional golfing facilities built out in 2022.  
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Site Information  

AE3/009 Land at Chattern Hill, Chattern Hill 

Land at Chattern Hill, Chattern Hill, Ashford, TW15 

The site is rectangular in shape, the majority of which is occupied by allotments 
with an access road to the south from Feltham Road. Approximately a third of the 
site to the east is occupied by open land. This is situated to the rear of residential 
properties along Feltham Road and Chattern Road. The surrounding character is 
semi-urban, with residential use to the south and east and small holdings to the 
north. 
 

 

 
 

Expected yield: 58 Site Area (ha): 4.95 (1.66 net developable area) 

• While the overall area of the site is not inconsiderable, the developable 
area is relatively small as approximately two thirds of the site identified for 
further consideration through the GBA2 comprises allotments (which are 
deemed an absolute constraint).  

• The GBA2 concluded the site is weakly performing and could be released 
without harming the integrity of the Green Belt, however, in light of the 
greenfield nature of the site it is considered that development could have a 
negative impact on a number of environmental factors assessed in the SA 
including minimising the risk from flooding. Mitigation measures would be 
required.  

• The small size of the site means, while it has the potential to contribute 
positively to meeting the Borough’s affordable housing need, there is little 
opportunity for the site to provide benefits to the wider community.  

• Despite the reasonably sustainable location of the site, the lack of 
appropriate access and limited opportunity to create one represents a 
barrier to delivery.  

• The landowner has not confirmed that the site is available, indicating their 
preference for it to be utilised as a compensatory location for community 
uses i.e., allotments, should another site be redeveloped. 

• The site was assessed as part of a larger sub area in allotment use to the 
west. Release of this site alone would be unlikely to result in defensible 
boundaries being drawn.  

• Overall, it is considered that the site’s potential limitations including 
availability and access concerns, in combination with the negative 
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environmental impacts mean it is not considered to be suitable as a 
potential development site. 

 
Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: Site not 
confirmed as available and therefore cannot be considered to provide spare 
capacity. Lack of defensible boundaries and access issues identified as barriers to 
development.  
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Site Information  

AS2/005 Land to the west of Edward Way 

Land to the west of Edward Way, Ashford, TW15 

The site is currently occupied by fields at Edward Way which are allocated in the 
existing Core Strategy for public open space (A11). This land is used for grazing 
horses at present with no formal public access. The site fronts the A30 to the north 
with residential development adjoining to the east along Edward Way. 
 

 

 
 

Expected yield: 80 Site Area (ha): 1.87 

• The area of the site is such that it provides the opportunity to contribute to 
the spatial strategy in terms of meeting housing need, however limited 
opportunities to provide wider community benefit have been identified. It is 
noted that the site was allocated in the 2009 Core Strategy Allocations 
DPD for public open space, with the timescale of 2009-2014, but this has 
not materialised. 

• While the wider local area was assessed at GBA1 as strongly performing, 
GBA2 concluded the site is weakly performing when assessed against 
NPPF purposes and less important to the integrity of the Green Belt. 
However, in light of the greenfield nature of the site and its location 
adjacent to an SNCI, it is considered that development could have a 
negative impact on a number of environmental factors assessed in the SA, 
particularly when cumulative impacts are considered with nearby 
development sites. Mitigation measures would be required, although it is 
noted the nature of the site has the potential to accommodate this.   

• Despite the somewhat sustainable location of the site, located within the 
maximum walking distances to some local amenities, the presence of the 
A30 directly to the north may discourage active travel. A new access to the 
A30 would be required.  

• Land to the east adjacent to Desford Way (AS2/006) has been identified as 
an allocation site for Travelling Showpeople use. The cumulative impact of 
development along this stretch of the A30 would be contrary to the 
selection criteria of Green Belt sites which focuses on dispersal of 
development.  

• Overall, it is considered that the site moderately meets the spatial strategy 
and is weakly performing green belt, however feedback received at the 
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Preferred Options Consultation indicates that there are other sites within 
the Borough that may better meet the criteria for development.  

 

Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: The site may 
have potential to provide spare capacity, subject to mitigation, but this was met 
with significant local opposition previously. Impacts of the release of this site in 
conjunction with allocation (AS2/006 – Land East of Desford Way) would require 
additional investigation and could be considered contrary to spatial strategy. This 
is particularly with respect to highways impacts and the concentration of 
development in the area, as well as the environmental impacts on nearby 
biodiversity designations. An additional development site in the vicinity would result 
in additional vehicle movements along the A30, with the requirement for a new 
access/egress point. This could result in safety concerns and also bring about a 
reduction in the efficiency of traffic flows.  
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Site Information  

HS1/010 Land to S and W Stratton Road, Stratton Road 

Land to South and West of Stratton Road, Sunbury, TW16 6PG 

The site is rectangular parcel of scrub land used for grazing. Bishop of Wand 
School and Spelthorne Gymnastics gym are located to the west of the site. 
Residential properties abut the northern boundary, whilst Stratton Road defines the 
eastern site boundary with residential properties across the road. To the south 
there is further scrub land (Site HS1/003), the Royal Airforce Cadets building, and 
Hawkedale Infant School. 
 

 

 
 

Expected yield: 260 Site Area (ha): 7.57 

• The area of the site is not inconsiderable and has the potential to 230 - 260 
units, which would contribute to meeting housing need. The size of the site 
means there may be potential to accommodate an area of public open 
space as well as the potential for some community use. 

• The GBA2 concluded the site performs moderately against the Green Belt 
purposes and was recommended for consideration in combination with 
neighbouring sites. It was considered less important to the strategic Green 
Belt and that its release in isolation would not harm the function of the 
wider Green Belt.  

• In light of the greenfield nature of the site it is considered that development 
could have a negative impact on a number of environmental factors 
assessed in the SA. Furthermore, the site, while not subject to any absolute 
constraints falls within a minerals safeguarding area. 

• Given the proximity of the site to allocated sites HS2/004, HS1/012 and 
HS1/012b to the east, it is considered likely that the development of the site 
would add significant additional pressure to a range of infrastructure 
already under stress, including the transport network and healthcare 
provision.  

• A supplementary note produced by Surrey County Council on an 
alternative growth option identifies that the development of additional 
Green Belt sites will place pressure on the road network with particular 
concern relating to Sunbury Cross and the Lower Halliford areas. 
Development of HS1/010 at Stratton Road will increase vehicle trips 
wishing to negotiate Sunbury Cross, particularly at peak times. This will 
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lead to stress on the junction, additional journey times and localised 
congestion.  

• Overall, it is considered that the site is in a reasonably sustainable location 
and has potential to positively contribute to the strategy in terms of housing 
delivery and possible additional community benefit, the scale of 
development. However, particularly when it is considered together with its 
proximity to allocated sites HS2/004, HS1/012 and HS1/012b, the 
development of the site would result in a high concentration of development 
in this area, putting it at odds with the strategy’s aim to focus on smaller 
sites and distribute development across the Borough.  

 

Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: The limitations 
of this site, in terms of concentration of development in a small area, which is at 
odds with the spatial strategy, combined with increased pressure on heavily 
stressed services (primarily healthcare) and transport infrastructure concerns 
indicates this site cannot be considered to offer spare capacity. The concentration 
of development resulting from this site will lead to a loss of open permeable land 
and will leave the road network subject to additional pressure.  
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Site Information  

LS1/006 Land at Windmill Close, Windmill Close 

Land at Windmill Close, Sunbury, TW16 7HU 

The site is rectangular in shape with Staines Reservoirs Aqueduct along its 
northern boundary. The site is a green field and is operational land associated with 
Ashford Common Water Treatment Works. An access road runs to the south with 
residential development to the east and south east. The area therefore possesses 
a semi-urban character. 
 

 

 
 

Expected yield: G&T 
(15 pitches) 

Site Area (ha): 0.90 

• The site performs a limited role in green belt terms and is considered to 
offer the opportunity to deliver much needed gypsy and traveller pitches. 
The site was recommended for further consideration in combination with 
land to the south and west.  

• In light of the greenfield nature of the site it is considered that development 
could have a negative impact on a number of environmental factors 
assessed in the SA. Mitigation measures would be required.  

• The site is located in a reasonably sustainable location, with services 
generally within the preferred maximum walking distance.  

• The site is located in close proximity to the A244 and Sunbury Cross 
roundabout. The supplementary transport note produced by Surrey County 
Council on an alternative growth option identifies pressure on Sunbury 
Cross roundabout and along the A244 Windmill Road corridor likely to 
result from additional development. Analysis indicates that junctions in this 
area are under pressure from vehicles taking alternative routes to avoid 
congestion along the A308 in peak hours.  Furthermore, safety may be of 
concern due to the anticipated rise in vehicles accessing and egressing 
Windmill Close.  

• Overall, the site is considered to make a somewhat positive contribution to 
the spatial strategy however highways impacts are a concern given the 
cumulative impacts expected on Sunbury Cross roundabout and its feeder 
roads. In their response to the Council’s Preferred Options consultation, the 
landowner stated that since the site was first promoted to the Council’s call 
for sites in 2016/17, Thames Water has further reviewed its operational 
requirements and confirms that the land at Windmill Road will be retained 
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for operational purposes. Therefore, Thames Water no longer supports the 
allocation of this land for anything other than operational uses.  

Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: The landowner 
has confirmed the site is no longer available for development owing to operational 
requirements and therefore cannot provide spare capacity. Additional development 
in this area is also considered to have cumulative negative impacts on Sunbury 
Cross roundabout and junctions in the wider vicinity.  
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Site Information  

LS1/007 Land to South of Ashford Common Water Treatment 
Works, Charlton Road 

Land to the south of Ashford Common Water Treatment Works, Charlton Road, 
Shepperton, TW17 0SH 

The site forms part of the operational area of Thames Water’s plant at Ashford 
Common Water Treatment Works. The site is currently used as paddocks for 
horses. The site forms an ‘L’- shape with residential development to the west 
boundary, the treatment works to the north and east and a mix of residential and 
open fields to the south. The southernmost part of the site is heavily lined by 
mature trees. 

 

 
 

Expected yield: 250 Site Area (ha): 5.10 

• The area of the site is not inconsiderable and has the potential to 250 units, 
which would contribute to meeting housing need. The size of the site 
means there may be potential to accommodate an area of public open 
space as well as the potential for some community use. It is noted that 
there is potential contamination on the site as a result of previous uses and 
remediation is likely to be required. 

• The GBA2 recommended the site for further consideration in combination 
and concluded it could be released without harming the integrity of the 
wider Green Belt.  

• In light of the greenfield nature of the site, its location within the Thames 
Valley BOA and adjacent to an SNCI it is considered that development 
could have a negative impact on a number of environmental factors 
assessed in the SA. Significant mitigation measures would be required. 

• Despite the apparently reasonably sustainable location of the site within 
walking distance of Charlton Village it is noted that there is limited provision 
of services and infrastructure including schools. Furthermore, it is noted the 
location is not well served by public transport and is likely to result in an 
increase in private vehicle movements. 

• A supplementary note produced by Surrey County Council on an 
alternative growth option relating to transport impacts identifies that the 
development of additional Green Belt sites will place pressure on the road 
network with particular concern relating to the cumulative impacts of 
development associated with Charlton Road. Increased development will 
result in more vehicle trips, leading to additional pressure on the Sunbury 
Cross area and longer journey times. Additionally, the Charlton Lane/New 
Road junction is congested and has been subject to safety concerns in the 
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past. Even with planned improvements to convert the junction to a 
roundabout, the junction will be operating close to capacity when it opens. 
As such the addition of some 250 units would likely add further stress.  

• Given the scale of development which the site could accommodate, its 
development could lead to a disproportionate increase in development in 
Charlton Village. 

• As a result of the proximity of the site to the community recycling centre 
(which includes treatment facilities), development of the site would result in 
the introduction of sensitive receptors. 

• Overall, it is considered that the site’s potential limitations including the 
negative environmental impacts and limited local service and infrastructure 
provision mean it is not considered to be suitable as a potential 
development site. 

Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: The limitations 
of this site, together with the potential harm to character of the area and increased 
pressure on limited local services and infrastructure, including highways, indicates 
this site cannot be considered to offer spare capacity. 
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Site Information  

LS1/020 Land north of Charlton Road, Charlton Road 

Land north of Charlton Road, Charlton Village, Shepperton, TW17 0RJ 

The site is occupied by open green fields and is currently used for equestrian-
related uses. The site is also utilised by the film industry. Trees and vegetation line 
the south of the site. The wider area is semi-rural in character, with open space to 
the south and west and residential development immediately to the east along 
Walnut Tree Road. Queen Mary Reservoir is situated immediately to the north of 
the site. 

 

 
 

Expected yield: 135 Site Area (ha): 3.01 

• The site is of moderate size and has the potential to deliver 135 units, 
which would contribute to meeting housing need. The size of the site 
means there may be potential to accommodate small scale retail use, 
which could be of benefit to the local community.  

• The GBA2 recommended the site for further consideration in combination 
and concluded it could be released without harming the integrity of the 
wider Green Belt.  

• The site is located within Flood Zone 2 and represents potential for ground 
and surface water flooding. 

• In light of the greenfield nature of the site and its location adjacent to an 
SNCI, as well as the flooding related challenges, it is considered that 
development could have a negative impact on a number of environmental 
factors assessed in the SA. Significant mitigation measures would be 
required. 

• The site is considered to form part of the character of Charlton Village and 
also forms part of the setting of the reservoir to the north. The site is 
considered to have a somewhat rural and open character and its loss to 
development could bring about notable visual amenity impacts and alter 
local distinctiveness. 

• Despite the apparently reasonably sustainable location of the site within 
walking distance of Charlton Village it is noted that there is limited provision 
of services and infrastructure including schools. Furthermore, it is noted the 
location is not well served by public transport and is likely to result in an 
increase in private vehicle movements. 

• A supplementary note produced by Surrey County Council on an 
alternative growth option relating to transport impacts identifies that the 
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development of additional Green Belt sites will place pressure on the road 
network with particular concern relating to the cumulative impacts of 
development associated with Charlton Road. Increased development will 
result in more vehicle trips, leading to additional pressure on the Sunbury 
Cross area and longer journey times. Additionally, the Charlton Lane/New 
Road junction is congested and has been subject to safety concerns in the 
past. Even with planned improvements to convert the junction to a 
roundabout, the junction will be operating close to capacity when it opens. 
As such the addition of some 135 units would likely add further stress.  

• As a result of the proximity of the site to the community recycling centre 
(which includes treatment facilities), development of the site would result in 
the introduction of sensitive receptors. 

• Given the scale of development which the site could accommodate, its 
development could lead to a disproportionate increase in development in 
Charlton Village. 

• Overall, it is considered that the site’s potential limitations including the 
negative environmental impacts and limited local service and infrastructure 
provision mean it is not considered to be suitable as a potential 
development site. 

 Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: The limitations 
of this site, together with the potential harm to character of the area, the loss of the 
existing use for agriculture/grazing which was of particular concern for local 
stakeholders and increased pressure on limited local services and infrastructure, 
including highways, indicates this site cannot be considered to offer spare 
capacity.  
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Site Information  

RL1/007 Land off Worple Road, Worple Road 

Land off Worple Road, Staines, TW18 1SB 

This ‘L’ shaped parcel of land forms part of the Manor Farm active mineral 
working. The gravel will be extracted and the site restored in the next 2 to 3 years. 
In the meantime it is farmed in conjunction with the land to the south. The site is 
flat and has no distinguishing features. The site is surrounded on three sides by 
existing housing with a sports field and Manor Farm to the south. The surrounding 
character is largely urban to the north west and rural to the south and east. 
 

 

 
 

Expected yield: 256 Site Area (ha): 6.52 

• The area of the site is such that it has the potential to deliver approximately 
250 units, including affordable housing, which would contribute to meeting 
housing need, however no other specific benefits to the wider community 
have been identified. 

• The GBA2 concluded the site is less important to the strategic Green Belt 
and that its release would not harm the function of the wider Green Belt.  

• The site is partly located within Flood Zone 2 and would require mitigation 
to make development acceptable, however this is unlikely to fully mitigate 
the loss of greenfield land. Furthermore, as a greenfield site development 
of the site could also result in negative impacts on a number of 
environmental factors assessed in the SA.  

• The site falls within a minerals safeguarding area and is subject to 
permission granted for extraction. The site has been promoted on the basis 
of being available once the extraction is complete, however representations 
received from the SCC (the MWPA) indicated concerns regarding, among 
other things the proposed timescales and environmental concerns with 
regard to the adjacent site directly to the south, which it can also be 
reasonably assumed to apply to this site. 

• The site is adjacent to RL1/011 (Staines and Laleham Sports Club) which 
has been identified for allocation. Together, it is anticipated that these sites 
could result in cumulative negative impacts on local infrastructure and the 
road network due to increased pressure from the concentration of 
development in the area. Furthermore, whilst RL1/011 delivers community 



22 

 
Topic Paper 4 – Duty to Cooperate with Elmbridge Borough Council 

benefits in terms of enhancements to sport facilities, RL1/007 does not 
present the opportunity for any wider benefits beyond housing provision.  

• Overall, it is considered that the site is in a reasonably sustainable location 
and has potential to positively contribute to housing delivery, however, in 
light of concerns around delivery time scales, environmental considerations 
and the strategy of distributing development across the Borough, this site is 
not considered to be a suitable development site. 

Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: In light of 
concerns around timescales provided for the site to be worked for minerals it is 
considered unrealistic that development proposed could be delivered within the 
plan period. This, in conjunction with the environmental concerns and anticipated 
cumulative impacts resulting from the concentration of development the area, 
indicates that this site cannot be considered to offer spare capacity.  
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Site Information  

RL1/010 Land adjacent to, Berryscroft Road and Bingham Drive 

Part of Greenfield recreation ground, Berryscroft Road and Bingham Drive, 
Laleham, TW18 

The site is currently occupied by a recreation ground with a school playing field to 
the west. The site is accessed via Bingham Drive to the east and Berryscroft Road 
to the north. The site is enclosed by housing on the north and east sides and a 
school to the west. A former mineral working site is located west with the Manor 
Farm site to the south. Buckland Primary School lies to the west but is separated 
from it by boundary trees/hedges and a large but open metal fence. 
 

 

 
 

Expected yield: 100 Site Area (ha): 4.09 

• The area of the site is such that it has the potential to deliver approximately 
100 units, as part of an affordable housing scheme, which would contribute 
positively to meeting identified affordable housing need, however its 
relatively small sizes limits its potential to contribute wider community 
benefits. 

• While the site was strongly performing in GBA1, the GBA2 concluded the 
site is less important to the strategic Green Belt and that its release would 
not harm the function of the wider Local Area or the function of the strategic 
function of the wider Green Belt.  

• The site is located within Flood Zone 2 and would require mitigation to 
make development acceptable, however this is unlikely to fully mitigate the 
loss of greenfield land. Furthermore, as a greenfield site development of 
the site could also result in negative impacts on a number of environmental 
factors assessed in the SA.  

• There is currently a lack of suitable access into the site meaning any future 
development would require compulsory purchase of neighbouring 
properties to enable an access to be constructed. This therefore hinders 
the deliverability of the site.  

• The Council-owned site is currently public open space. While a proposed 
housing scheme may deliver a recreation facility of higher quality, it would 
not be comparable in quantitative terms, at odds with para 99 of the NPPF 
2021.  
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• Overall, it is considered that the site is in a reasonably sustainable location 
and has potential to positively contribute to housing delivery, however, in 
light of concerns around loss of public open space, its location within a 
flood zone and further environmental concerns it is not considered a 
suitable site for development. 

Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: Given the 
scale of the proposed development (albeit focused on affordable housing) there 
are limited opportunities to deliver wider community benefit. In light of these 
limitations as well as concerns around the environmental impact of the 
development of the site, in conjunction with the fact there was strong opposition to 
the loss of any public open space at both Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 stage, 
this site cannot be considered to offer spare capacity. 
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Site Information  

SH1/005 Staines Road Farm (Eastern Site), Laleham Road 

Staines Road Farm (Eastern Site), Shepperton, TW17 8BD 

The site is a linear shaped area, currently occupied by vacant open land. Trees 
line the north and south of the site. The M3 runs to the west of the site, with 
residential development to the east. Further south of the site Manor Mead Special 
School is present. The character of the area is largely urban to the east and rural 
to the north and further south west. 
 

 

 
 

Expected yield: 200 Site Area (ha): 4.96 

• The area of the site is such that it has the potential to deliver approximately 
200 units including affordable housing, which would contribute positively to 
meeting identified affordable housing need, however limited additional 
community benefits identified. 

• While the Local area performed moderately at GBA1, primarily due to its 
rural character, the sub area performed weakly at GBA2 due to its enclosed 
nature and poor connections to the wider greenbelt, however the site 
comprises of undeveloped greenfield land. 

• The site is located within Flood Zone 2 and 3a and would require mitigation 
to make development acceptable, however this is unlikely to fully mitigate 
the loss of greenfield land. Furthermore, as a greenfield site development 
of the site could also result in negative impacts on a number of 
environmental factors assessed in the SA.  

• The site is located directly adjacent to the M3 and development of the site 
would result in an increase in sensitive receptors to both noise and air 
pollution.  

• The site is located in an area in which the road network is susceptible to 
additional pressure, particularly north towards Charlton Road/New Road 
which is already close to capacity, and south towards Walton Bridge which 
at peak times is heavily congested. The addition of 200 units would 
exacerbate existing travel conditions and further breakdown the flow of 
vehicles at key junctions in the area. This will result in additional journey 
times and localised congestion. 

• Overall, it is considered that the site is in a reasonably sustainable location 
and has potential to positively contribute to housing delivery, however, in 
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light of concerns around its location within a flood zone, pollution 
constraints and further environmental concerns it is not considered a 
suitable site for development. There was strong opposition to the site at 
public consultation. 

Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: Despite the 
reasonably sustainable location of the site, in light of the significant concerns 
regarding air and noise pollution, flooding, highways and environmental concerns, 
together with strong local opposition it is considered that this site cannot be 
considered to offer spare capacity. 
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Site Information  

SN1/015 Land to the west of Town Lane, Town Lane 

Land to the west of Town Lane, Town Lane, Stanwell, TW18 7RX 

Triangular shaped piece of land located adjacent to Town lane and to the rear of 
houses on Jordans Close. The site has development on three sides and to the 
west lies Staines Reservoir. The site is on the edge of the urban area of Stanwell 
 

 

 
 

Expected yield: 28 Site Area (ha): 0.64 

• The small size of the site means, while it has the potential to contribute 
positively to meeting the Borough’s affordable housing need, there is no 
identified opportunity for the site to provide additional benefits to the 
community.  

• The site is located in an area of weakly performing Green Belt (GBA2) sited 
on the urban fringe and could be released without harming the integrity of 
the wider Green Belt. While not located in a flood zone, the green field 
nature of the site means mitigation to offset the introduction of new 
hardstanding would be required. The Site adjoins the SPA.   

• Despite the reasonably sustainable location of the site, public transport 
links are poor and enhancement would be required. 

• The site received largely negative feedback during the Preferred Options 
consultation, owing to its current visual amenity value and role in softening 
the urban environment.     

• Overall, it is considered that while the site largely fits the spatial strategy, it 
offers limited community benefit and may have a negative impact on 
environmental factors. 

 

Assessment – Meeting additional need beyond the spatial strategy: The site has 
potential for development with appropriate mitigation but is not of a scale to 
provide meaningful spare capacity. In addition, the site is considered to play a 
valuable local visual amenity role owing to its undeveloped nature, prominent 
location and setting adjacent to the reservoir to the west and Town Lane to the 
east.  
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1 The Sustainability Appraisal: Strategic Options 
 

1.1 Spelthorne Borough Council (SBC) consulted on its Regulation 19 Local Plan from 
June to September 2022 with a local plan strategy consisting of the following 
elements: 
 

- Increase densities in town centres and near transport facilities where the 
character can accommodate it, allowing high rise development where 
appropriate and where they are of high quality design.  

- Release some weakly performing Green Belt that would not adversely affect 
the integrity of the strategic Green Belt. Protect the borough’s strongest 
Green Belt.  

- Make use of a masterplan approach for Staines. 
- This approach will meet housing needs in full.  
- This approach provides for at least 9270 units.  
- Green Belt sites will provide 50% Affordable Housing and brownfield urban 

sites will provide 30% Affordable Housing. 
 

1.2 Spelthorne has a Local Housing Need figure of 618 homes per annum. Over the 15-
year plan period this equates to 9,270 units. The Local Plan strategy aims to meet 
Spelthorne’s Local Housing Need in full.  
 

1.3 Through the Sustainability Appraisal of the Preferred Options Local Plan, Spelthorne 
BC assessed several different strategic growth options:  
 
Table 1: Strategic Growth Options 

Option 1: Aim to meet all need for housing, 
including affordable and G&T pitches, 
employment, and other development in the 
urban area without amending Green Belt 
boundaries. Increase densities, prioritise 
housing need and build on open space and re-
provide sports and recreation facilities in the 
Green Belt.  

Reject alternative. Unlikely to 
meet full OAN and would result 
in the loss of uses other than 
housing in town centres.  
 

Option 2: Amend the Green Belt boundary 
significantly to meet housing and employment 
need. This option would include safeguarding 
land in the Green Belt for future need beyond 
the plan period. The Green Belt designation 
would only be retained for sites that are strongly 
performing and/or perform a strategic Green Belt 
function.  

Reject alternative. This would 
result in the loss of a significant 
amount of strongly and 
moderately performing Green 
Belt.  
 

Option 3: Focus new development in Staines-
upon-Thames by making use of a Master Plan 
approach for development that increases 
opportunities for new high rise residential 
buildings. Significantly increase densities in the 
Staines area; prioritise housing need by allowing 
employment sites to be redeveloped; allocate 
sites for housing elsewhere in the Borough but 
only at an appropriate density.  

Reject alternative. Approach 
unlikely to meet all needs. 
Negative impacts expected on 
social SA objectives.  
 

Option 4: Increase densities in town centres and 
near transport facilities where the character can 

Preferred approach. This option 
provides the opportunity to meet 
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accommodate it, allowing high rise development 
where appropriate and where they are of high-
quality design. Release some weakly performing 
Green Belt that would not adversely affect the 
integrity of the strategic Green Belt. Make use of 
a masterplan approach for Staines.  

all development needs and 
distributes growth across the 
Borough.  
 

Option 5: Consider Kempton Park Garden 
Village as an alternative option. Allow as much 
need as possible in the urban area and release 
the site to provide 3,000 new homes. Develop 
sites identified in the Strategic Land Availability 
Assessment as suitable in the urban area in 
addition.  
 

Reject alternative. This option is 
likely to have significantly 
negative impacts on the 
environment and transport given 
the proposed scale of 
development concentrated in 
one location.  
 

 
1.4 Options 1 and 3 focused on the urban area and initially aimed to meet needs in full, 

however following review these options were deemed not able to meet needs in full 
due to the lack of available land, loss of urban open space that would occur, loss of 
other uses to residential and the wholesale change in character expected. These 
options would require serious intervention from the Council however due to the 
significant changes required would not be possible or feasible. As a result these 
options would not be able to meet needs and full. These options were deemed to 
cause significant negative impacts on the social SA objectives.  
 

1.5 The previously identified Option 2 included large-scale release of Green Belt to go 
above and beyond meeting our own housing needs. This large-scale growth option 
however performed negatively against the environmental SA objectives due to 
significant land take, spread of development across the borough, high energy use, 
increased transport impacts and impacts on air quality.  
 

1.6 Option 5 was discounted due to the significant concentration of development 
focussed on Sunbury Cross and the significant adverse transport impacts expected 
on the road network. This option would also result in the loss of a large area of 
strategically important Green Belt separating Spelthorne from Greater London.  
 

1.7 Following the Preferred Options consultation, Spelthorne Borough Council decided to 
pursue Option 4 as the most balanced option. This included a small amount of Green 
Belt release (1.6%), a focus on the urban area and maximising densities where 
appropriate. Whilst Members agreed to pursue Option 4, additional criteria were 
developed to assist in the selection of Green Belt sites to take forward as allocations: 
 

• Weakly performing Green Belt, or perform an infill role  

• Higher proportion of Previously Developed Land  

• Additional benefits to the community  

• Feedback from the Preferred Options consultation  

• Smaller sites  

• Sustainability of location  

1.8 As a result, 12 sites were discounted from the list of allocations to be released from 
the Green Belt. These are as follows:  
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Table 2: Preferred Options Green Belt Release Sites: Discounted 

Site ID Site Name Town Site Area Net residential 
units* 

AE1/003 Land at Ashford Manor Golf Club, 
Fordbridge Road 

Ashford 0.56 31 

AE3/009 Land at Chattern Hill, Chattern Hill Ashford 1.66 58 

AS2/005 Land to the west of Edward Way Ashford 1.87 80 

HS1/010 Land to S and W Stratton Road, 
Stratton Road 

Sunbury 7.57 260 

LS1/006 Land at Windmill Close, Windmill 
Close 

Sunbury 0.93 40 

LS1/007 Land to South of Ashford Common 
Water Treatment Works, Charlton 
Road 

Shepperton 5.10 250 

LS1/020 Land north of Charlton Road, 
Charlton Road 

Shepperton 3.01 135 

RL1/007 Land off Worple Road, Worple 
Road 

Staines 6.52 256 

RL1/010 Land adjacent to, Berryscroft Road 
and Bingham Drive 

Staines 4.09 100 

SH1/005 Staines Road Farm (Eastern Site), 
Laleham Road 

Shepperton 4.96 200 

SN1/015 Land to the west of Town Lane, 
Town Lane 

Stanwell 0.64 28 

SS1/002 White House, Kingston Road Ashford 0.07 28 

TOTAL 1,466 

*A density of 45 dwellings per hectare has been assumed where no yield has been provided.  

 
 

2 Post Regulation 19: Alternative Strategy Development 
 

2.1 Following the Regulation 19 consultation, Spelthorne Borough Council considered it 
appropriate to assess an additional option through the Sustainability Appraisal 
process to determine the impacts of a higher growth option. This option has arisen as 
a result of discussions with Duty to Cooperate partners and from representations 
received, particularly regarding Spelthorne’s capacity to accommodate any unmet 
need in the wider area.  
 

2.2 The alternative option focuses on the sites previously discounted following the 
Preferred Options consultation (Table 2). These sites were initially deemed to be 
developable (if removed from the Green Belt) but were since removed for a variety of 
planning reasons including but not limited to landscape value; highways impacts; 
community value and noise/pollution impacts.  
 

2.3 Option 2 included large scale Green Belt release however resulted in significant 
negative impacts. The new Option 6 is similar to the current preferred spatial strategy 
(Option 4) but also includes additional Green Belt release in the form of the Preferred 
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Options Green Belt release sites subsequently discounted – those sites in Table 2. 
As such this option is considered to be a more intensive Green Belt release option 
but not at the scale of Option 2. This therefore includes the following elements: 
 

- Increase densities in town centres and near transport facilities where the 
character can accommodate it, allowing high rise development where 
appropriate and where they are of high quality design.  

- Release of Green Belt where it is weakly performing, provides community 
benefit contains a higher proportion of Previously Developed Land, plus the 
discounted Preferred Options Green Belt sites.  

- Make use of a masterplan approach for Staines. 
- Meet housing needs in full (9,270 dwellings per annum) plus 1,466 dwellings 

from additional Green Belt release, totalling at least 10,736 units.  
 

2.4 The current preferred spatial strategy centred on Option 4 would result in the loss of 
24.76 hectares of Green Belt (0.7%), whilst the additional Green Belt sites from Table 
2 would result in the loss of 36.98 hectares of Green Belt. Cumulatively, this option 
would total 61.74 hectares of Green Belt or 2% of the Borough’s Green Belt.  
 

2.5 Table 3 sets out the Sustainability Appraisal for Alternative Growth Option 6. The 
Council’s Site Assessment Addendum of discounted Green Belt sites provides 
additional detail on the anticipated impacts of developing each of the alternative 
development sites.  
 
Table 3: Sustainability Appraisal: Strategic Growth Option 6 

Strategic Growth Alternative Option 6 
 

 Local 
Impacts 

Trans-
boundary 
Impacts 

Short 
term 

Medium 
Term 

Long 
Term 

Cumulative 
& 
secondary 

Commentary/explanation, 
uncertainties, proposed mitigation 

1.   Housing ++ + + + ++ ++ 

The strategy aims to meet all needs 
in full whilst also having capacity to 
meet additional needs in the wider 
area. 10,736 new dwellings would 
support the Borough’s anticipated 
population growth with an increase 
in provision over time. It is expected 
that a significant portion of these 
homes would be of a mixture and 
type that ensure the diverse needs 
of all ages, abilities and wealth are 
catered for. 

2.   Health - 0 - - - - 

The greater quantity of 
development is likely to increase 
pressure on the capacity of existing 
services, particularly on GP 
surgeries where pressures on 
capacity are an existing concern 
without adequate funding. It may 
therefore be necessary to provide 
additional health services capacity 
in some locations. The development 
of additional Green Belt sites is 
likely to lead to increased car 
ownership dispersed across the 
borough and therefore may not 
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Strategic Growth Alternative Option 6 
 

 Local 
Impacts 

Trans-
boundary 
Impacts 

Short 
term 

Medium 
Term 

Long 
Term 

Cumulative 
& 
secondary 

Commentary/explanation, 
uncertainties, proposed mitigation 

encourage walking and cycling 
amongst new residents.  

3.   Flood risk - 0 - - - - 

Development of additional 
greenfield sites will result in the loss 
of permeable surfaces with more 
land at risk of flooding. 
Accommodating a higher quantity of 
growth under this scenario can be 
expected to increase the number of 
people vulnerable to flood risk. This 
option will however help to increase 
the number of properties linked to 
sustainable drainage systems.  

4.   Land and 
Soil 

0 0 0 0 - 0 

A significant proportion of the land 
supply is in the urban area, with 
remediation opportunities expected 
as well as higher densities in 
suitable locations. This option seeks 
to redevelop brownfield land in the 
urban area. This option however 
also seeks to develop 37 hectares 
of Green Belt land meaning a less 
efficient use of land through 
greenfield loss. The addition of over 
2,000 new homes in the Green Belt 
is likely to have a detrimental 
impact on soil quantity and quality, 
albeit predominantly weakly 
performing Green Belt with impacts 
expected to worsen over time.   

5. Pollution - 0 - - - - 

All of Spelthorne is an AQMA and 
the level of development proposed 
is likely to exacerbate issues. This 
option would spread the impacts of 
increased noise, air and light 
pollution across the Borough and 
result in a lower number of tranquil 
areas due to the higher level of 
Green Belt land being developed. 
This would expose more people to 
light and noise pollution as well as 
increased levels of traffic and 
congestion due to unsustainable 
travel patterns from a dispersed 
settlement layout. Impacts are 
expected to be particularly adverse 
around the Sunbury Cross area with 
increased pressure on Sunbury 
Cross roundabout and rising 
congestion.  

6. Biodiversity - 0 - - - - 

A large proportion of development 
sites are in the urban area therefore 
will avoid impacts on biodiversity 
however the development of a large 
quantity of greenfield land is 
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Strategic Growth Alternative Option 6 
 

 Local 
Impacts 

Trans-
boundary 
Impacts 

Short 
term 

Medium 
Term 

Long 
Term 

Cumulative 
& 
secondary 

Commentary/explanation, 
uncertainties, proposed mitigation 

expected to have negative impacts 
on biodiversity due to the large 
areas of Green Belt utilised, which 
could increase fragmentation and 
cause habitat loss. The option 
would, however protect formally 
designated areas and their 
associated protected species 
including SSSI, SNCI and SPA as 
this is a legal requirement. 
Increased population outside of the 
urban area may place pressure on 
local nature areas which could 
negatively impact biodiversity.  

7.   Heritage 0 0 0 0 0 0 

This option aims to provide a 
dispersal of development. Green 
Belt release and the development of 
the urban area may have long term 
impacts on heritage assets and 
their settings if they are not well 
designed to complement the 
existing townscape but overall 
neutral impacts are expected. The 
development of additional Green 
Belt land may alter the setting and 
views to and from heritage assets 
and conservation areas however 
the identified sites are generally not 
considered to have a strong 
relationship with the historic 
environment.  

8.   Open 
space and 
landscape.  

- - - - - - 

This option seeks to redevelop a 
significant amount of land in the 
urban area however the 
development of 37 hectares of 
Green Belt which could alter the 
character of the borough making it 
more urban, potentially also 
impacting longer views across the 
borough and from neighbouring 
authorities. Whilst weakly 
performing Green Belt is prioritised 
in this option, a number of larger 
schemes of 200+ units are included 
which is considered likely to result 
in changes to the urban fringe and 
currently open areas of the 
borough. As such, this option is 
likely to result in bring about 
localised changes in landscape 
character.  

9.   Transport - - - - - - 

This option seeks to accommodate 
a notable amount of development in 
the borough’s urban areas however 
also seeks to deliver over 2,000 
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Strategic Growth Alternative Option 6 
 

 Local 
Impacts 

Trans-
boundary 
Impacts 

Short 
term 

Medium 
Term 

Long 
Term 

Cumulative 
& 
secondary 

Commentary/explanation, 
uncertainties, proposed mitigation 

new homes in the Green Belt where 
transport links are often less 
sustainable and car use is more 
likely. In addition, it can be 
expected that a large portion of new 
homes in the Green Belt will be 
family homes with multiple cars thus 
boosting car use further. Not only 
would it increase the need to travel 
due to the greater potential for the 
dispersal of development, but there 
would also be increased levels of 
congestion, road freight and car 
ownership. This option could also 
cause disruption in the construction 
phase of development across a 
greater area. This option could 
present the opportunity for greater 
connectivity between sites, but this 
would require adequate funding and 
investment.  The increase of almost 
400 dwellings in Charlton Village 
could create a large delay to the 
Charlton Lane/New Road junction, 
with negative impacts also expected 
at Walton Bridge and Marshalls 
Roundabout, potentially impacting 
neighbouring boroughs too. 
A supplementary note on highways 
produced by Surrey County Council 
on this growth option identifies that 
the development of additional 
Green Belt sites will add motorised 
trips to the road network and may 
intensify pressure. The cumulative 
impacts on Sunbury Cross 
Roundabout, Walton Bridge, the 
strategic road network and Staines 
Road West, as well as feeder 
roads, may bring about capacity 
issues, increase journey times and 
worsen congestion.  

10. Economic 
Development 

+ 0 + + + + 

Potential for more mixed 
development and the incorporation 
of more commercial uses could 
enable growth. Potential 
regeneration opportunities in each 
settlement area. Protection of 
existing employment areas. This 
approach is likely to strengthen 
Spelthorne’s economy and will 
ensure that local people benefit 
through increased access to jobs, 
training and other facilities. The 
development of more houses will 
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Strategic Growth Alternative Option 6 
 

 Local 
Impacts 

Trans-
boundary 
Impacts 

Short 
term 

Medium 
Term 

Long 
Term 

Cumulative 
& 
secondary 

Commentary/explanation, 
uncertainties, proposed mitigation 

help to boost the local house-
building economy and will also 
increase cash flow in the borough. 
The more spread-out nature of 
development may however result in 
a more segregated pattern of 
development, although this may 
draw local services to new 
locations.   

11. Climate 
Change  

- ? - - ? ? 

Mixed development in the urban 
area could reduce the need for 
travel with the potential to move 
towards a low carbon economy. 
Homes in the Green Belt are likely 
to be more energy efficient and may 
enable on site de-centralised 
energy generation, however this 
option will deliver over 2,000 new 
homes in the Green Belt which will 
result in a large amount of energy 
consumption, with a greater number 
of larger houses spread out across 
the Green Belt. The increase in 
private vehicle use will likely result 
in an increase in emissions. The 
redevelopment of existing buildings 
in the urban area will enable the 
provision of more energy efficient 
homes whereas the development of 
new properties allows for measures 
to be built in. Overall however, the 
level of growth proposed in this 
option would likely lead to a net 
increase in the Borough’s carbon 
footprint. There are some unknowns 
in the long term that depend on how 
energy efficiency measures are 
incorporated.  

12. Water - 0 - - - - 

This option seeks to deliver over 
2,000 new homes in the Green Belt 
so is likely to result in increased 
water consumption. There could 
also be cumulative impacts on 
groundwater. It is expected that 
construction will closely consider 
the potential impacts on water 
quality and prevent runoff during 
construction. SuDS would also be 
expected at a number of 
developments but, given the 
quantity of development being 
considered, an adverse effect on 
water resources cannot be ruled 
out. 
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Summary: 
Option 6 aims to meet the borough's development needs in full plus an additional 16%. This option is expected to 
result in mixed impacts with significant positive impacts on housing provision and positive impacts on the economy 
but generally negative impacts on health infrastructure and the environment due to the quantum of development 
proposed, large size of sites, rise in resource use and dispersal across the borough.  Whilst this option is expected 
to result in increased family homes to meet community needs, these are expected to be larger in size and also bring 
about greater car use thus dissuading sustainable transport use.  

Possible Mitigation: 
Impacts may be minimised through sustainable construction, permeable surfaces, sensitive design and sustainable/ 
active travel measures. Water efficiency measures and sustainable energy practices could also be incorporated into 
proposals. Increased planting and landscaping could also help to offset any potential impacts on character and 
visual amenity.  

Conclusion: 
On balance, this option is expected to perform negatively against the SA objectives overall and thus the increase of 
16% dwellings above the preferred strategy is expected to have a greater number of adverse impacts than positive. 
This option would allow for more homes to be provided with a greater mix of dwellings whilst also providing 
economic benefits resulting from a boost to construction services and opportunities from trickle down. The 
development of several large-scale Green Belt sites is however expected to result in increased pressure on local 
services and infrastructure, as well as additional resource use. This is likely to increase the Borough’s carbon 
footprint and encourage more private vehicle use. The development of additional Green Belt sites is expected to 
have negative impacts on the road network, with particularly notable impacts on the Sunbury Cross area. 
Spelthorne is already congested in areas, particularly at peak times and this is expected to worsen with the 
generation of additional vehicle trips in the vicinity of several junctions at or close to capacity. This option would also 
result in the loss of 2% of the Borough’s Green Belt with the loss of open undeveloped land, thus potentially 
reducing permeable surfaces as well as flora and fauna growth. Significant mitigation would be required to address 
resultant impacts which may not be feasible across the plan period.  
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Purpose of Study 

1.1.1 Spelthorne Borough Council (SBC) have approached the Transport Studies team in 
relation to their work analysing an alternative scenario aiming to assist in meeting 
unmet needs in the wider area.  This alternative scenario includes SBCs preferred 
spatial strategy (consulted on at Regulation 19, see SHAR Part 2), and an additional 
uplift in the form of Green Belt release sites that were previously discounted 
following Regulation 18 assessment.   

1.1.2 The purpose of this supplementary note is to provide further analytical commentary 
on the Alternative Scenario assessment taking into account the findings of the SHAR 
issued in July 2022. 

1.1.3 The previously issued technical note provided indicative results of the Alternative 
Scenario, whereas this note gives further analysis and interpretation of the results. 

1.2 Green Belt Release Sites 

1.2.1 Twelve green belt release sites are proposed in addition to the consulted preferred 
spatial strategy (Table 1). 

Table 1: Twelve green belt release sites proposed by SBC as part of an ‘alternative option’. 

Site Name Town Site 
Area 

Net residential 
units 

Land at Ashford Manor Golf Club, 
Fordbridge Road 

Ashford 0.56 31 

Land at Chattern Hill, Chattern Hill Ashford 1.66 58 

Land to the west of Edward Way Ashford 1.87 80 

Land to S and W Stratton Road, 
Stratton Road 

Sunbury 7.57 260 

Land at Windmill Close, Windmill 
Close 

Sunbury 0.93 40 

Land to South of Ashford Common 
Water Treatment Works, Charlton 
Road 

Shepperton 5.10 250 

Land north of Charlton Road, 
Charlton Road 

Shepperton 3.01 135 

Land off Worple Road, Worple Road Staines 6.52 256 

Land adjacent to, Berryscroft Road 
and Bingham Drive 

Staines 4.09 100 

Staines Road Farm (Eastern Site), 
Laleham Road 

Shepperton 4.96 200 

Land to the west of Town Lane, 
Town Lane 

Stanwell 0.64 28 

White House, Kingston Road Ashford 0.07 28 

Total 1,466 
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2 SPELTHORNE CONGESTION 

2.1 Strategic Highway Assessment Report (SHAR) 

2.1.1 The recent Regulation 19 SHAR1 provided to SBC illustrates how in traffic 
(motorised vehicles) terms Spelthorne is already congested in areas, particularly at 
busy times of the day and week, and that this will get worse with the proposed spatial 
strategy.  However, for the most part, levels of congestion and delay will still be 
within tolerable limits. 

2.1.2 Section 3 of the SHAR details the Level of Service (LOS) of links within Spelthorne 
Borough in the preferred spatial strategy scenario, with deterioration specifically 
linked to preferred spatial strategy development detailed in sections 3.1.13 and 
3.1.15. 

2.1.3 Furthermore, several junctions in the preferred spatial strategy scenario have been 
identified as having a LOS of C or above.  Proposed green belt release sites are 
likely to result in additional trips in the vicinity of several of these junctions as 
described in the technical note2 issued to SBC in November 2022. 

2.1.4 The Alternative Scenario assessment indicates that the possible greenbelt releases 
will add motorised trips to the network and may intensify pressure on the network 
,particularly in those locations already predicted to suffer increased congestion (See 
Section 2 of the Alternative Option Technical Note). 

2.1.5 Document 04 illustrates how the forecast trips from the individual greenbelt release 
sites are relatively modest overall, but it is the cumulative effect that needs to be 
taken into account. 

2.2 Sunbury Cross Roundabout 

2.2.1 Of particular concern are the Sunbury Cross and Lower Halliford areas.  The Stratton 
Road, Ashford Common, Charlton Road sites, and to a lesser extent the Berryscroft 
Road site, will all see increased trips wishing to negotiate Sunbury Cross, especially 
in the AM peak period. 

2.2.2 The technical assessment indicates that cumulatively at least 45 (approximately) 
trips are forecast to negotiate Sunbury Cross, most of which would be expected to 
join the northbound A316. 

2.2.3 Additional trips associated with the greenbelt release sites are likely to result in 
increased journey times for vehicular trips in the area and increased pressure on the 
Sunbury Cross roundabout. 

2.3 A308 Staines Road West 

2.3.1 The preferred spatial strategy modelling also forecasts pressures to the west of 
Sunbury Cross roundabout along the A308 Staines Road West and A244 Windmill 
Road corridors. 

2.3.2 Most notably, junctions including A308 / Littleton Common, A308 / Bridge Gardens, 
and A244 Brooklands close have a LOS of D in the AM peak hour.  The junction of 
the A308 with the A244 was identified as having a LOS of E in the AM peak hour.   

 
1 Doc 03: Spelthorne Local Plan: Strategic Highway Assessment Report  
2 Doc 04: Spelthorne Local Plan: Alternative Option Technical Note 
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2.3.3 Trips to and from the possible Ashford Common site route via Charlton Lane in the 
model, indicating that the model considers that the A244 and associated junctions 
are under pressure resulting in trips taking the alternative route. 

2.3.4 Furthermore, the Charlton Lane/New Road priority junction is congested and has 
been the subject of road safety concerns in the past. Although this junction will be 
converted to a roundabout as part of the Shepperton Studios mitigation works, the 
technical work undertaken to inform that mitigation indicates that even with the 
improvement the junction will be operating close to capacity when it opens in 2023. 

2.4 Walton Bridge 

2.4.1 In the preferred spatial strategy modelling the Walton Bridge Roundabout (A244 / 
Walton Lane) has a LOS of ‘F’ in the AM peak hour, and ‘E’ in the PM peak hour 
(See Section 4.1.6 of the SHAR). 

2.4.2 This junction is already forecast to experience a breakdown of flow in 2037 prior to 
the addition of the proposed greenbelt release sites.   

2.4.3 As mentioned in the alternative scenario technical note (Section 2.8) the six largest 
greenbelt sites could result in an additional 55 vehicles through this junction during 
the AM peak hour, and an additional 90 vehicles in the PM peak hour. 

2.4.4 As this location is already experiencing a breakdown in flow in the preferred spatial 
strategy the addition of greenbelt release sites will place further stress on this 
junction, resulting in additional journey times and localised congestion.   

2.5 National Highways  

2.5.1 The Alternative Scenario technical note illustrated a relatively small number of 
additional trips joining the strategic road network directly associated with the largest 
of the greenbelt release sites. 

2.5.2 Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-2 further illustrates the expected increases in vehicle trips 
associated with the six largest greenbelt release sites at the M25 Junction 13 during 
both the AM and PM peak hours. 
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Figure 2-1: M25 J13 additional vehicle trips associated with the largest greenbelt release 
sites, AM peak hour. 
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Figure 2-2: M25 J13 vehicle trips associated with the largest greenbelt release sites, PM 
peak hour. 

 
 

2.5.3 During the AM peak hour there are an additional 4 vehicles joining the M25 
clockwise, and an additional 5 vehicles joining the M25 anti-clockwise.  An additional 
6 vehicles approach Junction 13 from the South and an additional 5 vehicles 
approach Junction 13 from the North. 

2.5.4 During the PM peak hour there are an additional 6 vehicles joining the M25 
clockwise, and an additional 1 vehicles joining the M25 anti-clockwise.  An additional 
2 vehicles approach Junction 13 from the South and an additional 8 vehicles 
approach Junction 13 from the North. 

2.5.5 Figure 2-3 and Figure 2-4 further illustrates the expected increases in vehicle trips 
associated with the six largest greenbelt release sites at the M3 Junction 1 during 
both the AM and PM peak hours. 
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Figure 2-3: M3 J1 vehicle trips associated with the largest greenbelt release sites, AM peak 
hour. 
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Figure 2-4: M3 J1 vehicle trips associated with the largest greenbelt release sites, PM peak 
hour. 

 
 

2.5.6 During the AM peak hour there are an additional 37 vehicles joining the M3 
eastbound, and an additional 10 vehicles joining the M3 westbound.   

2.5.7 During the PM peak hour there are an additional 18 vehicles joining the M3 
eastbound, and an additional 4 vehicles joining the M3 westbound.   

2.5.8 Whilst these are modest increases on the SRN, there is potential for these increases 
in vehicular trips falling within the ‘grey zone’ (between of ‘no concern’ and the ‘safety 
threshold’). 

2.5.9 As such, additional technical analysis on the impact to the SRN would be required if 
these sites were to be taken forward. 

3 SUMMARY  

3.1.1 Spelthorne is already congested in areas, particularly at busy times of the day and 
week, and this will get worse with the proposed spatial strategy.   

3.1.2 The proposed green belt release sites are likely to result in additional trips in the 
vicinity of several junctions at or close to capacity in the preferred spatial strategy 
modelling.   
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3.1.3 If the proposed greenbelt release sites were to be taken forward further 
consideration should be given to public transport and active travel infrastructure 
provision. 

3.1.4 The proposed greenbelt release sites may only result in modest vehicular trip 
increases on the National Highways SRN.  These additional trips may not push 
levels over safety thresholds but may push junctions towards a ‘grey area’. 

3.1.5 Additional technical analysis on the impact to the SRN would be required if taking 
these greenbelt release sites forward.   


