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1. Introduction & Background Evidence

1.1 The Runnymede Local Plan 2030 will be the document which allocates land in the
Borough for a variety of uses, but primarily new housing, employment and retail
development.

1.2 Runnymede has undertaken a number of evidence studies to identify its development
needs and its potential land supply to meet these. Evidence has also been compiled to
assess how well the Green Belt in the Borough performs.

1.3 This is the third and final version of the Site Selection Methodology and Assessment
(SSMA) which informs housing and employment allocations in the Local Plan. Two
draft versions of the SSMA were subject to consultation at the same time as the Local
Plan Issues, Options and Preferred Approaches (IOPA) and the Additional Sites &
Options (ASO) consultations in 2016 & 2017 respectively. The comments made on the
draft versions of the SSMA and how they have been taken into account in this final
version are set out in Appendices 10 & 11.

Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)

1.4 The joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) commissioned by Runnymede
and Spelthorne Borough Council’s sets out the level of objectively assessed housing
need (OAN) across the two Boroughs which form the Housing Market Area (HMA). The
SHMA has been updated since its first iteration and over the period 2016-2030 finds an
OAN for Runnymede of 498 dwellings per annum.

Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA)

1.5 Runnymede has undertaken a Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA) to inform
the preparation of the Local Plan. The SLAA sets out the evidence for potential land
supply in the Borough for housing and employment sites after having undertaken a call
for sites in September 2015 and October 2016. The sites identified from the call for
sites and previous land availability assessments (where these sites are still considered
to be available) were set out within an initial SLAA sitebook1 to support the Local Plan
Issues, Options and Preferred Approaches document. The SLAA report and sitebook
are being updated to reflect the latest housing supply position, as well as taking
account of the results of previous versions of the Site Selection Methodology &
Assessment. Subsequently all of the additional sites which came forward for the final
SLAA have been appraised in this assessment, provided they met the initial sifting
process as set out in this methodology.

1.6 The sites considered in the SLAA have been assessed as to whether they are
deliverable and whether they are suitable. The assessment of suitability takes into
account a number of absolute constraints which cannot be overcome, even if mitigation
is proposed. This includes constraints such as functional floodplain and sites of
international importance for nature conservation such as the Thames Basin Heaths
Special Protection Area. The SLAA also considers the suitability of sites against a
number of non-absolute constraints which could be overcome if mitigation or certain
measures are taken. The SLAA methodology2 which was developed jointly with

1 Runnymede Initial SLAA Sitebook (2016) RBC. Available at:
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-
previously-known-as-the-SHLAA
2 Runnymede SLAA Final Methodology (2015) RBC. Available at:
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-
previously-known-as-the-SHLAA

https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-previously-known-as-the-SHLAA
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-previously-known-as-the-SHLAA
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-previously-known-as-the-SHLAA
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-previously-known-as-the-SHLAA
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Spelthorne Borough Council sets out details of the absolute and non-absolute
constraints considered through the SLAA process.

1.7 However, the role of the SLAA is to consider the potential land supply to help meet
development needs in Runnymede, but it is not the evidence which considers which of
the submitted sites perform more strongly or sustainably than others and which should
be taken forward to allocation. That is the role of the Local Plan supported by this
methodology and assessment, other evidence and the Sustainability Appraisal.

1.8 The SLAA did not consider the Green Belt as an absolute constraint but as a policy
constraint. SLAA sites which were identified in the Green Belt have been appraised
through this assessment having regard to the Stage 1 and Stage 2 Green Belt Reviews
and the sifting process set out in the methodology of this assessment. As such, only
those Green Belt sites which are recommended for allocation in this assessment have
been considered suitable to meet development needs (unless the sites were found to
be previously developed) in the SLAA. However, unsuitable sites are still recorded in
the SLAA for audit purposes.

Employment Land Review (ELR)

1.9 The Runnymede Employment Land Review (ELR) considers the need for additional
employment floorspace across the Borough to 2035. Based on projected labour supply,
there is estimated to be a surplus of 30,957sqm of office floorspace but a deficit of
105,797sqm of storage & distribution (use class B8) floorspace. This is based on a
housing figure of 466 dwellings per annum. However evidence as updated in the
SHMA considers the employment projections in the ELR to be too optimistic and that a
lower level of employment floorspace is required over the plan period to 2030.

Green Belt Review

1.10 The Green Belt Review (GBR) Part 1 undertaken by consultants Arup on behalf of the
Borough Council considered whether the whole of the Green Belt in Runnymede still
meets the purposes of the Green Belt as set out in paragraphs 79 and 80 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). The Part 1 GBR split the Green Belt into
a number of land parcels and considered how each of these performed against a
number of criteria which were developed by the consultants and through Duty to
Cooperate discussions. This included refining land parcels to account for absolute and
non-absolute environmental constraints.

1.11 The Part 1 GBR identified a number of land parcels which when refined either only
weakly met Green Belt purposes or which did not meet purposes at all. These were
identified as Resultant Land Parcels (RLPs) which the Council could look to remove
from the Green Belt, and which could then be used to meet development needs.

1.12 The first iteration of the Site Selection Methodology & Assessment considered the
findings of the Part 1 GBR in determining how sites performed against Green Belt
purposes and aided in considering the balance between protection of the Green Belt
and need for sustainable development. Following consultation of the Local Plan Issues,
Options and Preferred Approaches Document in 2016 a number of representations
commented that the land parcels in the Part 1 GBR were too large to determine
whether smaller areas could be released and a finer grained review should be
undertaken.
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1.13 As such, Runnymede commissioned Arup to undertake a finer grained review of the
Green Belt (Part 2 GBR) to ensure that smaller parcels of land could be considered.
However, the Part 2 GBR did not re-examine every land parcel from the Part 1 GBR
but considered smaller parcels where they fell into defined buffer zones around existing
urban settlements in Runnymede. This methodology of only considering areas within
buffer zones or sites which are large enough to form their own settlement has also
been adopted in this assessment as an initial sifting exercise and further details can be
found in the methodology section.

1.14 In considering which sites to take forward from the SLAA for potential allocation,
Runnymede needs to consider the performance of each site and how they compare to
one another. As such, a methodology is required that can assess sites in a consistent
and robust way to ensure that the best performing sites are taken forward. As such,
this methodology and assessment seeks to build on the evidence in the SLAA by
applying a more rigorous approach to constraints and sustainability issues as well as
how a site performs in terms of Green Belt purposes.

1.15 As stated in paragraph 1.6, it is not the role of the SLAA to consider which sites
perform better than others and as such each site identified in the SLAA within the
buffer zones around urban settlements have been considered in this assessment to
ensure that all sites are considered in the round. It is clear from the initial and final
SLAA sitebook that insufficient sites within the urban areas of Runnymede will come
forward to meet development needs over the Plan period (2015-2030). As such, and
providing ‘exceptional circumstances’ can be demonstrated, sites in the Green Belt
could be considered for allocation.

1.16 A second iteration of the SSMA was published in May 2017 which took account of the
smaller sub-areas identified in the Part 2 GBR. During consultation of the ASO some
comments remained that the sub-areas considered by Arup in the Part 2 GBR are still
too large and should be refined further to what would be a site level assessment. Arup
has responded to these comments and considers that the sub-areas considered in the
Part 2 GBR remain the most appropriate and the Council therefore considers that these
are reasonable for determining how a site within a sub-area performs against Green
Belt purposes.

1.17 It should also be noted that although the Council is in the main, fully supportive of
Arup’s Green Belt Reviews, there are a few instances where the Council does not
entirely agree with the findings of the Part 2 GBR. Where this is the case, the Council
has taken account of the findings of the Part 2 GBR and sets out why it disagrees with
the findings for that particular site or sub-area.
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The Local Plan & Brownfield Register

1.18 Section 150 of the Housing & Planning Act 2016, provides for the making of
Development Orders which can either grant permission in principle for sites which have
been allocated in a qualifying document or by application to the Council. A qualifying
document can include a brownfield register. The brownfield register is a register of all
previously developed land in the borough, which the Council considers suitable and
available for housing led development. This can include previously developed land in
the Green Belt.

1.19 Runnymede Borough Council took part in the government’s pilot project for preparing
brownfield registers in 2016 and the first brownfield register must be published by 31st

December 2017 in accordance with Regulation 3(2) of the Brownfield Register
Regulations April 20173. Since the publication of the Regulations the government has
also published Planning Practice Guidance Notes on Brownfield Land Registers and
Permission in Principle.

1.20 As such, some sites that are included within the brownfield register can be allocated for
development with permission in principle automatically granted irrespective of location
having regard to national policy. The detailed impacts of any development proposed at
a site granted by permission in principle are then considered by the Council through a
Technical Details application. The Technical Details application would not reconsider
the principle of development as this will already have been granted by the permission
in principle.

1.21 Therefore, in order to inform potential sites for allocation through the Local Plan,
consideration needs to be had to opportunities for allocating sites through a brownfield
register instead. The Council has taken account of the Brownfield Register Regulations
and PPG notes on Brownfield Land Registers and Permission in Principle and
considers that in the main it cannot include sites within the register and automatically
grant permission in principle. This is either because a site falls within the 5km zone of
influence around the Thames Basin Heaths SPA where mitigation needs to be secured
upon the grant of permission to ensure no significant effects or because a site falls
within areas of flood risk where mitigation needs to be secured on grant of permission.
There being no mechanism at the permission in principle stage to secure mitigation
either through condition or planning obligation the council considers that these sites
cannot be determined as suitable and will not be included in the Register.

1.22 There are a number of sites identified in the interim and final SLAA sitebook within the
Green Belt which are partially developed. Whilst the developed areas of these sites
could be allocated through the brownfield register (subject to the issues highlighted in
paragraph 1.21 above) their allocation through a Local Plan could potentially yield
higher levels of development as the whole site would be included not just the area
considered to be previously developed. As such, those sites in the Green Belt which
are partly PDL have been included in this assessment where they fall within the buffer
zone.

1.23 The former DERA site at Longcross has been confirmed by government to be one of
the first 14 garden villages in England, although its allocation through the Local Plan is
required to enable this. The area of the DERA site south of the M3 is considered to be
partially previously developed and the area north of the M3 is now under construction
for 200 residential units and 79,000sqm of employment floorspace and other uses. The

3 The Town & Country Planning (Brownfield Land Register) Regulations 2017. Available at:
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/403/contents/made

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/403/contents/made
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site is considered to be large enough to create its own settlement and as such has
been considered in the round with all other sites in this SSMA.

1.24 All sites within the urban area have not been considered through this site selection
assessment. In terms of both housing and employment sites there is a presumption in
favour of development within existing urban areas and housing sites could be allocated
through the brownfield register subject to para 1.21 above. As such, there is no need to
consider urban brownfield housing/employment sites within this SSMA. This allows the
Local Plan to concentrate on those larger sites in the Green Belt which are
fundamental to delivery of the spatial strategy.

Thorpe

1.25 Runnymede has undertaken a Green Belt Villages Review. Stage 1 of the review
considered whether any of the developed areas considered as villages within the
Runnymede Green Belt should be returned to the urban area when assessed against
paragraph 86 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Stage 1 only
recommended that the village of Thorpe should be returned to the urban area.

1.26 Stage 2 of the Green Villages Review considered where the detailed village boundary
should be located around Thorpe. The boundary review recommends a number of
small land parcels around the village be brought into the urban area and for the
purposes of this site selection methodology the village of Thorpe with the additional
land parcels identified in the boundary review have been considered as part of the
urban area. This means that those small land parcels as set out in the Stage 2 Green
Belt Villages Review and identified as options TH2 to TH6 in the IOPA have not been
considered in this SSMA and not proposed for allocation. If development were to come
forward on any of these areas they would need to be subject to any policies set out in
both the Local Plan 2015-2030 and a Thorpe Neighbourhood Plan which is in
preparation.

1.27 It should also be noted that the Thorpe Industrial Estate is designated as urban area on
the current Local Plan Polices Map. However, the industrial estate is not part of any of
Runnymede’s residential settlements, being detached from the settlements of both
Egham and Thorpe. Neither does the industrial estate have any of its own facilities or
services but is purely an employment area. As such to include the Thorpe Industrial
Estate as an urban area when it performs no residential function would be
unreasonable. Therefore, for the purposes of this methodology the Thorpe Industrial
Estate is not taken to be part of the urban area to which buffer zones have been
attached.

1.28 The Local Plan will allocate sites for retail/mixed use in the Borough’s town and local
centres, however, as these sites are all located in the urban area, alternatives for this
type of allocation have not been considered within this methodology and assessment.
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2. Policy Context

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)4

2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the overarching national
policy for Local Plan making in England. It sets out a presumption in favour of
sustainable development and in paragraph 14 states that local planning authorities
should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area and
that Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impacts
of doing so outweigh the benefits or where the NPPF indicates development should be
restricted.

2.2 Paragraph 157 bullet 4 of the NPPF states that Local Plans should indicate broad
locations for strategic development and bullet 5, that Local Plans should allocate sites
to promote development and flexible use of land, bringing new land forward where
necessary. One of the tests of soundness for Local Plans as set out in paragraph 182
of the NPPF is that to be justified they should be based on the most appropriate
strategy when assessed against the reasonable alternatives. As such, the assessment
of sites and how they compare against one another will be important to demonstrate
reasonable alternatives have been considered.

2.3 The NPPF sets out guidance on a range of matters which is considered to be relevant
to this methodology and assessment including:

 Accessibility – The NPPF supports patterns of development which, where
reasonable to do so, facilitates the use of sustainable modes of transport (para
29), ensures that development generating significant amounts of traffic are located
where the need to travel is minimised (para 34) and where practical within large
scale developments locate key facilities within walking distance of most properties.
Planning should actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possible
use of public transport, walking and cycling (para 17, bullet 11);

 Protection of Green Belt – The NPPF sets out that Green Belt boundaries should
only be altered in exceptional circumstances (para 83), that if reviewing boundaries
local planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable
patterns of development (para 84) and that when defining boundaries local
planning authorities should ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for
meeting identified requirements for sustainable development, not include land
unnecessary to keep permanently open, safeguard land and define boundaries
clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to be
permanent (para 85).

 Land – Allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesser
environmental value (para 17 bullet 7) with least environmental amenity value
(para 110) and planning should encourage the effective use of land by reusing
land which has been previously developed (para 17 bullet 8 & 111). Loss of
agricultural land should be of poorer quality rather than higher quality (para 112)
and planning should protect and enhance valued landscapes, geological
conservation interests and soils (para 109);

 Open Space – NPPF sets out that open space, sports and recreation buildings and
land, including playing fields should not be built on subject to criteria (para 74) and

4 NPPF (2012) CLG. Available at: http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/
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designated Local Green Spaces will only be subject to development in very special
circumstances (para 76);

 Climate Change – NPPF sets out that local planning authorities should adopt
proactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change taking account of flood
risk (para 94) and support locations for development which reduce greenhouse
gas emissions (para 95);

 Natural Environment – The NPPF seeks to minimise impacts on biodiversity and
achieve net gains (para 109 bullet 3), promote the preservation, restoration and re-
creation of priority habitats and ecological networks and protection of priority
species (para 117 bullet 3) and sets out protection for designated sites (para 113 &
118 bullet 6) as well as setting general protection for irreplaceable habitats,
including ancient woodland (para 118 bullet 5);

 Flood Risk – The NPPF sets out that inappropriate development in areas of flood
risk should be avoided and Local Plans should apply a sequential, risk based
approach to the location of development (para 100);

 Environmental Protection – The NPPF seeks to avoid the risk to/from development
of soil, air, water or noise pollution (para 109 bullet 5) and in preparing plans to
meet development needs the aim should be to minimise pollution and other
adverse effects on the local and natural environment (para 110).

 Heritage – Great weight should be given to the conservation of a heritage asset
with harm to assets exceptional or wholly exceptional depending on their
significance (para 132);

 Minerals – Local planning authorities should define Mineral Safeguarding Areas
and adopt policies in order to ensure that mineral resources of local and national
importance are not sterilised (para 143 bullet 3).

2.4 The NPPF also sets out that Local Plans should be aspirational but realistic and that
housing sites should either be deliverable or developable. The footnotes to paragraph
47 bullets 1 & 2 state that to be deliverable sites should be available now, offer a
suitable location for development and be achievable with a realistic prospect that
housing will be delivered on site in 5 years and is viable. To be developable a site
should be in a suitable location for housing with a reasonable prospect that the site is
available and is viable.

2.5 Paragraph 173 of the NPPF also sets out that Local Plans should be deliverable and
the sites and scale of development identified should not be subject to a scale of
obligations or policy burdens so that development viability is threatened.

National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW)5

2.6 The NPPW sets out national planning policy on waste related matters. The NPPW sets
out that waste planning authorities should identify in their Local Plans sites and/or
areas for new or enhanced waste management facilities and consider a broad range of
locations, giving priority to the re-use of previously developed land.

2.7 Surrey County Council is the waste authority for the Runnymede area and as such is
responsible for preparing the Waste Local Plan.

5 NPPW (2014) CLG. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-
policy-for-waste

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-for-waste
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-for-waste
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National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)6

2.8 The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) supports the NPPF and adds additional
guidance to some of the policy areas set out within it.

2.9 The PPG note on Housing & Economic Land Availability Assessments sets out the
methodology to be used when preparing Strategic Land Availability Assessments
(SLAA). The PPG note advocates a 5 stage approach and this has already been
undertaken by Runnymede Borough Council in terms of stages 1 and 2 with the
publication of the draft and preparation of the final SLAA site book.

2.10 The PPG advises that at Stage 2 plan makers should identify:

 Physical limitations or problems such as access, infrastructure, ground conditions,
flood risk, hazardous risks, pollution or contamination;

 Potential impacts including the effect upon landscapes including landscape features,
nature and heritage conservation;

 Appropriateness and likely market attractiveness for the type of development
proposed;

 Contribution to regeneration of priority areas;

 Environmental/amenity impacts experienced by would be occupiers and
neighbouring areas.

2.11 The PPG note on Local Plans sets out that policies in a Local Plan should recognise
the diverse types of housing needed in their area and where appropriate identify
specific sites for all types of housing to meet anticipated housing requirements.

6 PPG (2014) CLG. Available at: http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/

http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/
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3. Comparative Studies

3.1 In order to propose a robust and credible methodology for assessing sites for allocation
in the Runnymede Local Plan, a review of comparative studies has been undertaken to
check for any best practice or consistent approaches. Table 3-1 sets out the details of
a number of studies for comparison.

Table 3-1: Comparative Studies
Authority Area Methodology
Blaby District
Council

Site Selection
Methodology7

Sets out a 5 stage approach as follows: -

Stage 1 - Initial site identification for sites meeting minimum
size threshold
Stage 2 – Sites considered against sustainability criteria
including social, economic and environmental factors. Each
factor assessed against a range of standards
Stage 3 – Compliance with Core Strategy locational
principles
Stage 4 – Sustainability Appraisal
Stage 5 – Conclusions and recommendations

No weighting given to individual sustainability factors and
scoring is qualitative based on traffic light approach to
standards.

Ryedale District
Council

Site Selection
Methodology8

Sets out a 3  stage approach as follows:

Stage 1 – Initial sift of sites which do not fit with Local Plan
Strategy and which have significant constraints such as
designated sites, heritage assets and floodplain.

Stage 2 – Made up of three different assessments
1) Considers key strategic considerations such as

accessibility, highways and flood risk;
2)  Considers groups of thematic considerations which

influence merits of each site;
3)  Considers the deliverability of each site in terms of

physical, commercial, legal and other factors

Stage 3 – Represents the outcome of stages 1 & 2

Different weighting applied to different assessments at
stage 2 with assessment 1 given more significant weight.

Scoring system is not on points but on a rating system using
positive or negative effects.

Selby District
Council

Sets out a 4 stage approach as follows:-

7 Site Selection Methodology (2016) Blaby District Council. Available at:
http://www.blaby.gov.uk/about-the-council/strategies-plans-policies/environment-and-planning/local-
plan/local-plan-delivery-dpd/
8 Site Selection Methodology (2014) Rydale District Council. Available at:
http://www.ryedaleplan.org.uk/local-plan-sites

http://www.blaby.gov.uk/about-the-council/strategies-plans-policies/environment-and-planning/local-plan/local-plan-delivery-dpd/
http://www.blaby.gov.uk/about-the-council/strategies-plans-policies/environment-and-planning/local-plan/local-plan-delivery-dpd/
http://www.ryedaleplan.org.uk/local-plan-sites
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A Framework for
Site Selection9

Stage 1 – Initial sift of sites to account for absolute
constraints such as floodplain, designated sites and other
issues such as proximity to urban areas.

Stage 2 – Qualitative assessment based on accessibility to
a range of facilities as well as flood risk, physical &
infrastructure constraints and impact on
international/national sites (SPA, SAC, SSSI).

Stage 3 – Qualitative assessment against a range of non-
absolute constraints.

Stage 4 – Deliverability considered in terms of availability
and achievability.

The methodology uses a criteria based approach using
standards developed from evidence/guidance/good
practice. Each site is scored against standards using a
traffic light system to describe positive or negative results.

South Staffordshire
Council

Site Allocations
Document:
Methodology
Paper10

Contains a number of stages of which the most relevant
include: -

Stage 1 – Starting point are SHLAA sites in compliance with
the spatial strategy. Sites not adjoining village boundaries
excluded. Sites with absolute constraints excluded.

Stage 2 – Applies a site size threshold according to adopted
policy (10 or more dwellings or 0.3ha for main service
areas).

Stage 3 – Sites assessed against two tiers of selection
criteria. Sites ranked against tier 1 criteria including Green
Belt impact with top 2-3 taken forward for assessment
against tier 2 criteria with remaining sites considered in the
round.

West Berkshire
Borough Council

Housing Site
Allocations DPD –
Background Paper11:
Approach to
Housing Site
Allocations

Appendix B sets out a two stage approach focussing on
sites considered to be potentially developable in the
SHLAA. Stages are as follows:

Stage 1 – Initial sift of sites excluding those with absolute
constraints and which did not meet site size threshold. Sites
within settlement areas also excluded on the basis that
there is a presumption in favour of development and no
need to allocate.

Stage 2 – Sites not excluded by stage 1 are considered
against a range of further constraints and criteria. All sites

9 A Framework for Site Selection (2015) Arup. Available at: http://www.selby.gov.uk/plan-selby-site-
allocations-draft-framework-site-selection
10 Site Allocations Document: Methodology Paper (2014) South Staffordshire Council. Available at:
http://www.sstaffs.gov.uk/your_services/strategic_services/planning_policy_-
_local_plans/site_allocations/initial_issues_and_options.aspx
11 West Berkshire Housing Site Allocations DPD Background Paper (2015) West Berks Borough
Council. Available at: http://info.westberks.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=32494

http://www.selby.gov.uk/plan-selby-site-allocations-draft-framework-site-selection
http://www.selby.gov.uk/plan-selby-site-allocations-draft-framework-site-selection
http://www.sstaffs.gov.uk/your_services/strategic_services/planning_policy_-_local_plans/site_allocations/initial_issues_and_options.aspx
http://www.sstaffs.gov.uk/your_services/strategic_services/planning_policy_-_local_plans/site_allocations/initial_issues_and_options.aspx
http://info.westberks.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=32494
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not excluded by stage 1 were subject to Sustainability
Appraisal.

Woking Borough
Council

Site Assessment
Methodology12

Sets out a 2 stage approach as follows: -

Stage 1 – Identifies sites from the Strategic Housing Land
Availability Assessment and Employment Land Review.
Sites of fewer than 10 units or 500sqm commercial
floorspace excluded. Sites excluded on basis of absolute
constraints including zone 3 flood risk, designated sites or
mitigation for designated sites.

Stage 2 – Reasonable alternative site options supported as
preferred sites or rejected on the basis of sustainability
appraisal and associated tests which include a range of
non-absolute constraints. The SA framework is used to
score each site in terms of its likely impact either (positive or
negative) rather than point scoring. Deliverability of sites
assessed and preferred sites in the Green Belt will be
assessed against the purposes of the Green Belt informed
by Green Belt Review.

3.2 The above comparator reviews highlight a number of similar stages in a site selection
methodology. All methodologies reviewed have an initial stage of sifting sites so that
those with known constraints which cannot be overcome are excluded early in the
process. Three of the six methodologies also exclude sites which do not adjoin or lay
adjacent to existing urban/settlement areas and four exclude some sites based on a
site size threshold. Only one of the methodologies uses weighting of different
constraints as a factor, but all set out a range of different constraints and criteria by
which to assess sites including accessibility criteria and standards. The Sustainability
Appraisal process is fed into all of the methodologies although not always at the same
stage and two are informed by their Green Belt Review evidence. One methodology
excludes sites in existing urban/settlement areas as there is a presumption in favour of
development and as such there is no need to allocate.

12 Site Selection Methodology (2015) Woking Borough Council. Available at:
http://www.woking2027.info/allocations

http://www.woking2027.info/allocations
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4. Site Selection Methodology

4.1 Given the findings from the review of comparator methodologies, it is clear that a multi-
step approach to site assessment is required. Whilst there were some differences
between the methodologies reviewed in section 3 there are also a number of
similarities which can be taken forward.

4.2 The majority of the methodologies reviewed did not assess sites through a point
scoring exercise, rather they were assessed on positive or negative impacts and a
qualitative assessment made on officer judgement. This methodology will use the same
approach by considering whether sites have positive or negative impacts on certain
criteria based on performance against a range of standards where appropriate. In the
main, the methodologies also assessed both housing and employment sites against
the same criteria with some tweaks or additional criteria.

4.3 The reason for not choosing a point scoring exercise is that scores can sometimes be
misleading or not represent the true impact of a site. There may be occasions where a
site could score highly, but there may be a fundamental constraint which cannot be
overcome and which would not be reflected in the score. Whilst weighting could be
applied to the scoring exercise for a range of constraints, this again could still result in
anomalous results.

4.4 The conclusions of the Runnymede Green Belt Review Parts 1 & 2 are also considered
in this methodology with sites considered against these.

4.5 Therefore the following stages for the site selection assessment are as follows:

Stage 1:An initial sift of sites;

Stage 2: Undertake SA/SEA of all sites carried forward from Stage 1 as an
independent assessment;

Stage 3: Assessment of accessibility & compare sites against significant non-absolute
constraints as identified in the Green Belt Reviews;

Stage 4:Compare sites against non-significant and non-absolute constraints identified
in the Green Belt Reviews;

Stage 5: Assess sites taken forward from stages 1, 3 & 4 with findings of the Green
Belt Reviews;

Stage 6:Consider the performance of sites in this assessment and the Sustainability
Appraisal and recommend sites for allocation;

Stage 7: Deliverability of sites taken forward from stage 6;

Stage 8: Consider capacity of sites taken forward from stage 713.

13 Capacity analysis of sites set out in a separate evidence study available at:
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/12181/Site-Selection-and-Capacity-Work
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Stage 1: Initial Sift

4.6 In order to ensure that only those sites which could be considered reasonable
alternatives, Stage 1 of this methodology contains an initial sift of sites.

4.7 For housing, all SLAA sites will be considered aside from those where the SLAA
proforma indicates a use other than housing. For employment, only those sites where
the SLAA site proforma indicated that an employment use might be considered or
where sites are undeveloped housing reserve sites have been considered. If the SLAA
site proforma did not indicate that housing/employment use would be considered by the
land owner/promoter, then it is considered that the site is not available for
housing/employment uses and is not therefore deliverable. Undeliverable sites are not
considered to be reasonable alternatives.

4.8 To ensure consistency between this methodology and the Green Belt Reviews, Stage 1
will include the same absolute constraints as the Green Belt Reviews, with the
exception of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) given that this designation
does not occur in Runnymede. From the review of comparator methodologies a
number of other criteria will also be included at this stage, some of which were not
included in the Green Belt Reviews. As such, there is considered to be merit in
considering a number of additional criteria for consideration in the stage 1 sift. These
are outlined in the paragraphs below.

4.9 The initial sift will focus on those sites which are entirely covered by an absolute
constraint or other criteria or which fall entirely outside of an urban buffer area (see
paragraphs 4.11 to 4.15 below). This will ensure that sites are not excluded in their
entirety in Stage 1 where alterations to a site boundary could be made to remove
absolute constraints or where areas of absolute constraint could be considered for
other uses i.e. open space.

4.10 The initial sift will therefore focus on:

Proximity to Settlement

4.11 The draft SSMA focused on an initial sift of sites with those not adjoining the urban
areas of Runnymede excluded at Stage 1 unless they were of a size which could form
their own settlement. Following on from the Part 2 Green Belt Review work this
particular criteria for an initial sift has been amended and now considers sites based on
whether they fall within a ‘buffer’ which has been placed around each urban area of the
borough or whether they would be large enough to form their own settlement.

4.12 The buffer approach was developed in response to a number of representations made
at the IOPA stage of Local Plan preparation which stated that the land parcels
considered in the Part 1 Green Belt Review were too large and that if smaller areas
had been considered then a different outcome may have been reached. However,
rather than re-visit each land parcel from the Part 1 work and split into smaller parcels,
the Part 2 work has focussed on buffer ‘zones’ placed around each urban area in
Runnymede.

4.13 The buffer approach is considered to be more spatially focussed and a proportionate
response to assessing smaller land parcels in the Borough and is justified given the
seriously fragmented nature of the Green Belt in North West Surrey. Using wider
buffers would also to some degree duplicate the Part 1 work.

4.14 In developing the extent of buffers to place around Runnymede’s urban areas regard
has been had to comparable studies carried out in other authority areas, to the
fragmented nature of the Green Belt in North West Surrey and to Runnymede’s centre
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hierarchy. This resulted in a buffer ‘zone’ extending 400m out from areas with Town or
Key Service Centres and 250m from areas with only Local Service Centres and
surrounding urban areas. Table 4-1 sets out the buffer zones applied to each urban
area.

Table 4-1: Identified Buffer Zones
Town Centre/Key Service Centre (400m
Buffer)

Local Service Centre and Surrounding
Urban Areas (250m Buffer)

Addlestone
Chertsey/Chertsey South
Egham
New Haw/Woodham
Virginia Water

Englefield Green
Ottershaw
Thorpe Village

4.15 In undertaking the initial sift based on buffer zones any site wholly or partially falling
within the zone has been taken forward to Stage 2, provided other criteria in the initial
sift have also been passed (see below).

Flood Risk

4.16 The NPPF and PPG clearly set out that development for housing/employment is not
appropriate in the floodplain. Any sites which fall entirely within Flood Risk Zone 3b
(functional floodplain) have therefore been excluded.

Sites of International, National and Local Importance

4.17 The European Birds and Habitats Directives and the Conservation of Natural Habitats
& Species Regulations set out strong levels of protection for a number of designated
sites. Although, locally protected Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) and
Local Nature Reserves (LNR) are also considered to be important areas for local
wildlife and biodiversity. As such, sites will be excluded if they are wholly within an
international, national or local designation for nature conservation importance including:

 Special Protection Areas (SPA);
 Special Areas of Conservation (SAC);
 Ramsar Sites;
 Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI);
 National Nature Reserves;
 Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI);
 Local Nature Reserve (LNR).

4.18 Further, any site considered for housing that is entirely within a 400m zone of the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA, including parts of the Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and
Chobham SAC will not be taken forward due to recreational and urbanising impacts
which cannot be avoided. The basis for this has been set out in the Thames Basin
Heaths Delivery Framework14. Employment sites within 400m will not be excluded at
this stage.

4.19 To avoid impacts arising from residential development within 400m-5km of the Thames
Basin Heaths SPA, a series of avoidance measures have been agreed by all

14 Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Delivery Framework (2009) Thames Basin Heaths
Joint Strategic Partnership. Available at: https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/5251/Thames-Basin-
Heaths-Special-Protection-Area-TBH-SPA-policy-documents-and-guidance

https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/5251/Thames-Basin-Heaths-Special-Protection-Area-TBH-SPA-policy-documents-and-guidance
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/5251/Thames-Basin-Heaths-Special-Protection-Area-TBH-SPA-policy-documents-and-guidance
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authorities affected by the SPA and Natural England. The avoidance measures are in
the form of Suitable Accessible Natural Greenspace (SANG), which are alternative
areas for recreation. Therefore, any site which is entirely within a designated Suitable
Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) will also be excluded.

Ancient Woodland:

4.20 Para 118 bullet 5 of the NPPF gives strong protection to irreplaceable habitats
including ancient woodland and therefore a site wholly covered by ancient woodland
will be excluded.

Heritage Assets:

4.21 The NPPF states that harm or loss of a Grade II Registered Park or Garden should be
exceptional or wholly exceptional in terms of Grade II* and I Registered Parks or
Gardens (para 132). Therefore if all or the majority of a site is within a Historic Park and
Garden it will be excluded unless harm could be overcome.

4.22 The NPPF states that harm to or loss of Scheduled Monuments should be wholly
exceptional (para 132). Therefore if all or the majority of a site is within a Scheduled
Monument it will be excluded unless harm could be overcome.

4.23 The impact of development on the setting of all other designated and non-designated
heritage assets will be considered at a later stage, as it is not considered to be a
reason for exclusion at this stage.

Site Access

4.24 If physical access cannot be gained to a site from a highway, the site will be excluded.
For employment sites an assessment will also be made of accessibility to the strategic
highway network, to ensure a location is suitable for storage & distribution uses (B8).
This will also take into account routes to the strategic highway network to ensure that
traffic movements in the main, remain on routes with an A classification and can avoid
moving through residential streets. Sites more than 5km (3 miles) from a strategic
highway junction or which can only access a junction predominantly through extensive
areas of residential development will be excluded.

Site Size

4.25 Sites which do not fall into the definition of a major development15 will be excluded.
This will also include larger sites, where due to absolute constraints the site area is
reduced below the definition of major development.

4.26 For housing sites major development is defined as where the number of dwelling
houses to be provided is 10 or more or the development site is 0.5ha or more in area.
For employment the definition is where the floorspace of buildings to be created would
be 1,000sqm or more or the development site is 1ha or more in area.

4.27 Part of this stage will include planning judgement to be exercised in order to sense
check site boundaries. This will enable an understanding of whether sites failing on any
of the above criteria would benefit from redrawing their site boundaries to enable them
to progress through the sifting process.

15 Major development as defined in Part 1 of the Town & County Planning (Development Management
Procedure)(England) Order 2015. Available at:
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made


Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 16

4.28 All sites which were not sifted out of the process at this stage in this version of the
SSMA were appraised through either the initial Sustainability Appraisal which
accompanied the IOPA document or further Sustainability Appraisal which
accompanied the further options consultation in May 2017. This ensured that all
reasonable alternatives were properly considered where sites passed through the initial
sift.

4.29 A list of all sites (excluding brownfield/urban sites) which were subject to the initial sift
and details of how they were assessed at Stage 1 are included within Appendices 1 &
2.

Stage 2 – Undertake SA/SEA of Sites

4.30 All sites that were carried forward from Stage 1 of the assessment have been subject
to Sustainability Appraisal (SA). All sites assessed in the SA have been carried forward
to stage 3 and account of the SA findings have been considered in Stage 7 of the site
selection process. As such, the initial sift in Stage 1 considered which sites could be
termed ‘reasonable alternatives’ to go forward for appraisal in the SA.

Stage 3:Assessment of Accessibility and Significant Non-Absolute Constraints

4.31 The NPPF aims to promote patterns of development which make the fullest possible
use of public transport, walking and cycling and which can minimise the need to travel.
As such, Stage 3 of the methodology will consider the accessibility of sites to major
service and employment centres as well as a range of services and facilities.

4.32 In order to consider the accessibility of sites, they will be assessed against a range of
accessibility standards. For major service centres and major employment centres,
accessibility will be based on journey time calculated by using the Council’s GIS
mapping and details of public transport services and timetables including both buses
and trains in peak hours. Journey times will be calculated by combining the walk time
from a site to a public transport node (bus stop or rail station) with the time taken to
reach the nearest major service or employment centre by that public transport mode
including walk time from transport node to centre if applicable (End to End journey
time). This will not include the time someone may have to wait for transport services
unless part of the journey involves an interchange. Peak hours are defined as
weekdays 7am-9am and 4pm-6pm.

4.33 For the purposes of this methodology a major service centre is one which contains a
main town centre of primary/secondary regional importance. There are no centres at
this level in Runnymede with the closest in neighbouring authority areas at Staines-
upon-Thames, Windsor and Woking. In terms of centres of employment this again
includes Staines-upon-Thames, Windsor and Woking as well as the Brooklands Estate
in Woking/Elmbridge which lies adjacent to the Borough boundary to the south. Major
employment centres within Runnymede are set out in Table 4-1 with an indication of
their floorspace in square metres. This includes, Chertsey Town Centre and five areas
to be designated as ‘Strategic Employment Sites’ in the Runnymede Local Plan
including the Enterprise Zone at Longcross Park.
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Table 4-2: Major Employment Centres in Runnymede
Site Floorspace (sqm)
The Causeway & Pine Trees Business
Park, Egham

107,444

Thorpe Industrial Estate, Thorpe 75,313
Weybridge & Bourne Business Park and
Waterside Trading Estate, Addlestone

47,038

Hillswood Business Park, Ottershaw 21,571
Longcross Enterprise Zone 71,765
Chertsey Town Centre 45,245

4.34 In further refining this standard, account has also been had to the distance to a bus
stop or rail station with a very good or good level of service. Whilst journey time is a
good indicator of accessibility to major centres this may disguise the level of transport
service provided and walkability to transport services more generally. The criteria for
assessing the level of bus services has been taken from the Runnymede Centre
Hierarchy paper and is set out in Table 4-3. This has also been used for major centres
of employment. The criteria for bus service levels have also been applied to rail
services. The Chartered Institute for Highways & Transportation indicate16 accessible
walking distances to a bus stop as 400m and rail station as 800m.

4.35 The ‘Very Good’ or ‘Good’ level of service is considered to offer the most benefits for
maximising sustainable transport options and as such bus stops or rail stations which
only offer a limited or reasonable level of service have not been considered in the
assessment of site accessibility. Any stop/station closer to a site than one with a ‘Very
Good’ or ‘Good’ level of service, will be noted for information. For potential employment
sites, it will be the walk time from the nearest transport node with a ‘Very Good’ or
‘Good’ level of service which will be calculated.

Table 4-3: Bus Service Levels
No Service No bus or rail service.
Limited Service One direct route to a major centre or

major centre of employment

Monday – Friday

Service(s) commence after 9am.
Reasonable Service One direct route to a major centre or

major centre of employment

Monday- Friday and a limited service to a
Saturday

Service(s) commence before 8.30am and
run until after 6pm (Monday – Friday)
with at least 1 service in the am & pm
peak.

16 Planning for Walking (2015) CIHT. Available at: http://www.ciht.org.uk/en/document-
summary/index.cfm/docid/082BEF1B-0FD2-44F4-90A0B31EB937899A

http://www.ciht.org.uk/en/document-summary/index.cfm/docid/082BEF1B-0FD2-44F4-90A0B31EB937899A
http://www.ciht.org.uk/en/document-summary/index.cfm/docid/082BEF1B-0FD2-44F4-90A0B31EB937899A
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Good Service One direct route to a major centre or
major centre of employment

Mon-Sat Service

Service(s) commence before 8am and
run until after 6.30pm (Monday – Friday)
with at least 2 services in the am & pm
peak.

Very Good Service More than one direct route to a major
centre or major centre of employment

Every day service (Mon-Sun)

Service(s) commence before 7am and
run until after 7pm with more than 2
services in the am and pm peak.

4.36 For accessibility by cycling to potential employment sites, this has been based on
assessing the approximate percentage of an urban area which lies within the radius of
an employment site as measured from its centre. This is considered to give an
indication of the potential population which live within standard cycle distances to an
employment site and which could travel to work more sustainably. The standards used
are set out in Table 4-4.

4.37 For more local services such as schools, health centres/GP surgeries and local
shopping provision (day to day needs), accessibility will be based on walk times.
Although cycling will form an important alternative travel mode, it is considered that for
local services a walk time is more appropriate. This is because not everyone who will
live at a potential site will be capable of cycling or it may not be appropriate for them to
do so. For employment sites, accessibility to local schools has not been considered but
accessibility to local health and retail facilities has. This is because it is now possible to
register with a GP from where a person works and not necessarily where they live.
Whilst some small retail facilities which provide for day to day needs could be provided
within employment development, this may not be feasible or desirable and as such
distance to local retail facilities has been included as people working at employment
sites may wish to ‘top up’ shop during the day or purchase items for breaks in working
hours.

4.38 Details of how the standards have been arrived at are contained within Table 4-4. For
the accessibility of sites the distance to/from sites will be taken from the visual centre of
each site including the calculation of journey time and based on following made
roads/paths not ‘as the crow flies’ or unmade public footpaths.

4.39 Stage 3 also contains an assessment against significant non-absolute constraints.
These will be based on the absolute constraints set out in Stage 1 where sites are in,
but not entirely covered by an absolute constraint. Any significant but non-absolute
constraints as identified in Table 5.9 of the Part 1 Green Belt Review have also been
included along with a consideration of the degree of the constraint. As with
accessibility, sites will be appraised against a range of standards for each constraint.
The standards and how they have been arrived at are set out in Table 4-5. It should be
noted that given the nature of the constraints, some may have a broader range of
standards than others and some may be less of a constraint depending on the type of
development.
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4.40 Commentary on the overall suitability of a site focussing on accessibility and
constraints have been made for each site appraised in stage 3 and a recommendation
made as to whether they should be taken forward to stage 4. If, due to constraints a
site would be reduced in size below the threshold set out in stage 1, the site will be
automatically excluded.

4.41 In this stage, sites which only scored ‘low’ or ‘low-medium’ overall were excluded from
further consideration and not taken forward to stage 4.
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Table 4-4: Accessibility Standards
Selection
Criteria Standard & Score Standard Derived From

Journey Time
to/from Major

Centres or
Centres of

Employment in
peak hours

(Housing Sites
Only)

Within 30min
journey time of
2 or more major

centres or
major

employment
centres in peak
hours by public

transport

Within 30min
journey time

of at least one
major centre

or
employment

centre in peak
hours by

public
transport

Within 40min
journey time of

2 or more
major centres

or major
employment

centres in
peak hours by

public
transport

Within 40min
journey time of

at least one
major centre or

employment
centre in peak
hours by public

transport

Over 40min
journey time

from any
major or

intermediate
centre by

public
transport

Comparator methodologies. Peak hours
considered to be 7am-9am and 4pm-6pm Mon-
Fri.

Distance to
Bus Stop with
Very Good or
Good level of

service
(Housing &

Employment
Sites)

Within 400m 401m- 800m 801m-1.2km 1.21km –1.6km Over 1.6km

Chartered Institute for Highways and
Transportation (CIHT)14 indicate acceptable
walking distances for bus stops 400m and rail
stations 800m. Runnymede Centre Hierarchy
sets out criteria for level of bus service for ‘Very
Good’ or ‘Good’ service and these definitions
have been used in this methodology.

Distance to
Rail Station

with Very Good
or Good level

of service
(Housing &

Employment
Sites)

Within 800m 801m-1.2km 1.21km-
1.6km 1.61km-2km Over 2km

Chartered Institute for Highways and
Transportation (CIHT)14 indicate acceptable
walking distances for bus stops 400m and rail
stations 800m. Runnymede Centre Hierarchy
sets out criteria for level of bus service for ‘Very
Good’ or ‘Good’ service and these definitions
have been used in this methodology.
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Selection
Criteria Standard & Score Standard Derived From

Accessibility
by  Cycling

(Housing Sites
Only)

Within 10 min
(2.6km) cycle
time of 2 or
more major
centres or

major
employment

centres

Within 10 min
(2.6km) cycle

time of at
least 1 major

centre or
major

employment
centre

Within 20 min
(5.2km) cycle
time of 2 or
more major
centres or

major
employment

centres

Within 20 min
(5.2km) cycle of
at least 1 major
centre or major

employment
centre

Over 20 min
(5.2km) cycle

from any
major centre

or major
employment

centre

Local Transport Note 2/0817 (Oct 2008) DfT –
Cycling Infrastructure Design – para 1.5.1 –
Many utility cycle trips under 3 miles (4.8km)
with commuter journeys of 5 miles (8km) not
uncommon. Standard walk and cycle speeds of
3mph and 10mph set out in Accessibility of Key
Services Travel Time Calculation Method
(2014)15. For cycling this equates to 1.3km in
5mins.

Accessibility
by  Cycling

(Employment
Sites Only)

50% of area
within 2.6km

radius of
employment

site falls within
urban area

25% of area
within 2.6km

radius of
employment

site falls
within urban

area

50% of area
within 5.2km

radius of
employment

site falls within
urban area

25% of area
within 5.2km

radius of
employment

site falls within
urban area

Less than
25% of area
within 5.2km

radius of
employment

site falls
within urban

area

Local Transport Note 2/0815 (Oct 2008) DfT –
Cycling Infrastructure Design – para 1.5.1 –
Many utility cycle trips under 3 miles (4.8km)
with commuter journeys of 5 miles (8km) not
uncommon. Standard walk and cycle speeds of
3mph and 10mph set out in Accessibility of Key
Services Travel Time Calculation Method
(2014)15. For cycling this equates to 1.3km in
5mins.

17 Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/...data/.../ltn-2-08_Cycle_infrastructure_design.pdf

https://www.gov.uk/government/...data/.../ltn-2-08_Cycle_infrastructure_design.pdf
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Selection
Criteria Standard & Score Standard Derived From

Distance to
Primary School

Within 10 min
(800m) walk

time

Within 15 min
(1.2km) walk

time

Within 20 min
(1.6km) walk

time

Within 25 min
(2km) walk time

Over 25 min
(2km) walk

time

Manual for Streets18 describes a walkable
neighbourhood as having a range of services
within 800m. Chartered Institute for Highways
and Transportation (CIHT)19 indicate suggested
acceptable walking distances of 1km to schools
and to elsewhere 800m.

Distance to
Secondary

School

Within 10 min
(800m) walk

time

Within 15 min
(1.2km) walk

time

Within 20 min
(1.6km) walk

time

Within 25 min
(2km) walk time

Over 25 min
(2km) walk

time

See walk time to primary school

Distance to
Health Centre
or GP Surgery

Within 10 min
(800m) walk

time

Within 15 min
(1.2km) walk

time

Within 20 min
(1.6km) walk

time

Within 25 min
(2km) walk time

Over 25 min
(2km) walk

time

See walk time to primary school

Distance to
Local

Convenience
Retail

Within 10 min
(800m) walk

time

Within 15 min
(1.2km) walk

time

Within 20 min
(1.6km) walk

time

Within 25 min
(2km) walk time

Over 25 min
(2km) walk

time

See walk time to primary school

18 Manual for Streets (2007) DfT. Available at: https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/manual-for-streets
19 Providing for Journeys on Foot (2000) CIHT. Available at www.ciht.org.uk/download.cfm/docid/D66AD936-281C-4220-BF109289B5D01848

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/manual-for-streets
http://www.ciht.org.uk/download.cfm/docid/D66AD936-281C-4220-BF109289B5D01848
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Table 4-5: Significant Non-Absolute Constraints

Selection
Criteria Standard & Score Standard Derived From

Flood Risk

SFRA
appraisal

identifies no
flooding issues

SFRA appraisal
identifies only

limited and/or low
risk flooding

issues

SFRA identifies a
number of flooding
sources but with
limited extent or

low – medium risk

SFRA
identifies a
number of
flooding

sources with
more than
limited site
coverage or
medium-high

risk

SFRA
identifies a
number of
flooding

sources over
extensive

areas or with
a high level

of risk

NPPF and PPG guidance on flood risk
makes clear that sites should be subject
to a strategic sequential test to ensure
that development is directed to areas of
lowest risk first. The Council has applied
a sequential appraisal to all sites in the
SLAA and the standards reflect this. The
level of risk depends on
frequency/probability of different type of
flooding occurring and the type of
development appraised i.e. housing or
employment.

Minerals/
Waste

Safeguarding

Not within any
Safeguarding

Area or
within/adjacent
to a waste site

Site lies adjacent
to a safeguarding
area or waste site
but not a preferred

area

Site lies adjacent
to a safeguarding
area or waste site

identified as a
preferred area or

within a
safeguarding area
but not adjacent

an identified
preferred area

Site lies within
a safeguarding

area and
adjacent to a

preferred area
and/or is

constrained by
previous or

potential
extraction

Site lies
within a

safeguarded
area and
preferred
area or

designated
minerals or
waste site.

Policy MC6 of the adopted Surrey
Minerals Plan Core Strategy (2011)20

designates some areas of Runnymede
for safeguarding for future extraction of
mineral resources. The NPPF states that
mineral resources should not be
sterilised.

20 Surrey Minerals Plan Core Strategy DPD (2011) SCC. Available at: http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/minerals-and-waste-
policies-and-plans/surrey-minerals-plan-core-strategy-development-plan-document

http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/minerals-and-waste-policies-and-plans/surrey-minerals-plan-core-strategy-development-plan-document
http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/minerals-and-waste-policies-and-plans/surrey-minerals-plan-core-strategy-development-plan-document
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Selection
Criteria Standard & Score Standard Derived From

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Site not
adjacent to

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Site adjacent to
SNCI/LNR or

Ancient Woodland
but separation

feature between
site and

SNCI/LNR/Ancient
Woodland

Site adjacent to
SNCI/LNR/Ancient

Woodland or on
site but with no

loss of SNCI/LNR
ancient woodland

required

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland
would be lost
from part of

the site

Majority of
SNCI/LNR or

Ancient
Woodland

lost from the
site

NPPF gives general protection for local
biodiversity and irreplaceable habitats
including ancient woodland. Standards
reflect the proximity of a site to protected
designations and the ability for indirect
impacts.

Agricultural
Land

Classification

No loss or loss
of grade 4 or

lower
Loss of Grade 3 Loss of

Grade 1 or 2

NPPF gives general protection to
agricultural land. The loss of lower quality
land should be preferred to areas of high
quality.

Heritage
Assets

Would not
affect any

heritage asset

Heritage asset
adjacent to site

with no harm to its
setting or role

Heritage asset on
site but no harm
to setting or harm
could be avoided

Would result in
harm to the
setting of a
designated

asset or loss of
a non-

designated
heritage asset

Designated
Heritage

asset on or
adjacent to

site with
harm to or
the loss of

the heritage
asset

NPPF provides protection for heritage
assets which should be conserved in a
manner appropriate to their significance.
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Selection
Criteria Standard & Score Standard Derived From

Open Space

Would not lead
to the loss of

an area of
open space

with potential to
provide

additional
space on-site

Would not lead to
the loss of an area
of open space but

no potential to
provide additional

space on-site

Would result in
the loss of an
area of open

space but
some space

could be
retained or re-
provided on

site to
compensate

Would result
in the total
loss of an

area of open
space with no
replacement

NPPF sets out that open space, sports
and recreation buildings and land,
including playing fields should not be built
on subject to criteria and designated
Local Green Spaces will only be subject
to development in very special
circumstances. Runnymede Open
Spaces Study appraises quality/quantity
of open space in the borough and has
been used to define standards. Local
Green Space designations have also
been recommended by the Council.

Topography Gradient less
than 1:40

Gradient between
1:39-1:20

Gradient
greater than

1:20

Runnymede Green Belt review identifies
steep topography as a significant
constraint.
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Stage 4: Assessment Non Significant Non-Absolute Constraints

4.42 Stage 4 will concentrate on those non-significant non-absolute constraints, how each
site performs against them and whether constraints could be overcome. This is the
same for both residential and employment sites. Rather than assessing sites against a
range of standards, each site will be considered qualitatively against each constraint. If
the developable area of a site is reduced below the thresholds set out in stage 1 to
account for constraints, the site will automatically be excluded. All sites not excluded
from Stage 4 will be taken forward to Stage 5. The list of non-significant non-absolute
constraints have been taken from Table 5.9 of the Part 1 Green Belt Review as well as
additional constraints considered to be relevant. The approach to considering
constraints are posed as questions with subsequent answers which are set out in Table
4-6.

Table 4-6: Non-Significant Non-Absolute Constraints
Question Response

Are there non-
designated
biodiversity areas on
site?

Y
Area is a

Biodiversity
Opportunity Area

Y*
Within in a BOA but
could be mitigated

or enhanced

N

Are there Tree
Preservation
Orders/Protected
Vegetation on site?

Y
Would require

significant loss or
harm.

Y*
but can be

developed without
significant loss or

harm

N
No TPO or
protected
vegetation

Is the site within a
landscape character
area?

Y
could have

significant impacts
on landscape

quality

Y*
Within character
area but could be

mitigated or
enhanced

N

Is the site
compatible with
neighbouring uses?
Would it be affected
by noise/odour?

Y
Amenity would be

significantly
impacted

Y*
but amenity

concerns could be
overcome

N

Is the site within an
Air Quality
Management Area?

Y Y*
but amenity

concerns could be
overcome

N

Is the site within a
Groundwater Source
Protection Zone?

Y N

Does the site have a
history of land
contamination?

Y P
Potential for

contamination

N

Are there
Underground or
Overground utility
pipes/cables on
site?

Y N
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Question Response
Does a Public Right
of Way cross the
site?

Y
Would require

significant diversion

Y*
But could be

diverted or retained
in development

N

4.43 In terms of landscape areas, these have been identified from the Surrey Landscape
Character Assessment21, specifically the section on Runnymede. The character
assessment includes several landscape typologies and sets out their key
characteristics, a landscape strategy and guidance, including for the built environment.

4.44 Landscape types in Runnymede include River Floodplain, River Valley Floor, Settled &
Wooded Sandy Farmland and Sandy Woodland. The landscape types have been split
into different units. For River Floodplain this includes units RF3: Thames, RF4:
Northern Bourne and RF7: Lower Wey. River Valley Floor includes unit RV2: Thames
and Settled & Wooded Sandy Farmland includes SS1: Cooper’s Hill, SS2 Englefield
Green West, SS3: Trumps Green to New Haw, SS4: Wentworth to Sheerwater and
SS8: Chobham East. Sandy Woodland units include SW1: Virginia Water and SW3:
Foxhill. The guidance set out in the character assessment will be considered in the
performance of sites. It should be noted that the vast majority of areas which fall
outside of the urban area in Runnymede are included within a landscape character
type.

4.45 In terms of biodiversity this has been informed by Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOA)
as set out by the Surrey Nature Partnership (SNP)22. The BOAs have been identified
by taking into account already recognised protected sites but also as yet undesignated
areas with priority habitat types.

4.46 The BOAs in Runnymede reflect those in the National Character Area (NCA), plus six
river BOAs. The relevant NCAs include Thames Valley, Thames Basin Heaths,
Thames Basin Lowlands, North Downs, Wealden Greensands and Low Weald.  The
NCAs within Runnymede include Thames Valley and Thames Basin Heaths. The
Thames Valley units include TV01: Windsor Great Park, TV02: Runnymede Meadows
& Slope and TV04: Thorpe & Shepperton, whilst the Thames Basin Heaths include
units TBH01: Chobham Common North & Wentworth Heaths and TBH02 Chobham
South Heaths. Policy statements for each BOA unit which identifies the features of
biodiversity importance, and specific conservation objectives have been written by the
SNP which will be considered where a site falls within a BOA. One River BOA unit is
also partly located within Runnymede which is R04: River Wey.

4.47 Advice in the SNP publication does not discount development in these areas but does
expect sites to provide enhancement at a scale proportionate to the site and could
include restoration, maintenance, habitat creation and funding initiatives. A biodiversity
survey would also be required on such sites which may also require Environmental
Impact Assessment.

4.48 The issue of contaminated land has been informed by the Council’s environmental
health team.

4.49 If a site has constraints identified at Stage 4 which cannot be overcome without
significant impact or which renders the developable area of a site less than the

21 Surrey Landscape Assessment (2015) had. Available at: https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-
housing-and-planning/countryside/countryside-strategies-action-plans-and-guidance/landscape-
character-assessment
22 Biodiversity Opportunity Areas: The basis for realising Surrey’s ecological network (2015) Surrey
Nature Partnership. Available at: https://surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our-work/

https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/countryside/countryside-strategies-action-plans-and-guidance/landscape-character-assessment
https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/countryside/countryside-strategies-action-plans-and-guidance/landscape-character-assessment
https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/countryside/countryside-strategies-action-plans-and-guidance/landscape-character-assessment
https://surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our-work/
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threshold set out in Stage 1, the site will not be excluded from further consideration and
not taken forward to stage 5.

Stage 5: Assessment of sites with Green Belt Review

4.50 Prior to setting out the stages of this methodology and assessment, it is important to
set out the role that the Runnymede Green Belt Reviews play in the selection of sites.

4.51 The Runnymede Green Belt Review has been considered in two stages. Part 1
considered the Green Belt in Runnymede as a series of separate, but reasonably large,
land parcels. Each land parcel was reviewed against a number of criteria relating to
Green Belt purposes as set out in the NPPF. The land parcels were then refined in a
two stage process to take account of a series of absolute and non-absolute constraints.
Any land within a parcel which was covered by an absolute constraint was discounted
as a potential area which could support a release of Green Belt and taken no further.

4.52 The second stage of the refinement considered the remaining parcels of Green Belt
against a series of non-absolute constraints in order to identify more or less preferential
parcels of land for development. Land covered by a significant non-absolute constraint
was considered to be less preferential and was taken no further.

4.53 Following the two stage assessment of land parcels against constraints, the remaining
land was re-assessed against NPPF Green Belt purposes. The Part 1 Green Belt
Review recommended that some land within parcels could be released where it weakly
met or did not meet Green Belt purposes. These areas were identified as Resultant
Land Parcels (RLPs).

4.54 Following consultation of the Local Plan Issues, Options and Preferred Approaches
Document in 2016 a number of representations commented that the land parcels in the
Part 1 GBR were too large to determine whether smaller areas could be released and a
finer grained review should be undertaken.

4.55 As such, Runnymede commissioned Arup to undertake a finer grained review of the
Green Belt (Part 2 GBR) to ensure that smaller parcels of land could be considered.
However, the Part 2 GBR did not re-examine every land parcel from the Part 1 GBR
but considered smaller parcels where they fell into defined buffer zones around existing
urban settlements in Runnymede, which have also been used in this assessment. As
noted earlier, some representors during Additional Sites & Options Consultation still felt
that sub-areas were too large, however Arup have responded to these comments and
considers that the sub-areas considered in the Part 2 GBR remain the most
appropriate. The Council concurs with Arup’s recommendations.

4.56 In reviewing Green Belt boundaries paragraph 84 of the NPPF states that local
planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of
development and the consequences for sustainable development of channelling
development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and
villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt
boundary. Paragraph 85 bullet 1 of the NPPF sets out that boundaries should be
defined to ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified
requirements for sustainable development.

4.57 As such, if sites in the Green Belt are allocated and hence an alteration to Green Belt
boundaries made, consideration must be had to the achievement of sustainable
development. This has to some degree already been considered through stages 3 and
4 of this assessment. However, whilst the consideration of environmental constraints
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and accessibility are some of these considerations, further assessment is also required
against other criteria so that sites are considered against a range of sustainability
issues through a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and against other criteria such as
patterns of development, physical limitations and deliverability. Assessment must also
include how a site performs against the purposes of the Green Belt as set out within
the NPPF so that sites can be considered in the round. This consideration would be
drawn from the Runnymede Green Belt Review Parts 1 & 2.  Therefore a site’s
performance against a range of constraints is not the only factor in determining which
sites should be selected for allocation.

4.58 For the purposes of this assessment it is considered that areas of Green Belt which
have been identified as performing the most strongly against Green Belt purposes in
the Part 1 & 2 Green Belt Reviews also play a role in promoting sustainable patterns of
development in accordance with paragraph 84 of the NPPF. This is because those
areas which perform most strongly are fundamental to the overall role, integrity and
function of the Green Belt in Runnymede and to the wider Green Belt which is already
fragmented in nature. As such, strongly performing Green Belt is considered to
maintain the pattern of settlements in the Borough and ensures that these remain as
individual and distinct settlements with their own characteristics and identity.

4.59 Therefore when determining which sites in the Green Belt could be released, greater
weight has been given to the protection of the strongest performing Green Belt parcels
in terms of their contribution to the overall integrity, role and strategic function of the
Green Belt.

4.60 Where sites perform only weakly/moderately against Green Belt purposes,
consideration will be given to both the role they play in meeting the integrity and
function of the local Green Belt and also to the wider strategic Green Belt. Therefore
there may be a number of sites which perform only weakly/moderately well in the Stage
2 Green Belt review but which are important to the strategic function of the Green Belt.
Paragraph 85 of the NPPF sets out a range of criteria which must be taken into
consideration when defining Green Belt boundaries, including ensuring consistency
with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable
development. As such, to help in the identification of which sites could be released the
following criteria were also considered:

 Cumulative impact when considered with other sites against the settlement
hierarchy and/or whether the total or cumulative area of Green Belt for release is
proportionate to the amount of land which is actually developable;

 Whether the site forms a ‘rounding off’ of a settlement edge or is infill, to ensure
settlements remain compact and protect the Green Belt from further fragmentation;

4.61 Professional judgement on the merits of each site will also play a role in selecting
which sites to take forward to ensure that development supports the Local Plan
strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development. However,
where a site is finely balanced, greater weight will be attached to protecting the Green
Belt. This is considered to be in accordance with the generally restrictive guidance for
Green Belts set out in the NPPF and the Housing White Paper. As stated earlier, in a
very few instances the Council does not agree with the findings of the Stage 2 Green
Belt Review and this has been discussed and justified for each site where this is the
case.

4.62 Further, where a site is partially developed but is not recommended for allocation
through the Local Plan, there is still the opportunity for the developed part of the site to
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be allocated through the brownfield register subject to para 1.21 and national planning
policy.

4.63 Stage 5 will bring together the sites taken forward from stage 4 and the findings of the
Green Belt reviews on how areas of the Borough perform against Green Belt purposes.
This will lead to a qualitative discussion of each site in terms of their overall
performance and whether they could be taken forward to stage 6.

Stage 6: Consider the performance of sites in this assessment and the
Sustainability Appraisal and recommend sites for allocation

4.64 Stage 6 will consider the sites taken forward from stage 5 and the conclusions on each
site from the Sustainability Appraisal. Only if a site performs poorly in the Sustainability
Appraisal will it not be taken forward to Stage 7.

Stage 7: Deliverability

4.65 The suitability of each site for development will be assessed through Stages 1 & 3-6 of
the assessment. Stage 7 will then confirm whether each site is deliverable/developable
as required by the NPPF in terms of availability/achievability. The Local Plan viability
work will feed into this stage as well as indications from land owners that their site is
available.

Ownership and Availability for Development:

4.66 RBC officers will need to seek confirmation from land owners/promoters that sites are
available for development. The Runnymede Strategic Land Availability Assessment
(SLAA) has recently been undertaken and this gives the most up to date indication of
site availability.

Achievability

4.67 The Local Plan viability assessment will be used as evidence to inform the achievability
of sites.

Stage 8: Site Capacity

4.68 Once it has been established through stages 1-7 which sites to allocate in the Local
Plan, an assessment of capacity will be undertaken to establish how much
development a site can bring forward. This will depend on the type of development
promoted, mix of units, density assumptions as well as any factors which will reduce
the developable area such as provision for green space or avoiding floodplain and/or
other areas of constraint.

4.69 In terms of site density this will be driven by the context of the local area but also by the
need to make the most efficient use of land. Whilst there are areas of the Borough with
very low densities this should not be a bar to a higher density development (relative to
its context), as it should be assumed that all development will achieve a high quality of
design. The mix of residential units will largely follow the split for affordable need and
market demand as set out in the Runnymede & Spelthorne SHMA, although some sites
will need to deviate from this depending on density.

4.70 The assessment of capacity is set out in a separate document along with the
assumptions used to calculate individual site capacities.
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5. Site Selection Assessments

Stages 1 & 2 Assessment

5.1 Stage 1 of the site selection process involved an initial sift of sites. Appendices 1 & 2
set out the results of the initial sift against the range of absolute and other constraints
as highlighted in section 4. The initial sift reduced the number of possible sites from
127 to 80 housing sites and from 33 to 12 employment sites.

5.2 The 80 possible housing sites and 12 possible employment sites were subject to
Sustainability Appraisal as part of stage 2 which is a stand-alone and independent
assessment and which will be taken into account at Stage 6. As such, all sites not
sifted out at stage 1 were taken forward to stage 3 for the purpose of this assessment.

Stage 3 Assessment

5.3 Stage 3 considered the performance of sites against a range of accessibility standards
and a range of standards for various significant non-absolute constraints. Appendices 3
and 4 set out the commentary for each potential housing site and how they perform
against accessibility considerations and significant non-absolute constraints. Table 5-1
summarises the overall performance of each potential housing site in terms of
accessibility and constraints and also sets out which sites should be excluded for
further consideration at this stage.

5.4 Stage 3 also considered the performance of potential employments sites and
appendices 5 and 6 set out the commentary for each potential employment site and
how they perform against accessibility considerations and significant non-absolute
constraints. Table 5-2 summarises the overall performance of each potential
employment site and whether this have been passed forward for further consideration.

5.5 Paragraph 2.3 of this assessment sets out the national planning policy context which
needs to be taken into consideration when determining if development is sustainable.
Further, paragraph 84 of the NPPF makes clear that when drawing up or reviewing
Green Belt boundaries account should be taken of the need to promote sustainable
patterns of development and Paragraph 85 bullet 1, ensure consistency with the Local
Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development.

5.6 When promoting sustainable patterns of development, this is not just about where
development is located, but also how it performs in terms of its accessibility to local
services and how it performs against constraints or designations which the NPPF
seeks to protect.

5.7 As such, sites which performed ‘low’ or ‘low-medium’ at Stage 3 where mitigation could
not overcome impacts or sequentially preferable sites were available, were not
considered to promote sustainable patterns of development or meet Local Plan
requirements for sustainable development and were excluded from further
consideration and not taken forward to Stage 4.

5.8 Following stage 3 the number of housing sites was reduced from 80 to 52 and
employment sites from 12 to 6.
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Table 5-1: Overall Performance of Housing Sites against Accessibility and Significant Non-Absolute Constraints

SLAA Site Accessibility
Performance

Constraints
Impact Overall Performance

Take
Forward to
Stage 4?

4 – Barrsbrook &
Barrsbrook Cattery,
Guildford Road, Chertsey High Low-Medium

Site accessibility is high for both public transport/cycling to major centres and
also generally high for all local facilities. Only limited constraints on site
which could be reduced or removed by suitable mitigation. Site scores High
overall.



13 – Stroude Farm,
Stroude Road

Medium Medium

Site accessibility is towards the mid-lower range for a number of local
services. Good access to service centres by rail but not by bus. Access to
services could be improved if health/retail facilities are located on site, but
site is unlikely to be large enough to secure all of these improvements.
Evidence on the impact of minerals constraint concludes that this is unlikely
to impact development but agricultural value is grade 3 and sequentially
preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Site
scores Medium overall.



14 – Brox End Nursey,
Ottershaw

Medium Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of services as well as travel to
service centres by public transport/cycling. Significant non-absolute
constraints are limited although development would lose an area of
natural/semi-natural greenspace. This site was designated as a housing
reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan and can be taken forward to stage 4. A
planning application for this site is currently under consideration. Site scores
Medium-High overall.



17 – Coombelands Lane,
Rowtown

Medium Low

Site accessibility is mixed with good accessibility to some local services but
not others particularly access to health centres. There are no particular
significant non-absolute constraints on site. Site was designated as a
housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan and an application for 43
dwellings has been approved subject to S106. Site scores Medium-High
overall.


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SLAA Site Accessibility
Performance

Constraints
Impact Overall Performance

Take
Forward to
Stage 4?

18 – Land North of
Thorpe Industrial Estate,
Egham

Low-Medium Medium-High

Site accessibility is generally low, performing poorly against a range of
standards to local services. This would only be improved if primary
education/health and retail facilities were provided on site, but site is unlikely
to be large enough to secure all of these improvements. A number of
significant non-absolute constraints are evident but could be overcome,
however one (minerals) may prevent development and further evidence is
required to determine whether this could be overcome. Site proponent states
investigations on-going, but minerals constraint remains. Although site would
lead to loss of open space, some of this could be retained lessening the
impact. Site scores Low-Medium overall.



19 – Oak Tree Nurseries,
Stroude Road Low-Medium Medium

Site accessibility is generally poor for bus services and reasonable for
rail/cycling to major centres. Accessibility to local services is generally poor.
Limited constraints on site but further evidence of minerals resource on site
may be required. Based on accessibility, site scores Low-Medium overall.



22 – Land south of St
David’s Drive & Robert’s
Way, Englefield Green Medium Low-Medium

Site accessibility is mixed with good accessibility to some local services but
not others particularly access to health centres. Limited significant non-
absolute constraints on site but issues with ground and surface water
flooding would have to be addressed. Site scores Medium overall.



24 – Land at Prairie
Road, Hatch Close &
Hatch Farm, Addlestone Medium-High Medium

Site accessibility is good to a range of local services with performance
against standards in the higher ranges. Limited significant non-absolute
constraints on western part of site but is grade 3 agricultural land and
sequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this
stage.  Site scores Medium-High overall.



28 – Great Grove Farm,
Murray Road, Ottershaw

Medium High Low

Site accessibility is good to a range of local services with performance
against standards in the higher ranges for most. No particular significant
non-absolute constraints on site. Overall site performance is medium-high
and can be taken forward to stage 4. Planning permission has been granted
at the site for 6 dwellings. Site scores Medium-High overall.



29 – Charnwood
Nurseries, 33 The
Avenue, Woodham Medium High Low

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local services with
performance against standards in the higher ranges for most. No particular
significant non-absolute constraints on site. Site scores Medium-High
overall.



30 – CABI, Bakeham
Lane, Egham Medium Low

Site accessibility is mixed with reasonable access to public transport and
generally good access to local services. Only constraint on site is a limited
potential for groundwater flooding. Site scores Medium-High overall.





Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 35

SLAA Site Accessibility
Performance

Constraints
Impact Overall Performance

Take
Forward to
Stage 4?

34 – Parklands, Parcel
D, Chertsey Bittams Medium Low

Site accessibility is generally good to service centres but mixed to local
facilities with poorer access to primary education. Only constraint is limited
potential for groundwater flooding. Harm to grade II listed building off site can
be avoided. Site scores Medium-High overall.



36 – Sandylands Home
Farm East, Blay’s Lane,
Englefield Green

Medium Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local services with
performance against standards in the higher ranges for most. Accessibility to
service centres by rail/cycling is however poor. Site is within a mineral
safeguarding area which may restrict development potential depending
practicality of prior working. Site is also classified as grade 3 agricultural land
and sequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this
stage. Site scores Medium overall.



42 – CEMEX Thorpe 1,
Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe

Low-Medium Medium

Site accessibility is mixed with good access to some local services but not
others, specifically health. This would only be improved if health facilities
were provided on site, but site is unlikely to be large/viable enough to secure
these improvements. Accessibility to service centres is however poor by
rail/bus given distance or limited services. A number of significant non-
absolute constraints on site but evidence suggests minerals are of low
quality and unlikely to restrict development. Agricultural land value is grade
3a and sequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at
this stage. However, based on accessibility site scores Low-Medium overall.



44 – CEMEX Thorpe 3,
Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe

Medium Medium-High

Site accessibility is mixed with good access to some local services but not
others, specifically health. This would only be improved if health facilities
were provided on site, but site is unlikely to be large enough to secure these
improvements. Accessibility to service centres is however poor by rail/bus
given distance or limited services. A number of significant non-absolute
constraints are evident including one (minerals) which could severely restrict
development or prevent it altogether. Site scores Low-Medium overall.



46 – Land at Great
Grove Farm, Ottershaw Medium-High Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to service centres and local facilities but
with no rail. Limited number of significant non-absolute constraints on site
however ground and surface water flooding would have to be addressed.
Site scores Medium-High overall.


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SLAA Site Accessibility
Performance

Constraints
Impact Overall Performance

Take
Forward to
Stage 4?

46a – Land at Great
Grove Farm (east)

Medium-High High

Site accessibility is generally good to service centres and local facilities but
with no rail. Limited but significant constraints on or adjacent site with site on
highest grade agricultural land and adjacent to area of Ancient
Woodland/SNCI. Land of lesser environmental value should be preferred
and unknown whether suitable barrier to Ancient Woodland/SNCI would be
effective. Sites scores Low-Medium overall.



48 – Hanworth Lane,
Chertsey

High Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to all local services with performance
against standards in the higher range and good accessibility to service
centres by range of public transport. Limited number of significant non-
absolute constraints on site. One would involve the loss of sports pitches,
although this could be partially retained/replaced on site. Site is identified as
a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan and construction has started
on northern parcel for 130 dwellings. Site scores High overall.



50 – Brunel University
Site, Cooper’s Hill,
Englefield Green

Medium Medium

Site accessibility mixed with good accessibility to some local services but not
others, specifically retail. Significant non-absolute constraints on site include
an area of ancient woodland and an area of open space as sports pitches.
Both of these could however be retained. Impact on listed buildings on site
would need to be addressed. Planning permission has been granted on the
partially developed areas of the site for 110 dwellings, 488 student
bedspaces and 59 C2 bedrooms which is now under construction. Site
scores Medium overall.



51 – Byfleet Road, New
Haw

Medium Medium-High

Site accessibility is generally low, performing poorly/reasonably for all local
services. However, accessibility to service centres is good by rail/cycling but
not so good by bus. Accessibility to local services would only be improved if
these were provided on site, but site is unlikely to be large enough to secure
these improvements. Significant non-absolute constraints on site including
areas of flood risk in zone 3a where the sequential and exceptions test would
have to be passed. Some of these areas could be mitigated through use as
green space but given extent of flood risk this may not be achievable and as
such sequentially preferable sites are likely to be available for housing. Site
scores Low-Medium overall.



52 – Dial House,
Northcroft Road,
Englefield Green Medium Medium

Site accessibility generally good to local services and to service centres but
no access to rail. Constraints are generally limited although borehole
evidence of mineral quality/quantity may be required. Agricultural land value
is grade 3a and sequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is not
a bar at this stage. Site scores Medium overall.


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56 – Land at Green
Lane/Norlands Lane &
Chertsey Lane, Thorpe Medium High

Site accessibility is generally poor to local services but good to service
centres by bus/cycling although no rail services. Over half of the site lies
within functional floodplain and almost the rest within flood risk zone 3a as
such sequentially preferable sites without the need for the exceptions test
may be available. Unknown whether minerals safeguarding could be
overcome. Based on constraints site scores Low-Medium overall.



60 – Pyrcroft Road,
Chertsey

Medium-High Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to most local services and service
centres. Significant non-absolute constraints on site include areas of flood
risk including in zones 3a & 3b however this could be mitigated as use for
green space. The site is also classified as grade 3 agricultural land and
sequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this
stage. Site is designated as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan
but has not been subject to a planning application. Site scores Medium-High
overall.



62 – Land at
Addlestonemoor High Low

Site accessibility is good to all local services and to service centres. Only
constraints on site are limited potential for ground and surface water
flooding. Site scores High overall. 

77 – 232 Brox Road,
Ottershaw Medium-High Low

Site accessibility is generally good to local services and service centres
although no rail facilities. Limited significant non-absolute constraints on site.
Site scores Medium-High overall.



97 & 99 – Longcross
Garden Village

Low Low -
Medium

Site accessibility is poor for all local services but accessibility to service
centres is good by rail/cycling. This could be improved if primary
education/health and retail facilities were provided on site. The DERA site
south is large enough to secure on site local services and facilities which
would improve accessibility. Only limited significant non-absolute constraints
on site. Although heritage assets are located on site, harm could be avoided
through design. Potential loss of open space but this could be retained,
replaced or improved elsewhere on site. Based on limited constraints and
that the site is large enough to improve accessibility to local services by
securing facilities on site, site scores medium overall.


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123 – CEMEX House,
Coldharbour Lane,
Thorpe

Low-Medium Medium-High

Site accessibility to local services is generally poor, with access to service
centres good by cycling but no rail and only reasonable access to bus
services. Site is partially within the functional floodplain and flood risk zone
3a but impact could be avoided. Large area in flood zone 2 and sequentially
preferable sites may be available. Whilst majority of site is grade 1/2
agricultural land, site is previously developed and value has been lost. Site
scores Low-Medium overall.



129 – Wey Manor Farm,
Addlestone

Medium Medium-High

Site accessibility is generally poor to most local services, although
accessibility to service centres is good by all forms of transport.  Accessibility
would only be improved if primary education/health facilities were provided
on site, but site is unlikely to be large/viable enough to secure these
improvements. Significant non-absolute constraints include an area within
flood zone 3a which equates to 2ha and would need to pass the sequential
and exceptions test, although this could be avoided if used as green space.
The site is also within a minerals safeguarding area and should not place
future working at risk irrespective of whether a single company has no
interest in the site. 8.9ha is identified as open space with visual amenity
value, part of which, but not all could be retained on site. Site is classified by
DEFRA as grade 1/2 agricultural land, but site assessment shows this as
Grade 3. Even at Grade 3, other land of lesser value should be preferred
providing they can overcome other constraints. Site continues to score Low-
Medium overall.



154 – Land at Howard’s
Lane, Rowtown

Medium Low

Site accessibility is mixed with accessibility to some good/reasonable and to
others poor. Accessibility to service centres is good by bus but reasonable
by cycling with no rail facilities. This could be improved if primary education
were provided on site, but site is unlikely to be large/viable enough to secure
these improvements. Limited significant non-absolute constraints but
potential for groundwater and surface water would need to be addressed.
Site scores Medium overall.



156 – Blay’s House,
Blay’s Lane, Englefield
Green Medium Medium

Site has good accessibility to a range of local services and service centres
by bus but poorer by rail/cycling. Significant non-absolute constraints include
large areas of the site at risk from surface water flooding which would need
to be addressed. Site is classified as grade 3 agricultural land but is already
partially developed. Site scores Medium overall.


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158 – Land at Squires
Garden Centre, Holloway
Hill, Chertsey Medium Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to service centres by bus/cycling but
generally poor to local services. Site is within minerals safeguarding but
resource of poor quality, although practicalities of prior working should be
explored. Site scores Medium overall.



167 – Land at Woburn
Hill, Addlestone

Medium-High Low

Site accessibility is generally good to service centres by all modes of public
transport/cycling. Accessibility to local services is reasonable. Limited
potential for groundwater flooding could be overcome. Site is partly within
Woburn Hill Historic Park & Garden but constraint could be overcome
through design. Site scores Medium-High overall.



173 – Rodwell Farm
Nursing Home, Rowtown Low-Medium Low

Site accessibility is generally poor to local services and poor/reasonable to
service centres. Only constraint is limited potential for ground and surface
water flooding which could be mitigated. Based on accessibility site scores
Low-Medium overall.



205 – Crockford Bridge
Farm, New Haw Road,
Addlestone Medium-High Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities and service
centres. Significant non-absolute constraints include 2ha within the functional
floodplain and a further 0.92ha in flood zone 3a but risk could be avoided if
used as green space. Site is identified as open space and development
would lead to a loss but some could be retained on site. Site scores Medium
overall.



212 – Home Farm,
Stroude Road, Virginia
Water Medium-High Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities and service
centres although bus services are infrequent. Significant non-absolute
constraints include parts of the site at risk from groundwater flooding at
surface level which would need to be addressed. Majority of the site is within
minerals safeguarding area but SCC would not object to its loss. Based on
Site scores Medium-High overall.



217 – Land adjacent
Wheelers Green, Parcel
E, Chertsey Bittams Medium-High Low

Site accessibility is generally good to local services although distance to
primary education only relates to infants school. Accessibility to service
centres is good by bus/cycling although no rail services. Only constraint
identified is adjacent grade II listed and locally listed buildings, but impact
could be avoided through design. Site scores Medium-High overall.


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218 – Rusham Park,
Whitehall Lane, Egham

Medium Medium

Site accessibility reasonable/poor to most local services and only
poor/reasonable access to service centres by bus/cycling, but access to rail
is good. Part of site within flood risk zone 3a, but this is mostly on periphery
of the site and could be avoided. Areas also within zone 2 but could also be
avoided through use as green space, otherwise sequentially preferable sites
may be available. Site is classified as grade 3 agricultural land but is already
partially developed. Impact on safeguarded minerals site adjacent will need
to be considered in detail. Site scores Medium overall.



219 – Villa Santa Maria,
St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey

Medium Medium

Site accessibility mixed with generally poor/reasonable accessibility to most
local services. Accessibility to service centres is generally good by rail/cycle.
Significant non-absolute constraints include parts of the site within flood zone
3a but could be avoided. Whole of the site is within a minerals safeguarding
area but resource unlikely to be significant. Site scores Medium overall.



220 – Norlands Landfill
Site, Thorpe

Medium Medium-High

Site accessibility is generally poor/reasonable to local services. Accessibility
to service centres is mixed with good access by cycling but poorer by bus
due to infrequent service and no rail. Limited area of site within functional
floodplain and flood risk zone 3a which could be avoided. However, large
area within flood zone 2 and more sequentially preferable sites could be
available unless only a small area of site developed. Minerals could be major
constraint and unknown whether this can be overcome. Impact to SNCI to
east could be avoided through use of suitable buffer. Based on constraints
site scores Low-Medium overall.



224 – Land adjacent 62
Addlestonemoor Medium-High Low

Sites accessibility is generally good to all local services and service centres.
Only constraint is limited potential for ground and surface water flooding
which could potentially be mitigated. Site scores High overall.



225 – Land adjacent
Sandgates, Guildford
Road, Chertsey

Medium-High Low-Medium

Site accessibility generally good to local services and good to service
centres by all forms of transport. Significant non-absolute constraints include
small areas of groundwater and surface water flood risk which would need to
be addressed. Open space on site could be lost, but there may be
opportunities to retain in part. Whole of the site is within a minerals
safeguarding but is unlikely to increase constraint above those that already
exist. Site scores Medium-High overall.


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226 – Land at 40
Crockford Park Road,
Addlestone High High

Site is highly accessible to a range of local services and service centres.
Significant non-absolute constraints include 52% of the site in flood zone 3b
and a further 29% in flood zone 3a. Area within zone 3a would have to pass
the sequential and exceptions test and at the moment this reduces site size
to less than the 0.5ha site size threshold. Although accessibility is high the
flood constraint makes the site score Low-Medium overall.



227 – Woburn Park
Farm, Addlestonemoor

Medium-High Medium

Site accessibility is good/reasonable to all local facilities with good access to
service centres by all modes of transport. Small areas of site within
functional floodplain and flood risk zones 2 and 3a but these lie on the
periphery and could be avoided. Small area covered by minerals
safeguarding but unlikely to constrain working. Impact to historic park &
garden could be avoided through sensitive design. Site scores Medium-
High overall.



229 – Virginia Heights,
Sandhills Road, Virginia
Water Medium High-Medium

Site accessibility good/reasonable to most local services and good
accessibility to service centres by rail/cycling, but poorer by bus given
infrequent services. Site within mineral safeguarding area with defined
resource and presumption against development. Limited potential for ground
and surface water flooding could potentially be mitigated. Site scores Low-
Medium overall.



230 – Gove Nursery,
Spinney Hill. Addlestone Medium-High High

Site accessibility generally good to all local services and generally good to
service centres by most forms of transport. Limited constraints on site
however land is grade 1/2 agricultural land and as such land of lesser value
should be preferred. Site scores Low-Medium overall.



231 – St Peter’s Hospital

Medium High Low-Medium

Site accessibility poor/reasonable to local services but good to service
centres by bus/cycling. Small areas of site within flood zones 2 & 3a can be
avoided, although ground and surface water flood risk will need to be
addressed. Only a small section of site in minerals safeguarding but site is
already largely developed. Impact to statutorily and locally listed buildings
could be avoided through design. Site scores Medium-High overall.



234 – Eden Farm,
Virginia Water

Low-Medium Low

Site accessibility is generally poor to local services and reasonable/poor to
service centres, although journey times are good. Bus services are
infrequent. Limited potential for ground and surface flooding could potentially
be mitigated. Agricultural value is grade 3 and sequentially preferable sites
may be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Based on accessibility,
site scores Low-Medium overall.


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254 – Land Parcel B,
Central Veterinary
Laboratory, Rowtown

Medium Low

Site accessibility is mixed for a range of local facilities with poorer access to
health and secondary education. Accessibility to service centres is also
mixed with good access/reasonable access by bus/cycling but no rail
access. This would only be improved if health and retail facilities were
provided on site, but site is unlikely to be large enough to secure these
improvements. Limited potential for groundwater flooding could be potentially
mitigated and impact to adjacent Grade II listed building could be mitigated
through design. Site score is Medium overall.



255A – Parcel A,
Chertsey Bittams

Medium-High Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities and service
centres although access to health facilities is low. Significant non-absolute
constraints include a small area within flood zone 2 & 3a which could be
avoided. Part of site within agricultural land classification grade 3 and
sequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this
stage. Site scores Medium-High overall.



255B – Parcel B,
Chertsey Bittams

Medium Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities although
access to health facilities is low. Accessibility to service centres is
good/reasonable by cycling/bus but poorer by rail. Significant non-absolute
constraints include agricultural land classification grade 3 and sequentially
preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Site
scores Medium overall.



255C – Parcel C,
Chertsey Bittams

Medium Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities although
access to health facilities is low. Accessibility to service centres is
good/reasonable by cycling/bus but poorer by rail. Significant non-absolute
constraints include limited potential for groundwater and high risk of surface
water flooding but these could potentially be mitigated. Site within agricultural
land classification grade 3 and sequentially preferable sites may be
available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Site scores Medium overall.



256 – Thorpe Lea Road
North, Parcel A (Thorpe
Lea Manor) Medium-High Low

Site accessibility is good to all local services. Accessibility to service centres
is generally good/reasonable by all forms of public transport.  Significant
non-absolute constraints include potential for ground and surface water
flooding but this could potentially be mitigated. Site is within agricultural land
classification grade 3 but is already developed. Site scores Medium-High
overall.


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256 – Thorpe Lea Road
North, Parcel A (Glenville
Farm) Medium-High Low

Site accessibility is good to all local services. Accessibility to service centres
is generally good/reasonable by all forms of public transport. Significant non-
absolute constraints include potential for ground and surface water flooding
but this could potentially be mitigated and small area within flood zone 3a
(0.06ha) which could be avoided. Site is within agricultural land classification
grade 3 but is already developed. Site score is Medium-High overall.



257 – Thorpe Lea Road
West

Medium-High Medium

Site accessibility is generally good/reasonable to a range of local facilities.
Access to service centres is generally good/reasonable by all modes of
public transport. Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding but
this could potentially be mitigated and small area in flood zone 2 but could be
avoided. Agricultural land classification grade 3 and sequentially preferable
sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Site scores
Medium-High overall.



258 – Virginia Water
North

Medium Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities. Accessibility
to service centres is generally reasonable by rail/cycling but poor by bus
given infrequent service. Limited significant non-absolute constraints include
locally listed building on site, where harm could be avoided through design.
Some steeper gradients on site could reduce developable area but not
enough to exclude sites. Impact to adjacent SNCI could be avoided through
design. Site scores Medium overall.



259 – Virginia Water
West

Medium Medium

Site accessibility mixed with good access to some local services but not
others. Accessibility to service centres is mixed with good access by cycling
but poorer access by bus/rail.  Limited potential for ground and surface water
flooding which can potentially be mitigated. However, potential harm to
adjacent SNCI if suitable buffer cannot be implemented. Site scores Medium
overall.



261 – Virginia Water
South

Medium Low-Medium

Site accessibility mixed with good or reasonable access to some services but
poorer to others. Accessibility to service centres generally good/reasonable
by cycling/rail but poorer by bus given infrequent service. Limited potential
for ground and surface water flooding which can potentially be mitigated.
Potential harm to adjacent SNCI could be mitigated with suitable buffer. Site
scores Medium overall.



263 – Ottershaw East
Medium-High Low

Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities and generally
good to service centres. Potential for ground and surface water flooding
which can potentially be mitigated. Site scores Medium-High overall.


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268 – Land at 79-87a
Woodham Park Road,
Woodham Medium Low

Site accessibility is generally good to local services and reasonable by
bus/cycling with poor access to rail. Limited potential for groundwater
flooding which can potentially be mitigated. Site scores Medium overall. 

269 – Land East of
Thorpe Industrial Estate

Medium High

Site accessibility is generally poor to local services but generally good to
services centres by all modes of transport except rail. Around a third of the
site within functional floodplain or zone 3a where exceptions test will need to
be passed. Almost all the site is within flood zone 2 and as such sequentially
preferable sites may be available. Site also within minerals safeguarding
area and constrained by previous extraction and unknown if this can be
overcome. Open space will be lost but could be partly retained and impact to
SNCI could be mitigated with suitable buffer. Based on constraints site
scores Low overall.



273 – Land South of
Great Grove Farm

Medium-High High

Site accessibility generally good to all local services and to service centres
except by rail. Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding which
could potentially be mitigated. Loss of natural/semi-natural greenspace
which is unlikely to be retained. Site within Grade 1/2 agricultural land and
land of lesser value should be preferred. Based on constraints site scores
Low-Medium overall.



274 – Allington & 37, 47,
57 Howard’s Lane,
Rowtown Medium Low

Site accessibility to local services is mixed with good access to some and
poorer to others. Accessibility to service centres is generally
good/reasonable by bus/cycling but poor by rail. Limited potential for ground
and surface water flooding although small area at risk if higher probability,
which can potentially be mitigated. Site scores Medium overall.



277 – The Old Chalet,
Callow Hill, Virginia
Water Medium Low

Site accessibility is generally good to local services, but reasonable to
service centres by cycling/rail and poor by bus given infrequent services.
Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding which could
potentially be mitigated and impact to adjacent Grade II and locally listed
structures could be avoided through design. Site scores Medium overall.



281 – Land at
Clockhouse Lane East,
Thorpe

Medium High

Site accessibility to local services mixed with most performing poorly or
reasonably. Accessibility to service centres is mixed with good accessibility
by cycling but poorer by bus/rail. Potential for groundwater flooding at
surface but limited potential for surface water. Loss of natural/semi-natural
greenspace which is unlikely to be retained. Site within Grade 1/2 agricultural
land and land of lesser value should be preferred. Based on constraints site
scores Low overall.


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282 – Land East of
Fishing Lake, Thorpe
Lea Road

Medium High

Site accessibility to local services mixed with most performing poorly or
reasonably. Accessibility to service centres is mixed with good accessibility
by cycling but poorer by bus/rail. Potential for groundwater flooding at
surface but limited potential for surface water. Loss of natural/semi-natural
greenspace which is unlikely to be retained. Site within Grade 1/2 agricultural
land and land of lesser value should be preferred. Based on constraints site
scores Low overall.



284 – Christmas Tree
Site, Ottershaw

Medium-High Low

Site accessibility is generally good to local services and to service centres
except by rail. Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding with
higher probability is some areas but which could potentially be mitigated.
Impact to adjacent Grade II listed building could be avoided through design.
Site scores Medium-High overall.



285 – Sayes Court
Kennels, Addlestone

Medium-High Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to local services and to service centres
although poorer by rail. Limited potential for ground and surface water
flooding which could potentially be mitigated and small area in zone 2 could
be avoided. Site gradients may restrict developable area. Site scores
Medium-High overall.



287 – Land West of
Bridge Lane, Virginia
Water

Medium High

Site accessibility is generally good to local services. Accessibility is mixed to
service centres with good access by rail, reasonable access by cycling and
poor access by bus due to infrequent service. Limited potential for ground
and surface water flooding with small areas at higher probability but which
could potentially be mitigated. Site within mineral safeguarding area but
resource of poor quality and unlikely to be a constraint. Agricultural
classification is grade 1/2 and land of lesser value should be preferred. Site
score is Low-Medium overall.



289 – Webb’s The
Green, Englefield Green

Medium Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to local services. Accessibility to service
centres is good/reasonable by bus cycling but poor by rail. Limited potential
for ground and surface water flooding with small areas at higher probability
but which could potentially be mitigated. Site within mineral safeguarding
area but unlikely to be a constraint over and above existing urban area.
Agricultural land classification grade 3 and sequentially preferable sites may
be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Impact to heritage assets
could be mitigated through design. Site scores Medium overall.


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292 – Land East of
Bishop’s Way, Egham

High High

Site accessibility is good to all local services and except for rail is good to
service centres by all forms of transport. Over half of the site is within
functional floodplain with 91% in flood zone 3a and whole site is zone 2. As
such sequentially preferable sites will likely be available. Site also within
minerals safeguarding area and constrained by previous extraction and
unknown if this can be overcome. Site score is Low-Medium overall.



293 – Land North of
Kings Lane, Englefield
Green

Medium Medium

Site accessibility generally good to local services. Accessibility to service
centres is good/reasonable by bus/cycling but poor by rail. Limited potential
for groundwater flooding with notable areas with some probability of surface
water, but which could potentially be mitigated. Site within mineral
safeguarding area but unlikely to be a constraint over and above existing
urban area. Agricultural land classification grade 3 and sequentially
preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Mixed
gradients could be overcome by design. Site scores Medium overall.



300 – Land adjacent 70
Crockford Park Road,
Addlestone Medium-High High

Site accessibility is generally good to local services and is good to service
centres by all modes of transport. Nearly two thirds of site within functional
floodplain and almost whole site within zone 3a where exceptions test would
need to be passed. Area of floodplain unlikely to be avoided reduces site
size below threshold. Based on constraints, site scores Low-Medium
overall.



312 – Jasmine Cottage
and 1 & 2 Home Farm
Cottages, Virginia Water Medium Medium

Site accessibility is generally good/reasonable to local services. Accessibility
to service centres is good/reasonable by rail/cycling but poor by bus given
infrequent service. Ancient woodland covers 33% of site and other non-
designated areas of woodland may need to be retained to support integrity of
ancient woodland thus reducing developable area of site. Site scores
Medium overall.



323 – Cacti Nursery,
Bousley Rise, Ottershaw Medium-High Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good to local services and good to service
centres by most forms of transport. No major constraints on site although
surface water flood risk is prevalent. Site scores High-Medium overall.



326 – Addlestone Quarry

Medium High

Site accessibility is generally good by bus/cycle to service centres, but is
poor to local services. This could be improved as site is large enough to
accommodate local services on-site. Flood risk and minerals/waste a major
constraint on site and may not be overcome. Site scores Low-Medium
overall.


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18 – Land North of
Thorpe Industrial Estate,
Egham

Low Medium-High

Site accessibility is low, performing poorly against public transport with good
or very good levels of service and generally poor access to health & retail. A
number of significant non-absolute constraints are evident but could be
overcome, however one (minerals) may prevent development and further
evidence is required to determine whether this could be overcome. Site
proponent states investigations on-going, but minerals constraint remains.
Although site would lead to loss of open space, some of this could be
retained lessening the impact. Site scores Low-Medium overall.



42 – CEMEX Thorpe 1,
Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe

Low-Medium Medium

Site accessibility is low-medium, performing poorly against public transport
with good or very good levels of service and generally poor access to health
but good to retail. A number of significant non-absolute constraints on site
but evidence suggests minerals are of low quality and unlikely to restrict
development. Agricultural land value is grade 3a and sequentially preferable
sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. However, based on
accessibility site scores Low-Medium overall.



46 – Land at Great
Grove Farm, Ottershaw

Medium Low

Site accessibility is medium with good accessibility by bus with good or very
good level of service but poor to rail. Poorer accessibility by cycling but good
access to health and retail. Limited number of significant non-absolute
constraints on site however ground and surface water flooding would have to
be addressed. Site scores Medium-High overall.



48 – Hanworth Lane,
Chertsey

High Low-Medium

Site accessibility is generally good with good access to both bus & rail with
good or very good service as well as cycling & good access health and retail
facilities. Limited number of significant non-absolute constraints on site. One
would involve the loss of sports pitches, although this could be partially
retained/replaced on site. Site is identified as a housing reserve site in the
2001 Local Plan and construction has started on northern parcel for 130
dwellings. Site scores High overall.


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51 – Byfleet Road, New
Haw

Medium Medium

Site accessibility generally good by bus/rail with good or very good level of
service and good accessibility by cycling. Access to health and retail is
generally poor. Significant non-absolute constraints on site including areas of
flood risk in zone 2 & 3a where the sequential test would have to be passed.
Some of these areas could be mitigated through use as amenity/landscaping
but unlikely to cover all risk areas. Site scores Medium overall.



205 – Crockford Bridge
Farm, New Haw Road,
Addlestone

Medium-High Medium

Site has a medium-high level of accessibility overall. Generally good
accessibility by bus/rail with good or very good level of service and good
accessibility by cycling. Good accessibility to both health and retail.
Significant non-absolute constraints include 2ha within the functional
floodplain and a further 0.92ha in flood zone 3a but risk could be avoided if
used as amenity/landscaped areas. However, extent of zone 2 would reduce
site size by half if sequential test could not be demonstrated. Site is identified
as open space and development would lead to a loss but some could be
retained on site. Site scores Medium overall.



225 – Land adjacent
Sandgates, Guildford
Road, Chertsey

Medium-High Low-Medium

Site has medium-high level of accessibility overall. Good accessibility by
bus/rail with good or very good level of service and good accessibility by
cycling. Good accessibility to retail but poorer to health facilities. Significant
non-absolute constraints include small areas of groundwater and surface
water flood risk which would need to be addressed. Open space on site
could be lost, but there may be opportunities to retain in part. Whole of the
site is within a minerals safeguarding but is unlikely to increase constraint
above those that already exist. Site scores Medium-High overall.



269 – Land East of
Thorpe Industrial Estate

Low-Medium High

Site has low-medium accessibility overall. Good accessibility to bus with
good or very good level of service but no rail. Good accessibility by cycling.
Poor accessibility to health and retail services. Around a third of the site
within functional floodplain with almost all the site within at least flood zone 2.
As such, sequentially preferable sites may be available. Site also within
minerals safeguarding area and constrained by previous extraction and
unknown if this can be overcome. Open space will be lost but could be partly
retained and impact to SNCI could be mitigated with suitable buffer. Based
on constraints site scores Low overall.


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SLAA Site Accessibility
Performance

Constraints
Impact Overall Performance

Take
Forward to
Stage 4?

273 – Land South of
Great Grove Farm

Medium High

Site has medium level of accessibility overall. Good accessibility by bus with
good or very good level of service but no rail and poorer accessibility by
cycling. Accessibility to health and retail is good. Limited potential for ground
and surface water flooding which could potentially be mitigated. Loss of
natural/semi-natural greenspace which is unlikely to be retained. Site within
Grade 1/2 agricultural land and land of lesser value should be preferred.
Based on constraints site scores Low-Medium overall.



281 – Land at
Clockhouse Lane East,
Thorpe

Medium High

Site has medium level of accessibility overall. Accessibility by bus/rail with
good or very good level of service is generally poor, but accessibility by
cycling is good. Accessibility to retail is good but poor to health facilities.
Potential for groundwater flooding at surface but limited potential for surface
water. Loss of natural/semi-natural greenspace which is unlikely to be
retained. Site within Grade 1/2 agricultural land and land of lesser value
should be preferred. Based on constraints site scores Low overall.



282 – Land East of
Fishing Lake, Thorpe
Lea Road

Medium High

Site has medium level of accessibility overall. Accessibility by bus/rail with
good or very good level of service is generally poor, but accessibility by
cycling is good. Accessibility to retail is good but poor to health facilities.
Potential for groundwater flooding at surface but limited potential for surface
water. Loss of natural/semi-natural greenspace which is unlikely to be
retained. Site within Grade 1/2 agricultural land and land of lesser value
should be preferred. Based on constraints site scores Low overall.



284 – Christmas Tree
Site, Ottershaw

Medium Low

Site has medium level of accessibility overall. Good accessibility by bus with
good or very good level of service but no rail and poorer accessibility by
cycling. Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding with higher
probability is some areas but which could potentially be mitigated. Impact to
adjacent Grade II listed building could be avoided through design. Site
scores Medium-High overall.


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Stage 4 Assessment

5.9 Stage 4 considered each of the sites from stage 3 against a range of non-significant,
non-absolute constraints in qualitative terms as a series of questions which sought to
ascertain whether a non-significant non-absolute constraint was present and the effect
of this. Appendix 7 sets out the commentary for each site including for both housing &
employment and Table 5-3 summarises this.

5.10 Following stage 4, 51 of the 52 housing sites and 5 of the 6 employment sites were
taken forward to stage 5. It was considered that none of the constraints assessed in
stage 4 were so insurmountable as to make a development undeliverable or
undevelopable aside from 1 site which could have been allocated for housing or
employment.

Table 5-3: Performance against Non-Significant Non-Absolute Constraints

Site Performance Take Forward
to Stage 5?

4 – Barrsbrook &
Barrsbrook Cattery,
Guildford Road,
Chertsey

Site within unit SS3 of Surrey Landscape
Character Assessment but considered that site
would not adversely affect principles or could be
mitigated/enhanced through design. Site within
Groundwater Protection Zone 3 (GPZ) and will
need to be taken into account through design.



13 – Stroude Road
Farm, Stroude Road,
Virginia Water

North parcel within BOA unit TV01 and any
proposal would be expected to set out how it
mitigates/ enhances BOA objectives and targets.
Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Site 13 could have
adverse effects on RV2 principles, especially
resisting urbanisation of open areas. This would
need to be carefully considered through design
but is not necessarily a reason to exclude at this
stage. Potential noise from adjacent rail line
could be mitigated through design.



14 – Brox End Nursey,
Ottershaw

Site is the subject of a Tree Preservation Order
(TPO) but application for residential is currently
being considered and impacts to TPO can be
overcome. Site is designated as a housing
reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan.



17 – Coombelands
Lane, Rowtown

Site is subject to a TPO but protected trees
could be retained on site. Within unit SS3 of the
SLCA but considered that site would not
adversely affect these principles. Designated as
a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan
and an application is currently under
consideration.



22 – Land south of St
David’s Drive & Robert’s
Way, Englefield Green

Site is within unit TV01 of a Thames Valley
Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and whilst
not itself a nationally or locally designated site,
there may be features within the site which
reflect BOA objectives. This does not preclude
development, but any proposal would be
expected to set out how it mitigates/ enhances
BOA objectives and targets. The site is also
within unit SW1 of the SLCA but is not
considered to adversely affect these principles,
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.


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Site Performance Take Forward
to Stage 5?

24 – Land at Prairie
Road, Hatch Close &
Hatch Farm, Addlestone

Within unit SS3 of the SLCA but considered that
site would not adversely affect these principles
although account should be taken of principles
and enhanced through design as appropriate.
Amenity could be affected by noise from St
Peter’s Way but could be mitigated. Electricity
pylons and cables on part of site will need to be
considered carefully in design and may reduce
developable area. Within GPZ3 which will need
to be taken into account through design.



28 – Great Grove Farm,
Murray Road, Ottershaw

Within unit SS3 of the SLCA but considered that
site would not adversely affect these principles
although account should be taken of principles
and enhanced through design as appropriate
No other constraints.



29 – Charnwood
Nurseries, 33 The
Avenue, Woodham

Within unit SS3 of the SLCA but considered that
site would not adversely affect these principles
although account should be taken of principles
and enhanced through design as appropriate.
No other constraints.



30 - CABI, Bakeham
Lane, Egham

No constraints on site. However site is adjacent
BOA unit TV01 and any proposal should
incorporate measures to enhance BOA features
in general. Footpath 41 lies adjacent site to
north of but would remain unchanged.



34 – Parklands, Parcel
D, Chertsey Bittams

Harm to trees covered by TPO 80 will need to
be avoided. This does not preclude development
but measures may reduce developable area. No
other constraints.



36 – Sandylands Home
Farm East, Blay’s Lane,
Englefield Green

Site is within unit TV01 of a Thames Valley
Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and whilst
not itself a nationally or locally designated site,
there may be features within the site which
reflect BOA objectives. This does not preclude
development, but any proposal would be
expected to set out how it mitigates/ enhances
BOA objectives and targets. The site is also
within unit SW1 of the SLCA but is not
considered to adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.



46 – Land at Great
Grove Farm, Ottershaw

Within unit SS3 of the SLCA but considered that
site would not, in the main, significantly affect
these principles, although development of the
site would reduce the gap between Ottershaw
and Chertsey Bittams to the north and design
will need to incorporate/enhance features which
make a positive contribution to landscape
principles for unit SS3. Harm to trees covered by
TPOs could be avoided through design and
footpath on site could be retained.


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Site Performance Take Forward
to Stage 5?

48 – Hanworth Lane,
Chertsey

Within unit SS3 of SLCA but not considered site
48 would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design. Noise
impacts from adjacent employment area could
be attenuated or avoided, and buffer may be
required to residential if employment use
pursued. Within GPZ 2 which will need to be
considered through design. Footpath runs
adjacent site on eastern boundary but can be
retained. Site identified as housing reserve site
in 2001 Local Plan and northern part of site has
permission for 130 dwellings.



50 – Brunel University
Site, Cooper’s Hill,
Englefield Green

Partly within BOA unit TV02. Relevant objectives
for this unit include priority habitat restoration
and creation and priority species recovery. Site
is large enough to retain BOA areas and as such
there is the opportunity to mitigate/enhance BOA
objectives and targets. TPO on site lies to the
periphery and harm can be avoided. Site is
partly within unit SS1 of SCLA, but not
considered site 50 would adversely affect these
principles although account will need to be taken
of principles and enhanced through design.
FP69 runs along Oak Lane adjacent site and
can be retained without diversion.



51 – Byfleet Road, New
Haw (employment only)

within BOA unit R04 and whilst this does not
preclude development, any proposal would be
expected to set out how it mitigates/ enhances
BOA objectives and targets. Within unit RF7 of
SLCA and site and could adversely affect
landscape principles and therefore design will
need to be carefully considered. Site adjacent to
M25 with noise and air quality potential issues
which will require mitigation or avoidance.
Several electricity pylons and overhead cables
on site and Wey Navigation towpath lies on
western boundary. As stated in stage 3 this site
would only be appropriate for employment and
although it was identified as a housing reserve
site in the 2001 Local Plan, it has not yet been
the subject of a planning application.



60 – Pyrcroft Road,
Chertsey

Within unit SS3 of SCLA but not considered to
adversely affect landscape principles although
account will need to be taken of principles and
enhanced through design. TPO 235 on northern
boundary could be retained. Within GPZ 2 & 3
which will need to be considered through design
process.



62 – Land at
Addlestonemoor

TPO 370 located on site for individual Oak tree
but harm can be avoided. Within unit SS3 of
SCLA, but not considered site 62 would
adversely affect landscape principles although
account will need to be taken of principles and
enhanced through design if possible given size
of site.
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Site Performance Take Forward
to Stage 5?

77 – 232 Brox Road,
Ottershaw

Within unit SS4 of SLCA. Not considered that
Site 77 would adversely affect landscape
principles although account will need to be taken
of principles and enhanced through design if
possible given size of site. TPO 115 covers
whole site but trees located mostly on periphery
and harm could be avoided.



97 & 99 – Longcross
Garden Village

Within BOA unit TBH02 and whilst sites 97 & 99
are not themselves a nationally or locally
designated site, there may be features within the
site which reflect BOA objectives. Whilst this
does not preclude development, any proposal
would be expected to set out how it
mitigates/enhances BOA objectives and targets
and given size of site potential for priority habitat
restoration.  Within unit SS4 of SLCA but is not
considered to adversely affect these principles
but account will need to be taken of principles
and enhanced through design. Noise could be
attenuated and footpath could be retained.
TPO6 runs along southern and eastern
boundary of site and could be retained with
harm avoided.



154 – Land at Howard’s
Lane, Rowtown

TPO 180 on periphery of site and harm can be
avoided. Footpath on periphery of site but can
be retained. No other constraints.



156 – Blay’s House,
Blay’s Lane, Englefield
Green

No constraints present.


167 – Land at Woburn
Hill, Addlestone

Site partly within GPZ 3 which will need to be
considered through design process. No other
constraints.



205 – Crockford Bridge
Farm, New Haw Road,
Addlestone

Site within BOA unit R04 and whilst site 205 is
not itself a nationally or locally designated site,
there may be features within the site which
reflect BOA objectives. This does not preclude
development, but any proposal would be
expected to set out how it mitigates/ enhances
BOA objectives and targets and given size of
site potential for priority habitat restoration.
Within unit SS3 which could be adversely
affected by potential merging of settlements.
This would be subject to design. May be some
potential for agricultural land contamination i.e.
pesticides, but this could be remediated.
Footpath runs east/west in southern part of site
and along a trackway to the north and could be
retained or if necessary diverted.



212 – Home Farm,
Stroude Road 

217 – Land at Wheeler’s
Green, Parcel E,
Chertsey Bittams

TPO 16 on site but harm could be avoided.
Within unit SS3 of SCLA, but not considered site
217 would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.
Potential amenity issue from noise given
proximity to St Peter’s Way & Guildford Road,
but this could be attenuated.
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Site Performance Take Forward
to Stage 5?

218 – Rusham Park,
Whitehall Lane

Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Site 13 is already
largely developed and as such is unlikely to
have greater impact than existing subject to
design. Site partly within GPZ3 which will need
to be considered through design process.
Potential for laboratory waste on site and as
such a land contamination survey may be
required.



219 – Villa Santa Maria,
St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey

Within unit SS3 of SLCA but not considered to
adversely affect landscape principles although
account will need to be taken of principles and
enhanced through design, especially with
respect to retention of tree cover. Landfill within
250m and a site survey may be required. TPO 2
on site could be retained and as such harm
avoided. Partly within GPZ 2 & 3 which will need
to be considered through design process.



224 – Land adjacent
Addlestonemoor

Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Considered site 224
would not adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design. Within
GPZ3 which will need to be considered through
design process. Overhead electricity cables run
over very small part of site in south east corner
but should not affect developable area.



225 – Land adjacent
Sandgates, Guildford
Road, Chertsey

Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Site 219 could
adversely affect these principles especially
retention of tree cover as the site is heavily
wooded in parts. Woodland TPO 403 covers
some 0.9ha leaving 0.54ha of developable area
which would be further reduced by individually
protected trees. Development would therefore
either lead to the loss of protected trees or
reduce the site to under 0.5ha. As such, the site
should not be taken forward to stage 5 for
housing or employment. Within GPZ 2 & 3 which
will need to be considered through design
process.



227 – Woburn Park
Farm, Addlestonemoor

Area TPO 137 lies to the site frontage but harm
to protected trees can be avoided through
design. Within unit SS3 of SLCA and considered
site 227 would not adversely affect these
principles although account will need to be taken
of principles and enhanced through design,
especially retention of protected trees on site.
Partly within GPZ 2 & 3 which will need to be
considered through design process. Overhead
electricity cables run over the centre of the site
from southwest to northeast which may reduce
developable area.



231 – St Peter’s
Hospital

TPO 244 on site covering both individually
protected trees and a general area. Site is large
enough for harm to be avoided through design.
Potential for contamination related to hospital
waste and as such a survey may be required.


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Site Performance Take Forward
to Stage 5?

254 – Land Parcel B,
Central Veterinary
Laboratory, Rowtown

Within unit SS3 of SLCA but not considered to
adversely affect landscape principles although
account will need to be taken of principles and
enhanced through design. TPO 216 and
footpath adjacent east boundary of site could be
retained.



255 – Parcel A,
Chertsey Bittams

Within unit SS3 of SLCA but considered site
255A would not adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design. Part of
eastern parcel of land within M25 AQMA but
could be avoided through design. Noise from
M25 may be an issue but harm could be avoided
through design. Within GPZ 3 which will need to
be considered through design process



255B – Parcel B,
Chertsey Bittams

Within unit SS3 of SLCA but considered site
255A would not adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design. Noise
from M25 may be an issue but harm could be
avoided through design.



255C – Parcel C,
Chertsey Bittams

Within unit SS3 of SLCA but considered site
255A would not adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design. Part of
eastern parcel of land within M25 AQMA but
could be avoided through design. Noise from
M25 may be an issue but harm could be avoided
through design. Within GPZ 3 which will need to
be considered through design process



256A – Thorpe Lea
Road North, Parcel A
(Thorpe Lea Manor)

Within GPZ 3 which will need to be considered
through design process. 

256B – Thorpe Lea
Road North, Parcel B
(Glenville Farm)

Within GPZ 3 which will need to be considered
through design process. 

257 – Thorpe Lea Road
West

TPO 98 on site covers individual trees and small
areas which could be retained and harm
avoided. Noise and air quality could be an issue
given proximity to M25 but could be avoided or
mitigated through design. Within GPZ 3 which
will need to be considered through design
process. Footpath runs along western boundary
of site but could be retained.



258 – Virginia Water
North

Site within unit SW1 of SLCA and not
considered to adversely affect landscape
principles subject to careful design although
account will need to be taken of principles and
enhanced through design.



259 – Virginia Water
West

TPO 20S & 77 on site but could be retained and
harm avoided. 

261 – Virginia Water
South

Within unit SS4 of SLCA but not considered to
adversely affect landscape principles although
account will need to be taken of principles and
enhanced through design. Part of site adjacent
to rail line and within 70m of M3, however noise
issues could be attenuated.


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Site Performance Take Forward
to Stage 5?

263 – Ottershaw East TPO 50 in west of site but could be retained.
Within unit SS4 of SLCA but not considered to
adversely affect landscape principles although
account will need to be taken of principles and
enhanced through design. Footpath runs north-
south through site and could be retained.



268 – Land at 79-87a
Woodham Park Road,
Woodham

Site within 250m of potential waste source, so
survey may be required. 

274 – Allington & 37, 47,
57 Howard’s Lane,
Rowtown

TPO 221 on part of site, but this could be
retained and harm avoided. Site within 250m of
potential contaminating site, so survey may be
required. FP 24, 27 and 28 surround site but
could be retained without diversion.



277 – The Old Chalet,
Callow Hill, Virginia
Water

Site within BOA TV01. Whilst site 277 is not
itself a nationally or locally designated site, it is
predominantly wooded and its loss could have
the potential to negatively affect BOA objectives
and this would need to be carefully considered if
constraint can be overcome. Site within unit
SW1 of SLCA and although not covered by a
TPO, the site is predominantly covered by
woodland and development could also
negatively affect principles and would need to be
carefully designed to take these into account. An
unidentified tank lies 10m to north of site which
could have potential for contamination and a
survey would likely be required. Whilst
constraints are not a bar to development at this
stage, they may impact upon site capacity and
developability.



284 – Christmas Tree
Site, Ottershaw

Several TPOs on site, but these lie largely on
the periphery and can be retained so harm can
be avoided. Within units SS3 & SS4 of SLCA but
considered site 284 would not adversely affect
these principles although account will need to be
taken of principles and enhanced through
design. Potential contamination site within 250m
and a survey would likely be required.



285 – Sayes Court
Kennels, Addlestone

Within unit SS3 of SLCA but considered site 284
would not adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.
Western area of site within M25 AQMA but could
be avoided through design. Noise from M25 may
be an issue but harm could be avoided through
design. Within GPZ 3 which will need to be
considered through design process. Part of
former landfill located on site and survey would
be required to investigate potential extent of
contamination whether any mitigation is
possible.
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Site Performance Take Forward
to Stage 5?

289 – Webb’s, The
Green, Englefield Green

TPO 168 on part of site, but can be retained and
as such harm can be avoided. Within unit SS1 of
SLCA, but not considered site 289 would
significantly adversely affect these principles
and will need to incorporate/enhance features
which make a positive contribution to landscape
principles, especially given site location adjacent
The Green at Englefield Green which is one of
the fundamental features in this landscape
typology.



293 – Land North of
Kings Lane, Englefield
Green

TPO 284 on site for individual tree which can be
retained and as such harm avoided. Within unit
SS2 of SLCA but considered site 293 would not
significantly adversely affect these principles but
will need to incorporate/enhance features which
make a positive contribution to landscape
principles. Potential contamination site within
250m and survey may be required. FP22
adjacent site can be retained without diversion.



312 – Jasmine Cottage
and 1 & 2 Home Farm
Cottages

Within unit RV2 of SLCA but is not necessarily a
reason to exclude at this stage. Land
contamination status unknown, however is likely
to be agricultural wastes and could be
remediated.



323 – Cacti Nursery,
Bousley Rise, Ottershaw

Within unit SS4 of SLCA. but considered site
323 would not adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.
Footpath runs north-south west of site and could
be retained. No other constraints,



Stage 5 Assessment

5.11 Stage 5 of the site assessment has considered how the 51 housing sites and 5
employment sites perform in terms of Green Belt purposes, as informed by the
Runnymede Green Belt Review Parts 1 & 2. Appendix 8 sets out the commentary for
each site and gives a recommendation as to whether the site should be taken forward
to stage 6 on the performance against the Green Belt Reviews, while also taking
account of the commentary from stages 3&4. A summary of this commentary is
included in Table 5-4. The results of stage 5 are that 21 sites have been taken forward
to Stage 6, 20 housing sites and 1 employment site.

Table 5-4: Assessment of Sites from Stages 3 & 4 and Green Belt Reviews

Site Comments Take Forward
to Stage 6?

4 – Barrsbrook &
Barrsbrook Cattery,
Guildford Road,
Chertsey

High performing site against accessibility/constraints
and Green Belt purposes weakly/moderately met.
However, only 16% of land which would need release
from Green Belt is developable and is considered
disproportionate to level of development achievable.
Greater weight attached to protection of the Green
Belt.


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Site Comments Take Forward
to Stage 6?

13 – Stroude Road
Farm, Stroude
Road

Site performs moderately against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performs
strongly. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



14 – Brox End
Nursey, Ottershaw

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints and Green Belt purposes
only weakly met. The site is already acceptable to
develop in principle through the existing Local Plan
and is subject to planning applications.



17 – Coombelands
Lane, Rowtown

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints and Green Belt purposes
only weakly met. The site is already acceptable to
develop in principle through the existing Local Plan
and is subject to planning permission for 43 units
subject to S106.



22 – Land south of
St David’s Drive &
Robert’s Way,
Englefield Green

Site performs moderately against
accessibility/constraints, but Green Belt performs
strongly. Greater weight attached to protection of the
Green Belt.



24 – Land at Prairie
Road, Hatch Close
& Hatch Farm,
Addlestone

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints, but Green Belt also
performs strongly. Greater weight attached to
protection of the Green Belt.



28 – Great Grove
Farm, Murray
Road, Ottershaw

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints, but Green Belt also
performs strongly. Greater weight attached to
protection of the Green Belt.



29 – Charnwood
Nurseries, 33 The
Avenue, Woodham

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt also performs
strongly. Greater weight attached to protection of the
Green Belt.



30 – CABI,
Bakeham Lane,
Egham

Medium-high performing site in terms of
accessibility/constraints and moderately performing
against Green Belt purposes but Green Belt has
strategic importance in this area. Greater weight
attached to protection of the Green Belt.



34 – Parklands,
Parcel D, Chertsey
Bittams

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints and only plays a limited role
in wider Green Belt. Greater weight attached to
meeting development needs.



36 – Sandylands
Home Farm East,
Blay’s Lane,
Englefield Green

The site is medium performing in terms of
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performs
strongly. Greater weight attached to protection of the
Green Belt.



46 – Land at Great
Grove Farm,
Ottershaw

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Green Belt performs
moderately over majority of site and is critical to
maintain gap between Chertsey/Ottershaw, but
southwest corner of site plays less fundamental role.
Considered that release of site including southwest
corner is not a ‘rounding off’ of the urban area
pushing settlement boundaries north beyond existing
defensible GB boundaries and physically closing gap
between Ottershaw/Chertsey. Greater weight
attached to protection of the Green Belt.
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Site Comments Take Forward
to Stage 6?

48 – Hanworth
Lane, Chertsey

High performing site against accessibility/constraints.
Parcel was not taken forward for further refinement in
Stage 1 Review and was recommended as a Green
Belt extension. However, the site is designated as a
housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan with 130
dwellings on the northern section of the site under
construction. The site is already acceptable to
develop in principle through the existing Local Plan
and greater weight attached to meeting development
needs.



50 – Brunel
University Site,
Coopers Hill,
Englefield Green

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Green Belt performs
strongly on part of the site but weaker in other parts,
most notably that currently under construction for
residential development. However, area of site
performing more weakly against Green Belt purposes
unlikely to yield any more developable area than is
already under construction and further development
unlikely to be achievable. Greater weight attached to
protection of the Green Belt.



51 – Byfleet Road,
New Haw
(employment only)

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints as an employment site.
Further refinement of land parcel reveals that
development would not compromise purpose 2 with
no potential for sprawl. Greater weight attached to
meeting development needs for employment.



52 – Dial House,
Northcroft Road,
Englefield Green

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performs
strongly. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



60 – Pyrcroft Road,
Chertsey

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel
reveals that development would not compromise
purpose 2 or 3 of Green Belt and area at Grange
Farm plays lesser role in wider Green Belt.  As such,
greater weight attached to meeting development
needs. Part of site is already acceptable to develop in
principle through the existing Local Plan.



62 – Land at
Addlestonemoor

High performing site against accessibility/constraints
but Green Belt performs moderately and is integral to
maintaining gap between settlements. Greater weight
attached to protection of Green Belt.



77 – 232 Brox
Road, Ottershaw

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints and Green Belt performs
only weakly/moderately. However, considered that
site would form an incongruous addition to urban
area and is not a ‘rounding off’ of the settlement.
Greater weight attached to protection of the Green
Belt.
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Site Comments Take Forward
to Stage 6?

97 & 99 –
Longcross Garden
Village

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints, although accessibility is low.
However the site would be large enough to improve
accessibility as it could provide on-site local services
and facilities. Green Belt performance is weak aside
from being moderate against one purpose, however,
further refinement identifies potential for development
at the site. The site is already partially developed and
as such is not open in its entirety, which is one of the
fundamental characteristics of the Green Belt. In this
respect the site has already fragmented the Green
Belt to some degree and the gaps to other
settlements would not fragment Green Belt further.
Greater weight attached to meeting development
needs.



154 – Land at
Howard’s Lane,
Rowtown

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



156 – Blay’s
House, Blay’s
Lane, Englefield
Green

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints and Green Belt performs
moderately but plays a limited role in meeting Green
Belt purposes. Greater weight attached to meeting
development needs.



158 – Squires
Garden Centre,
Hollow Hill,
Chertsey

Medium performing site in terms of
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater protection attached to protection of
Green Belt.



167 – Land at
Woburn Hill,
Addlestone

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



205 – Crockford
Bridge Farm, New
Haw Road,
Addlestone

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of the
Green Belt.



212 – Home Farm,
Stroude Road

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints but moderate performance
against Green Belt purposes and is considered to
play an important role in preventing encroachment
into a sensitive area of countryside. Greater weight
attached to protection of the Green Belt.



217 – Land
adjacent Wheeler’s
Green, Parcel E,
Chertsey Bittams

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Further refined land parcel
and sub-area plays only a limited role in the wider
Green Belt. Greater weight attached to meeting
development needs.



218 – Rusham
Park, Whitehall
Lane, Egham

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints with Green Belt performance
generally weak and playing a limited role in wider
Green Belt. However, only 11% of land which would
need release from Green Belt is developable and is
considered disproportionate to level of development
achievable. Greater weight attached to protection of
the Green Belt.


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219 – Villa Santa
Maria, St Ann’s Hill,
Chertsey

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green performance is
strong. Greater weight attached to protection of the
Green Belt.



224 – Land
adjacent 62
Addlestonemoor

High performing site against accessibility/constraints
with moderate Green Belt performance, but Green
Belt plays integral role in maintaining gaps between
settlements. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



227 – Woburn Park
Farm,
Addlestonemoor

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



231 – St Peter’s
Hospital

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Site plays limited role in
meeting Green belt purposes 2 & 3. Greater weight
attached to meeting development needs.



254 – Land Parcel
B, Central
Veterinary
Laboratory,
Rowtown

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel would
not compromise Green Belt purposes and sub-area
performs weakly/moderately against purposes,
although southwest part of sub-area plays a more
critical role in wider Green Belt. Greater weight
attached to meeting development needs for north
section of sub-area, but greater weight attached to
protecting Green Belt for southwest section of sub-
area.



255A – Parcel A,
Chertsey Bittams

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel states
that strong boundaries will prevent further sprawl, the
strategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements
and the semi-urban character has already
compromised open countryside and its role in
meeting purpose 3. Greater weight attached to
meeting development needs.



255B – Parcel B,
Chertsey Bittams

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel states
that strong boundaries will prevent further sprawl, the
strategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements
and the semi-urban character has already
compromised open countryside and its role in
meeting purpose 3. Greater weight attached to
meeting development needs.



255C – Parcel C,
Chertsey Bittams

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel states
that strong boundaries will prevent further sprawl, the
strategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements
and the semi-urban character has already
compromised open countryside and its role in
meeting purpose 3. Greater weight attached to
meeting development needs.



256 – Thorpe Lea
Road North, Parcel
A (Thorpe Lea
Manor)

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints with Green Belt performing
weakly. Greater weight attached to meeting
development needs.


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256 – Thorpe Lea
Road North, Parcel
B (Glenville Farm)

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints with Green Belt performing
weakly. Greater weight attached to meeting
development needs.



257 – Thorpe Lea
Road West

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel would
not compromise Green Belt purposes 1 & 2 with sub-
area performing weakly against purposes 2 & 3.
Greater weight attached to meeting development
needs.



258 – Virginia
Water North

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Refined parcel would not
compromise Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 and sub-area
performs weakly against purposes 1 & 2 and plays
limited role in wider Green Belt. Greater weight
attached to meeting development needs.



259 – Virginia
Water West

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Refined parcel would not
compromise Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 and sub-area
performs weakly against all three purposes and plays
no role in wider Green Belt. Greater weight attached
to meeting development needs.



261 – Virginia
Water South

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Refined parcel would not
compromise Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 and sub-area
performs weakly against purposes 1 & 2 and plays
limited role in wider Green Belt. Greater weight
attached to meeting development needs.



263 – Ottershaw
East

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel not
considered to compromise any Green Belt purposes
with western part of sub-area not considered to play
a role in purpose 1 or 2. Eastern part of site
considered to play fundamental role in purpose 2.
Greater weight attached to meeting development
needs on western part of site (west of public
footpath) but greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt on eastern part of site (east of public
footpath).



268 – Land at 79-
87a Woodham Park
Road, Woodham

Medium performing site in terms of
accessibility/constraints with Green Belt performing
weakly/moderately. However, site plays a role in
preventing sprawl and coalescence of settlements
and performs strongly in wider Green Belt. Greater
weight attached to protection of Green Belt.



274 – Allington &
37, 47 57 Howard’s
Lane, Rowtown

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



277 – The Old
Chalet, Callow Hill,
Virginia Water

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



284 – Christmas
Tree Site,
Ottershaw

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.


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285 – Sayes Court
Kennels,
Addlestone

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



289 – Webb’s, The
Green, Englefield
Green

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



293 – Land North of
Kings Lane,
Englefield Green

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performance
is strong. Greater weight attached to protection of
Green Belt.



312 – Jasmine
Cottage and 1 & 2
Home Farm
Cottages, Virginia
Water

Medium performing site against
accessibility/constraints, but performance against
Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 is moderate and plays
important role in protecting against encroachment
into sensitive area of countryside. Greater weight
attached to protection of the Green Belt.



323 – Cacti
Nursery, Bousley
Rise, Ottershaw

Medium-high performing site against
accessibility/constraints and weak against Green Belt
purposes. However, not considered that defensible
and durable boundaries can be clearly distinguished
on site which would threaten permanence of the
Green Belt and therefore greater weight attached to
retaining land in the Green Belt.



Stage 6 Assessment

5.12 Stage 6 of the assessment considers the performance of each site taken forward from
stage 5 against the findings of the sustainability appraisal as a sense check. Table 5-5
sets out a summary of the appraisal of each site as appraised in Appendix 2 of the
Sustainability Appraisal which accompanied the Local Plan Issues, Options and
Preferred Approaches document and Appendix 2 of the Sustainability Appraisal which
accompanied the Additional Sites & Options document. The Sustainability Appraisal
Objectives are set out in full in Appendix 9. Only where a site is appraised as having
significant negative effects which cannot be mitigated or reduced and/or balanced by
positive effects will a site not be taken forward to Stage 7.

Table 5-5: Performance of Sites in Sustainability Appraisal
Site Performance in SA Comments

14 – Brox End
Nursey,
Ottershaw

Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 1,
2, 4 & 10 relating to biodiversity, health,
water quality/efficiency and historic
assets and neutral for objective 5 relating
to climate change. Minor positive effects
are recorded for objectives 7, 8 and 9
relating to greenhouse gas emissions,
economic growth and provision of
homes.  Minor negative effects are
recorded for objectives 3, 6 and 11
relating to soil resource, air/noise
pollution and landscape character.

Considered that uncertain effects
and most minor negative effects
could be mitigated through the
design process associated with
an individual planning application
or as set out in Local Plan
allocation. Minor negative effect
likely to remain to objective 3, but
is balanced against other minor
positives and mitigation to other
negative effects.
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17 –
Coombelands
Lane,
Rowtown

Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 1,
2 & 4 relating to biodiversity, health and
water quality/efficiency and neutral for
objective 5 relating to climate change.
Minor positive effects are recorded for
objectives 7, 8, 9 and 10 relating to
greenhouse gas emissions, economic
growth, provision of homes and historic
assets. Minor negative effects are
recorded for objectives 3, 6 and 11
relating to soil resource, air/noise
pollution and landscape character.

Planning application RU.16/0845
granted permission for 43
residential units subject to S106.
Proposed plans and conditions
attached to permission and
potential S106 contributions
should to some degree mitigate
minor negative or uncertain
effects, although minor effect to
objective 3 likely to remain but is
balanced against other minor
positives and mitigation to other
negative effects.

34 –
Parklands,
Parcel D,
Chertsey
Bittams

Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2
& 4 relating to health and water quality
and neutral for objective 5 relating to
climate change. Minor positive effects
are recorded against objectives 7, 8 9
and 10 relating to reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, economic growth,
providing homes and historic assets.
Significant negative effect recorded
against objective 6 air/noise pollution
due to proximity to AQMA and A320 and
minor negative effects are recorded
against objectives 1, 3 and 11 relating to
biodiversity, soil resource and landscape
character.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effects on objective 6 will require
an air/noise quality assessment
relating to proximity to the
AQMA/A320 with mitigation
measures implemented if
necessary. For objective 11 any
allocation will need to implement
a landscape strategy for the site
and although site is not within a
BOA, for the purposes of
objective 1 pursue biodiversity
enhancements on site. Minor
negative effect on objective 3
likely to remain but is balanced
against other minor positives and
mitigation to other negative
effects.

48 – Hanworth
Lane,
Chertsey

Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 4
& 11 relating to water quality/efficiency
and landscape character with neutral
effect from employment and uncertain
effect from housing on objective 2
relating to health. Neutral effect for
objective 5 relating to climate change.
Minor positive effects are recorded for
objectives 3, 7, 8, 9 and 10 relating to
soil resource, greenhouse gas
emissions, economic growth, provision of
homes and historic assets but significant
positive for objective 7 if developed for
employment use. Minor negative effects
are recorded for objectives 1 & 6 relating
to biodiversity and air/noise pollution.

Planning application RU.15/0855
granted permission for 130
residential units with Reserved
Matters approved under
RU.16/1198 on northern section
of site. Proposed plans and
conditions attached to permission
and S106 contributions should to
some degree mitigate minor
negative or uncertain effects. For
southern section of site uncertain
or minor negative effects could be
mitigated through requirements
set out in Local Plan allocation.
For objective 1, although not
within an BOA, biodiversity
enhancements could be sought
and for objective 6 air/noise
quality assessment with
mitigation secured if necessary.
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51 – Byfleet
Road, New
Haw
(employment
only)

Effects are uncertain on SA objective 2 &
4 relating to health and water
quality/efficiency. Significant positive
effect recorded against objective 8
relating to economic growth and minor
positive effects are recorded for objective
7 relating to greenhouse gas emissions.
Significant negative effects recorded
against objective 5 climate change, due
to flood risk and objective 6 air/noise
pollution due to proximity to M25 & rail
and AQMA. Minor negative effects
recorded for objectives 1, 3, 10 and 11
relating to biodiversity, soil resource,
historic assets and landscape character.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effects on objective 5 will need to
be addressed through a site flood
risk assessment and
implemented through design. For
objective 6 an air/noise quality
assessment will be required with
mitigation proposed as necessary
although type of employment use
may reduce effects. For
objectives 1 & 11 any allocation
will need to have regard to and
implement Biodiversity
Opportunity Area (BOA) & Surrey
Landscape Character
Assessment (SLCA) objectives.
For objective 10, negative effects
could be mitigated through
design. Minor negative effect on
objective 3 likely to remain but is
balanced against other minor
positives and mitigation to other
negative effects.

60 – Pyrcroft
Road,
Chertsey

Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 1,
2 & 4 relating to biodiversity, health &
water quality/efficiency. Minor positive
effects are recorded for objectives 7, 8 &
9 relating to greenhouse gas emissions,
economic growth and providing homes.
Significant negative effect recorded
against objective 5 climate change, due
to flood risk with minor negative effects
recorded for objectives 3, 6, 10 and 11
relating to soil resource, air/noise quality,
historic assets and landscape character.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effects on objective 5 will need to
be addressed through a site flood
risk assessment, although
development could come forward
avoiding flood risk areas. For
minor negative effect on objective
6 a noise quality assessment
relating to proximity to rail line will
be required and impacts could be
attenuated. For objective 11 any
allocation will need to have
regard to and implement SLCA
objectives. For objective 10
negative effects could be
mitigated through design. Minor
negative effect on objective 3
likely to remain but is balanced
against other minor positives and
mitigation to other negative
effects.
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97 & 99 –
Longcross
Garden
Village

For parcels north & south of the M3
effects are uncertain on objectives 2 & 4
relating to health and water
quality/efficiency. Minor positive effects
are recorded against objectives 3, 5, 7, 8
& 9 relating to soil resource, climate
change, greenhouse gas emissions,
economic growth, providing homes with
minor positive effect on objective 11
relating to landscape character on north
parcel but a minor negative on southern
parcel. Minor negative effects are
recorded against objectives 1, 6 & 10
relating to biodiversity, air/noise quality
and historic assets.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. For minor negative
effect on objective 6 a noise/air
quality assessment relating to
proximity to rail line/motorway will
be needed with mitigation
measures proposed as
appropriate. For objective 1
implementation of BOA objectives
will need to be sought and for
objective 10 design of site will
need to be sympathetic to and
enhance historic assets and their
setting.

156 – Blay’s
House, Blay’s
Lane,
Englefield
Green

Effects uncertain on objectives 2, 4 & 10
relating to health, water quality/efficiency
and historic assets. Minor positive effects
on objectives 3, 5, 7, 8 & 9 relating to soil
resource, climate change, greenhouse
gas emissions, economic growth and
providing homes. Minor negative effects
recorded against objectives 1, 6 & 11
relating to biodiversity, air/noise quality
and landscape character.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. For minor negative
effect on objective 6 a noise/air
quality assessment relating to
proximity to A30 will be needed
with mitigation measures
proposed if necessary. For
objective 11 any allocation will
need to have regard to and
implement SLCA objectives and
although site is not within a BOA,
for the purposes of objective 1
pursue biodiversity
enhancements on site.
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217 – Land
adjacent
Wheeler’s
Green, Parcel
E, Chertsey
Bittams

Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2
& 4 relating to health and water quality
and neutral for objective 5 relating to
climate change. Minor positive effects
are recorded against objectives 7, 8, 9
and 10 relating to reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, economic growth,
providing homes and historic assets.
Significant negative effect recorded
against objective 6 air/noise pollution
due to proximity to AQMA and A320 and
objective 11 relating to landscape
character given the greenfield nature of
the site. Minor negative effects are
recorded against objectives 1 & 3
relating to biodiversity & soil resource.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effects on objective 6 will require
an air/noise quality assessment
relating to proximity to the
AQMA/A320 with mitigation
measures implemented if
necessary. For objective 11 any
allocation will need to implement
a landscape strategy for the site
including retention of existing
vegetation to limit impact to
landscape character. Although
site is not within a BOA, for the
purposes of objective 1
biodiversity enhancements
should be pursued on site. Minor
negative effect on objective 3
likely to remain but is balanced
against other minor positives and
mitigation to other negative
effects.

231 – St
Peter’s
Hospital

Effects uncertain on SA objectives 2 & 4
relating to health and water
quality/efficiency and neutral effect on
objective 1 for biodiversity. Minor positive
effects recorded against objectives 3, 7,
8 and 9 relating to soil resources,
reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
economic growth and providing homes.
Minor negative effects are recorded
against objectives 5, 6, 10 and 11
relating to climate change, air/noise
quality, historic assets and landscape
character.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. For minor negative
effect on objective 6 an air quality
assessment relating to proximity
to A320 will be needed with
mitigation measures proposed if
necessary. For objective 5, this is
recorded as a minor negative due
to flood risk, but no part of the
site is outside of flood risk zone 1.
For objective 10 negative effects
could be mitigated through
design. For objective 11 any
allocation will need to implement
a landscape strategy for the site
including retention of existing and
protected vegetation to reduce
wider landscape impacts.
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254 – Land
Parcel B,
Central
Veterinary
Laboratory,
Rowtown

Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4
relating to health & water
quality/efficiency with neutral effects for
objectives 5 & 6 relating to climate
change and air/noise quality. Minor
positive effects recorded against
objectives 7, 8 & 9 relating to
greenhouse gas emissions, economic
growth and providing homes. Significant
negative effect on objective 11 relating to
landscape character and minor negative
effects recorded against objectives 1, 3
and 10 relating to biodiversity, soil
resource and historic assets.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effect on objective 11 will need to
be mitigated through a suitable
landscaping strategy having
regard to the objectives of the
SLCA and to the prominence of
the site. However, effect may be
reduced to a minor negative
rather than fully mitigated. For
objective 1, although the site is
not within a BOA, biodiversity
enhancements will need to be
implemented. For objective 10
effect can be mitigated through
design. Minor negative effect on
objective 3 likely to remain.
Remaining negative effects are
balanced against other minor
positives and mitigation to other
negative effects.

255A – Parcel
A, Chertsey
Bittams

Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2
& 4 relating to health and water quality.
Minor positive effects are recorded
against objectives 7, 8, 9 and 10 relating
to reducing greenhouse gas emissions,
economic growth, providing homes and
historic assets. Significant negative
effect recorded against objective 6
air/noise pollution due to proximity to
AQMA and A320 and objective 11
relating to landscape character given the
greenfield nature of the site. Minor
negative effects are recorded against
objectives 1, 3 & 5 relating to
biodiversity, soil resource and climate
change.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effects on objective 6 will require
an air/noise quality assessment
relating to proximity to the
AQMA/A320 with mitigation
measures implemented if
necessary. For objective 11 any
allocation will need to implement
a landscape strategy for the site
including retention of existing
vegetation to limit impact to
landscape character. Although
site is not within a BOA, for the
purposes of objective 1
biodiversity enhancements
should be pursued on site. For
objective 5 effects relate to small
area of flood risk which can be
avoided. Minor negative effect on
objective 3 likely to remain but is
balanced against other minor
positives and mitigation to other
negative effects.
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255B – Parcel
B, Chertsey
Bittams

Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2
& 4 relating to health and water quality
and neutral for objective 5 relating to
climate change. Minor positive effects
are recorded against objectives 7, 8, 9
and 10 relating to reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, economic growth,
providing homes and historic assets.
Significant negative effect recorded
against objective 6 air/noise pollution
due to proximity to AQMA and A320 and
objective 11 relating to landscape
character given the greenfield nature of
the site. Minor negative effects are
recorded against objectives 1 & 3
relating to biodiversity & soil resource.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effects on objective 6 will require
an air/noise quality assessment
relating to proximity to the
AQMA/A320 with mitigation
measures implemented if
necessary. For objective 11 any
allocation will need to implement
a landscape strategy for the site
including retention of existing
vegetation to limit impact to
landscape character. Although
site is not within a BOA, for the
purposes of objective 1
biodiversity enhancements
should be pursued on site. Minor
negative effect on objective 3
likely to remain but is balanced
against other minor positives and
mitigation to other negative
effects.

255C – Parcel
C, Chertsey
Bittams

Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2
& 4 relating to health and water quality
and neutral for objective 5 relating to
climate change. Minor positive effects
are recorded against objectives 7, 8, 9
and 10 relating to reducing greenhouse
gas emissions, economic growth,
providing homes and historic assets.
Significant negative effect recorded
against objective 6 air/noise pollution
due to proximity to AQMA and A320 and
objective 11 relating to landscape
character given the greenfield nature of
the site. Minor negative effects are
recorded against objectives 1 & 3
relating to biodiversity & soil resource.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effects on objective 6 will require
an air/noise quality assessment
relating to proximity to the
AQMA/A320 with mitigation
measures implemented if
necessary. For objective 11 any
allocation will need to implement
a landscape strategy for the site
including retention of existing
vegetation to limit impact to
landscape character. Although
site is not within a BOA, for the
purposes of objective 1
biodiversity enhancements
should be pursued on site. Minor
negative effect on objective 3
likely to remain but is balanced
against other minor positives and
mitigation to other negative
effects.
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256 – Thorpe
Lea Road
North, Parcel
A (Thorpe Lea
Manor)

Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4
relating to health and water
quality/efficiency. Minor positive effects
on objectives 1, 3, 7, 8 & 9 relating to
biodiversity, soil resource, greenhouse
gas emissions, economic growth and
providing homes. Minor negative effects
recorded on objectives 5, 6, 10 & 11
relating to climate change, air/noise
quality due to proximity to M25, historic
assets and landscape character.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. For objective 5 risk
could be avoided through design
or a flood risk assessment will be
required with mitigation
implemented as necessary. For
objective 6 a noise quality
assessment will be required due
to aircraft noise zone and
proximity to M25 with attenuation
measures implemented where
necessary. For objective 10
design of site will need to ensure
no harm to setting of historic
asset. For objective 11 the site is
not within the SLCA and is
already previously developed but
features of importance could be
retained or site landscaping
improved.

256 – Thorpe
Lea Road
North, Parcel
B (Glenville
Farm)

Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4
relating to health and water
quality/efficiency. Minor positive effects
on objectives 1, 3, 7, 8 & 9 relating to
biodiversity, soil resource, greenhouse
gas emissions, economic growth and
providing homes. Minor negative effects
recorded on objectives 5, 6, 10 & 11
relating to climate change, air/noise
quality due to proximity to M25, historic
assets and landscape character.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations.. For objective 5 risk
could be avoided through design
or a flood risk assessment will be
required with mitigation
implemented as necessary. For
objective 6 a noise quality
assessment will be required due
to aircraft noise zone and
proximity to M25 with attenuation
measures implemented where
necessary. For objective 10
design of site will need to ensure
no harm to setting of historic
asset. For objective 11 the site is
not within the SLCA and is
already previously developed but
features of importance could be
retained or site landscaping
improved.
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257 – Thorpe
Lea Road
West

Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4
relating to health and water
quality/efficiency. Minor positive effects
on objectives 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9 & 10 relating
to biodiversity, soil resource, climate
change, greenhouse gas emissions,
economic growth, providing homes and
historic assets. Minor negative effects
recorded on objectives 6 & 11 relating to
air/noise quality due to proximity to M25
and landscape character.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. For objective 6 a
noise quality assessment will be
required due to proximity to M25
with attenuation measures
implemented where necessary.
For objective 11 the site is not
within the SLCA but features of
importance could be retained or
site landscaping improved.

258 – Virginia
Water North

Uncertain effects on objective 4 relating
to water quality/efficiency and neutral
effect on objective 5 relating to climate
change. Minor positive effects recorded
against objectives 2, 7, 8 and 9 relating
to health, greenhouse gas emissions,
economic growth and providing homes.
Significant negative effect recorded
against objective 11 relating to
landscape character with minor negative
effects against objectives 1, 3, 6 & 10
relating to biodiversity, soil resource,
air/noise quality and historic assets.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effect on objective 11 will need to
be mitigated through a suitable
landscaping strategy having
regard to the objectives of the
SLCA and to the change in site
levels. However, effect may be
reduced to a minor negative
rather than fully mitigated. For
objective 1, although the site is
not within a BOA, biodiversity
enhancements will need to be
implemented. For objective 6 a
noise quality assessment relating
to proximity of rail line may be
required with measures
implemented if necessary. For
objective 10 design of site will
need to ensure no harm to setting
of historic assets. Minor negative
effect on objective 3 likely to
remain, but remaining negative
effects are balanced against
other minor positives and
mitigation to other negative
effects.

259 – Virginia
Water West

Uncertain effects on objectives 2, 4 & 10
relating to health, water quality/efficiency
and historic assets and neutral effect on
objective 5 relating to climate change.
Minor positive effects on objectives 3, 6,
7, 8 and 9 relating to soil resource,
air/noise quality, greenhouse gas
emissions, economic growth and
providing homes. Minor negative effects
recorded against objectives 1 & 11.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Although not in a
BOA or within the SLCA, for
objectives 1 & 11 biodiversity
enhancements could be
implemented on site with existing
important landscape features
retained or landscaping
improved.
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Site Performance in SA Comments

261 – Virginia
Water South

Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4
relating to health and water
quality/efficiency and neutral effect on
objective 5 relating to climate change.
Minor positive effects recorded against
objectives 3, 7, 8, 9 and 10 relating to
soil resource, greenhouse gas
emissions, economic growth, providing
homes and historic assets. Significant
negative effect recorded against
objective 11 relating to landscape
character with minor negative effects
against objectives 1 & 6 relating to
biodiversity and air/noise quality.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effect on objective 11 will need to
be mitigated through a suitable
landscaping strategy having
regard to the objectives of the
SLCA. However, effect may be
reduced to a minor negative
rather than fully mitigated. For
objective 1, although the site is
not within a BOA, biodiversity
enhancements will need to be
implemented. For objective 6 an
air/noise quality assessment
relating to proximity of M3 and rail
line will be required with
mitigation measures implemented
if necessary.

263 –
Ottershaw
East

Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4
relating to health and water
quality/efficiency and neutral effect on
objective 5 relating to climate change.
Minor positive effects recorded against
objectives 1, 7, 8 and 9 relating to
biodiversity, greenhouse gas emissions,
economic growth and providing homes.
Significant negative effect on objective
11 relating to landscape character and
minor negative effects on objectives 3, 6
& 10 relating to soil resource, air/noise
quality and historic assets.

Majority of uncertain or minor
negative effects could be
mitigated through design or by
requirements set out in Local
Plan policies or individual
allocations. Significant negative
effect on objective 11 will need to
be mitigated through a suitable
landscaping strategy having
regard to the objectives of the
SLCA. Restricting development to
the west of the footpath with the
east used as public open space
may reduce negative effects
further. For objective 6 an
air/noise quality assessment
relating to proximity of A320 will
be required with mitigation
measures implemented if
necessary. For objective 10
design of site will need to ensure
no harm to setting of historic
assets. Minor negative effect on
objective 3 likely to remain, but
remaining negative effects are
balanced against other minor
positives and mitigation to other
negative effects.

5.13 All sites recorded a number of uncertain or minor negative effects to a range of
sustainability objectives with some sites recording significant negative effects against
one or two sustainability objectives. Where uncertain or negative effects arise, some of
these may be mitigated or reduced through the generic policies of the Local Plan 2035
or where specific issues need to be addressed could be included within individual site
requirements in the allocations in the Local Plan. For instance, most sites registered an
uncertain effect against water quality/efficiency and this uncertainty could be removed
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with generic policies on implementation of Sustainable Drainage Systems and/or water
efficiency measures in the design of new development. On the other hand specific
measures could be set out on a site by site basis where necessary including issues
such as landscape, biodiversity, infrastructure and green infrastructure requirements
and site capacity.

5.14 As such, although there will inevitably be some negative effects which will remain, it is
considered that the majority of uncertain or negative effects can be mitigated or
reduced and any remaining negative effects balanced by other positive effects.
Therefore all 21 sites have been taken forward to stage 7.

Stage 7 Assessment

5.15 Stage 7 of the assessment considers the deliverability/developability of sites and their
availability. All sites are recommended for allocation in the draft Local Plan, unless it is
considered that issues over availability/viability are unlikely to be resolved by the time
of draft publication. In any event, all sites which were included after the initial sift have
been the subject of sustainability appraisal.

5.16 In 2013 the Council were preparing a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) draft
charging schedule alongside the previous Local Plan but which were both
subsequently withdrawn in 2015. To support the preparation of a draft charging
schedule the Council undertook a general viability appraisal of development at that
time. The viability appraisal showed that residential development within Runnymede is
viable and that there was scope to charge CIL.

5.17 Runnymede has now updated its viability evidence to support the Local Plan 2030 and
a future CIL charging schedule. Each site from Stage 7 assessed to be available has
been assessed in the updated whole plan viability evidence or the Longcross Garden
Village Infrastructure & Viability Assessment which includes the impact of the policies
of the Local Plan and any infrastructure requirements. In general, all of the residential
sites are considered to be viable taking account of policy and infrastructure
requirements and delivery of affordable housing.

5.18 Employment sites exhibit tighter viability margins, however, the one employment site
available for allocation is generally considered to be viable.

5.19 Further, whilst there are a number of sites where proponents have stated the site could
come forward for housing or employment, in reality, given the level of housing need in
the Borough, only those sites not considered appropriate for housing have been
allocated for employment. Mixed use developments have been discounted for each site
because they are not considered large enough to accommodate both housing and
employment development where the two uses would have to be in close proximity to
one another potentially affecting sensitive receptors. The Longcross Garden Village
site is large enough for mixed use, and the area north of the M3 is already
accommodating 79,000sqm of employment space and as such is already a mixed use
site.

5.20 The assessment of the availability/viability of sites is set out in Table 5-6. This shows
that one site is not recommended to be taken forward into the draft Plan. This is for one
potential housing site (Site 259) where the majority of site availability is unknown and is
within multiple ownerships making site assembly more problematic and which therefore
may never come forward over the plan period. There are two other sites (255B & C)
where availability is unknown, however these are either in single or one or two
ownerships and there is the possibility of these sites becoming available over the plan
period without site assembly issues. One other site (Site 258) is largely available,



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 75

although the area where availability is unknown is again only in one or two ownerships
and could therefore come forward over the plan period without land assembly issues.

5.21 The final number of sites recommended for allocation is 20 housing sites and 1
employment site.

Table 5-6: Availability/Viability of Sites
Site Availability Viability Recommendation

14 – Brox End
Nursey,

Ottershaw

Planning applications
reflect availability

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

17 –
Coombelands

Lane, Rowtown

Planning permission
reflects availability

Planning permission
reflects viability

Allocate for
Housing

34 – Parklands,
Parcel D,

Chertsey Bittams

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation and pre-
application submitted.

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

48 – Hanworth
Lane, Chertsey

Planning application
reflects availability and
pre-application submitted.

Planning application
reflects viability.
Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

51 – Byfleet
Road, New Haw

(employment
only)

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation.

Viability may be tight
but considered to be
generally viable.

Allocate for
Employment

60 – Pyrcroft
Road, Chertsey

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

97 & 99 –
Longcross

Garden Village

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation.

Confirmed viable in
Longcross
Infrastructure &
Viability Assessment.

Allocate for Mixed
Use

156 – Blay’s
House, Blay’s

Lane, Englefield
Green

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation.

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

217 – Wheeler’s
Green, Parcel E,
Chertsey Bittams

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation.

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

231 – St Peter’s
Hospital

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation. Planning
application submitted.

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

254 – Land Parcel
B, Central
Veterinary
Laboratory,
Rowtown

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation.

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

255A – Parcel A,
Chertsey Bittams

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation.

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing
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Site Availability Viability Recommendation

255B – Parcel B,
Chertsey Bittams

Unconfirmed but in single
ownership and no site
assembly issues

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Possibility of
coming forward
over plan period
due to single
ownership.
Allocate for
Housing

255C – Parcel C,
Chertsey Bittams

Unconfirmed but site only
in one or two ownerships
with no site assembly
issues.

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Possibility of
coming forward
over plan period
due to low number
of ownerships.
Allocate for
Housing

256 – Thorpe Lea
Road North,

Parcel A (Thorpe
Lea Manor)

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA call
for sites

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

256 – Thorpe Lea
Road North,

Parcel B
(Glenville Farm)

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

257 – Thorpe Lea
Road West

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

258 – Virginia
Water North

Merlewood and large
portion of Kenwolde
confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation. Availability
unknown on eastern
section at Gorse Hill
House & Gorse Hill
Manor, but only in two
ownerships with no
assembly issues. Majority
of site available.

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate whole site
for Housing

259 – Virginia
Water West

Majority of availability
unknown at this time and
site in multiple
ownerships. Site
assembly problematic

Appears viable

Do not allocate as
land in multiple
ownerships and
vast majority of
site not considered
available.

261 – Virginia
Water South

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing

263 – Ottershaw
East

Confirmed as available
through 2016 IOPA
consultation

Confirmed viable in
whole plan viability
assessment.

Allocate for
Housing
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Appendix 1 - Initial Sift of Housing Sites
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Monument
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Access Capacity Notes

04 Barrsbrook & Barrsbrook
Cattery, Guildford Road,
Chertsey

Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

13 Stroude Farm, Stroude Road Y N N N N N Y Y
14 Brox End Nursery, Ottershaw Y N N N N N Y Y
17 Coombelands Lane, Row Town Y N N N N N Y Y
18 Land north of Thorpe Industrial

Estate Y N N N N N Y Y

19 Oak Tree Nurseries, Stroude
Road Y N N N N N Y Y

22 Land South of St David’s Drive &
Roberts Way, Englefield Green Y N N N N N Y Y Includes

site 208

24 Land at Prairie Road, Hatch
Close & Hatch Farm, Addlestone Y N N N N N Y Y

28 Great Grove Farm, Murray
Road, Ottershaw

Y N N N N N Y Y

Part PDL
site

adjacent
urban
area

29 Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The
Avenue, Woodham Y N N N N N Y Y

30 CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

34 Parklands, Parcel D, Chertsey
Bittams Y N N N N N N Y Part PDL

Site
36 Sandylands Home Farm East,

Blays Lane, Englefield Green Y N N N N N Y Y

42 CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten Acre
Lane, Thorpe Y N N N N N Y Y
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44 CEMEX Thorpe 3, Ten Acre
Lane, Thorpe Y N N N N N Y Y

46 Land at Great Grove Farm,
Ottershaw (west) Y N N N N N Y Y

46a Land at Great Grove Farm (east) Y N N N N N Y Y
48 Hanworth Lane, Chertsey Y N N N N N Y Y
50 Brunel University Site, Coopers

Hill, Englefield Green
Y N N N N N Y Y

Part PDL
site

adjacent
urban
area

51 Byfleet Road, New Haw Y N N N N N Y Y
52 Dial House, Northcroft Road,

Englefield Green Y N N N N N Y Y

Part
within
urban
area

56 Land at Green Lane/Norlands
Lane/Chertsey Lane, Thorpe Y N N N N N Y Y

59 Land at Hurst Lane N N N N N N Y Y
60 Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey Y N N N N N Y Y
62 Land at Addlestonemoor Y N N N N N Y Y
75 85 Woodham Park Road,

Woodham
Y N N N N N Y Y

Part PDL
site. Site

268
includes
site 75

76 Hogsters Farm, Stroude Road,
Egham N N N N N N Y Y

77 232 Brox Road, Ottershaw Y N N N N N Y Y
97 & Longcross Garden Village Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
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99 site
100 Land adjacent Heather

Drive/Shrubbs Hill Lane N N N Y N N Y Y

103 Stroude Road, Egham N N N N N N Y Y
115 Land at 18 & 19 Riverside,

Egham N Y N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

118 Lyne Lodge, Bridge Lane, Lyne
(A) N N N N N N Y Y

119 Lyne Lodge, Bridge Lane, Lyne
(B) N N N N N N Y Y

120 Hythe Farm, 81/83 Hythefield
Avenue, Egham Y Y N N N N Y Y

121 Luddington Farm, Stroude Road,
Egham N N N N N N Y Y

122 79 Woodham Park Road,
Woodham

Y N N N N N Y N

Site
0.42ha &

Part
PDL.

Site 268
includes
site 122

Site proponent for 122 has submitted an indicative site layout plan showing 11 dwellings (10 net) accommodated on the site.
However, the Council do not consider that if site 122 was allocated and brought into the urban area, it would be capable of

delivering 10 units on site given the overall size and shape of the site and location of on-site features such as trees worthy of
retention. In line with para 4.27 of this SSMA, site 122 has been combined with site 268.

123 CEMEX House, Coldharbour
Lane, Thorpe Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL

site
129 Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone Y N N N N N Y Y
154 Land at Howard’s Lane,

Rowtown Y N N N N N Y Y

Part PDL
site

adjacent
urban
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area
156 Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane,

Englefield Green
Y N N N N N Y Y

Part PDL
site

adjacent
urban
area

158 Land at Squires Garden Centre,
Holloway Hill, Chertsey Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL

site
161 Curfew Bell Farm, Chertsey N N N N N N Y Y
164 Land at 507 Stroude Road Y N N N N N Y Y
167 Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone

Y N N N N N Y Y

Part PDL
site.

Includes
site 266

168 Land adjacent Lyne Farm
House, Almners Road, Lyne N N N N N N Y Y

172 Wheatsheaf Service Station,
London Road, Virginia Water N N N N N N Y Y Part PDL

site
173 Rodwell Farm Nursing Home Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL

Site
199 Land to the north west of

Almners Lane, Lyne N N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

202 Pantiles, Almners Road, Lyne N N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

204 Bellbourne Nursery, Hurst Lane,
Egham N N N N N N Y Y

205 Crockford Bridge Farm, New
Haw Road, Addlestone Y N N N N N Y Y

206 Trys Hill Farm, Lyne Lane, Lyne N N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

208 Land adjacent Ulverscroft,
Bakeham Lane, Egham Y N N N N N Y N Part PDL

site. Site
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0.35ha.
Site 22
includes
site 208

210 Primrose Cottage, Longcross
Road, Chertsey N N N N N N Y Y

212 Home Farm, Stroude Road Y N N N N N Y Y
215 Land r/o 294 Stroude Road

N N N N N N N Y
Access

not
suitable

216 Land at Abbey River & Burway
Ditch, Chertsey Y Y N N N N N Y

Access
not

suitable
217 Land adjacent Wheelers Green,

Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams Y N N N N N Y Y

218 Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane,
Egham Y N N N N N N Y Part PDL

site
219 Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill,

Chertsey Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

220 Norlands Lane Landfill Site,
Thorpe Y N N N N N Y Y

221 Longcross Barracks, Longcross
Road N N N Y N N Y Y Part PDL

site
222 Land adjacent Accommodation

Road, Longcross N N N N N N Y Y

223 Land West of Accommodation
Road, Longcross

N N N N N N N Y

Access
can only

be
gained
through
SLAA
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site 222
224 Land adjacent 62 Addlestone

Moor Y N N N N N Y Y

225 Land adjacent Sandgates,
Guildford Road, Chertsey Y N N N N N Y Y

226 Land at 40 Crockford Park
Road, Addlestone

Y N N N N N Y Y

0.57ha
of site
outside
of flood
zone 3b
and part

PDL
227 Woburn Park Farm,

Addlestonemoor Y N N N N Y Y Y

228 Penton Hook Marina, Staines
Road, Chertsey N N N N N N Y Y Part PDL

site
229 Virginia Heights, Sandhills Lane,

Virginia Water Y N N N N N Y Y

230 Grove Nursery, Spinney Hill,
Addlestone Y N N N N N Y Y

231 St Peter’s Hospital Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

233 6 Northcroft Road, Englefield
Green Y N N N N N Y N Part PDL

site
234 Eden Farm, Virginia Water Y N N N N N Y Y
235 Willow Farm, Chobham Farm,

Ottershaw N N N N N N Y Y

236 Longcross Manor, Longcross
Road, Chertsey N N N N N N Y Y Part PDL

site
238 Lynn’s Park, Stonehill Road,

Ottershaw N N N N N N Y Y

254 Land Parcel B, Central Y N N N N N Y Y



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 84

SL
A

A
 N

o

Site

Within
Buffer or

Capable of
own

settlement

Entirely
within
Flood
Risk

Zone 3b

Entirely
within

Designated
Site or is

SANG

Entirely
within
400m

SPA/SAC

Ancient
Woodland

Covers
Entire
Site

Majority
within

Historic Park
& Garden or
Scheduled
Monument

Physical
Access Capacity Notes

Veterinary Laboratory, Rowtown,
Addlestone (Rowtown West)

254 Land Parcel C, Central
Veterinary Laboratory, Rowtown,
Addlestone

Y N N N N N N Y
Access

not
suitable

255A Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams, St
Peter’s Way, Chertsey Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL

site
255B Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams, St

Peter’s Way, Chertsey Y N N N N N Y Y

255C Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams, St
Peter’s Way, Chertsey Y N N N N N Y Y

256 Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel
A (Thorpe Lea Manor) Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL

site
256 Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel

B (Glenville Farm) Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

257 Thorpe Lea Road, West Y N N N N N Y Y
258 Virginia Water North Y N N N N N Y Y
259 Virginia Water, West Y N N N N N Y Y

260 Lyne Lane East & West and
Land South of Sandhills Lane N N N N N N Y Y

261 Virginia Water South Y N N N N N Y Y
262 Ottershaw West Y N Y N N N Y Y
263 Ottershaw East Y N N N N N Y Y
265 Lyne Hill Nursery N N N N N N Y Y
266 Land West of St Georges

College, Woburn Hill Y N N N N N if combined
with site 167 Y Y

Included
within

site 167
267 Land at Sewage Treatment

Works, Lyne Lane N N N N N N Y N

268 Land at 79-87a Woodham Park
Road, Woodham Y N N N N N Y Y Includes

sites 75
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& 122
269 Land East of Thorpe Industrial

Estate Y N N N N N Y Y

270 Land East of Accommodation
Road N N N N N N Y Y

271 Five Oaks Farm, Lyne N N N N N N Y Y
272 Land at Great Fosters N N N N N N Y Y
273 Land South of Great Grove

Farm Y N N N N N Y Y

274 Allington & 37,47, 57 Howards
Lane, Rowtown Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL

site
276 Luddington House, Stroude

Road N N N N N N Y Y

277 The Old Chalet, Callow Hill,
Virginia Water Y N N N N N Y Y

278 Redlands Farm, Bridge Road N N N N N N Y Y
281 Land at Clockhouse Lane East,

Thorpe Y N N N N N Y Y

282 Land East of Fishing Lake,
Thorpe Lea Road Y N N N N N Y Y

284 Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw Y N N N N N Y Y
285 Sayes Court Kennels,

Addlestone Y N N N N N Y Y

286 Thynne Lodge, Green lane Y Y N N N N Y Y
287 Land West of Bridge Lane,

Virginia Water Y N N N N N Y Y

289 Webbs, The Green, Englefield
Green Y N N N N N Y Y

290 The Field Nursery, Brox Lane,
Ottershaw Y N N N N N

Y if
combined
with site

263

Y
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291 Land rear of 436 Stroude Road Y N N N N N Y N
292 Land East of Bishops Way,

Egham Y N N N N N Y Y

293 Land north of Kings Lane,
Englefield Green Y N N N N N Y Y

296 Land adjacent Edale, Rowtown Y N N N N N Y Y Part PDL
site

300 Land adjacent to 70 Crockford
Park Road, Addlestone Y N N N N N Y Y

301 Laleham Golf Club, Chertsey N Y Y N N N Y Y
304 Land West of Roccos Cottage,

Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw

Y N N N N N Y N

Area of
site

minus
access
road is
0.35ha

310 Meadowlands Park, Weybridge
Road Y N N N N N Y N

Area of
Site

0.135ha
312 Jasmine Cottage, 1 & 2 Home

Farm Cottages, Stroude Road,
Virginia Water

Y N N N N N Y Y

323 Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise,
Ottershaw Y N N N N N Y Y

322 Padd Farm, Hurst Lane N N N N N N Y Y
325 King’s Oak Fields, Row Town

Y N N N N N Y Y
Included
with site

254
326 Addlestone Quarry, Y N N N N N Y Y
327 St Ann’s Park, Virginia Water

Y N N N N N Y N
Area of

site
minus
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SL
A

A
 N

o

Site

Within
Buffer or

Capable of
own

settlement

Entirely
within
Flood
Risk

Zone 3b

Entirely
within

Designated
Site or is

SANG

Entirely
within
400m

SPA/SAC

Ancient
Woodland

Covers
Entire
Site

Majority
within

Historic Park
& Garden or
Scheduled
Monument

Physical
Access Capacity Notes

access
road

0.48ha,
but has
been

Included
with Site

212
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Appendix 2 - Initial Sift of Employment Sites
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SL
A

A
 N

o.

Potential Employment Site

Within
Buffer or

Capable of
own

settlement

Entirely
within
Flood
Risk

Zone 3b

Entirely
within

Designated
Site or is

SANG

Ancient
Woodland

Covers
Entire Site

Majority
within

Historic
Park &

Garden or
Scheduled
Monument

Physical
Access Capacity Notes

02 Woodcock Hall Farm, Thorpe Y N N N N N N Site under 1ha

18 Land north of Thorpe
Industrial Estate Y N N N N Y Y

42
CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten Acre

Lane, Thorpe Y N N N N Y Y

46
Land at Great Grove Farm,

Ottershaw Y N N N N Y Y

48 Hanworth Lane, Chertsey Y N N N N Y Y

51 Byfleet Road, New Haw Y N N N N Y Y

60 Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey Y N N N N N Y

On-street
parking along
Pyrcroft Road

makes site
unsuitable
location

97 &
99 Longcross Garden Village Y N N N N N Y Over 5km to

SRN

103 Stroude Road, Egham N N N N N Y Y

168 Land adjacent Lyne Farm
House, Almners Lane, Lyne N N N N N Y N Site under 1ha

199 Land north west of Almners
Road, Lyne N N N N N Y Y
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SL
A

A
 N

o.

Potential Employment Site

Within
Buffer or

Capable of
own

settlement

Entirely
within
Flood
Risk

Zone 3b

Entirely
within

Designated
Site or is

SANG

Ancient
Woodland

Covers
Entire Site

Majority
within

Historic
Park &

Garden or
Scheduled
Monument

Physical
Access Capacity Notes

204 Bellbourne Nursery, Hurst
Lane, Egham N N N N N Y N Area not PDL

under 1ha

205 Crockford Bridge Farm, New
Haw Road, Addlestone Y N N N N Y Y

220
(part)

Norlands Lane Landfill Site,
Thorpe N N N N N Y Y

224 Land adjacent 62 Addlestone
Moor, Addlestone Y N N N N Y N Site under 1ha

225 Land adjacent Sandgates,
Guildford Road, Chertsey Y N N N N Y Y

226 Land at 40 Crockford Park
Road, Addlestone Y N N N N N N

Site area
outside of

floodplain less
than 1ha

227 Woburn Park Farm,
Addlestone Moor Y N N N Y Y Y

229 Virginia Heights, Sandhills
Lane, Virginia Water Y N N N N N Y Over 5km to

SRN

254
Land Parcel C, Central
Veterinary Laboratory,
Rowtown, Addlestone

Y N N N N N Y

Access not
suitable and
over 5km to

SRN

258 Virginia Water North Y N N N N N Y Over 5km to
SRN
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SL
A

A
 N

o.

Potential Employment Site

Within
Buffer or

Capable of
own

settlement

Entirely
within
Flood
Risk

Zone 3b

Entirely
within

Designated
Site or is

SANG

Ancient
Woodland

Covers
Entire Site

Majority
within

Historic
Park &

Garden or
Scheduled
Monument

Physical
Access Capacity Notes

260 Lyne Lane East & West and
Land South of Sandhills Lane N N N N N N Y

261 Virginia Water South Y N N N N N Y Over 5km to
SRN

267 Land at Sewage Treatment
Works, Lyne Lane N N N N N Y N Site under 1ha

269 Land East of Thorpe
Industrial Estate Y N N N N Y Y

271 Five Oaks Farm, Lyne N N N N N Y Y

273 Land south of Great Grove
Farm Y N N N N Y Y

278 Redlands Farm, Bridge Road N N N N N Y Y

281 Land at Clockhouse Lane
East, Thorpe Y N N N N Y Y

282 Land East of Fishing Lake,
Thorpe Lea Road Y N N N N Y Y

284 Christmas Tree Site,
Ottershaw Y N N N N Y Y

286 Thynne Lodge, Green Lane Y Y N N N Y N

301 Laleham Golf Club, Chertsey N Y Y N N Y Y
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Appendix 3 - Assessment of Site Accessibility (Housing)
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

4
–

B
ar

rs
b

ro
o

k 
&

 B
ar

rs
b

ro
o

k
C

at
te

ry
, G

u
ild

fo
rd

 R
o

ad
,

C
h

er
ts

ey

22mins to
Staines &
Woking &
10mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

200m to route
446 serving

Staines & Woking

500m to
Chertsey

Rail Station

Within 2.6km of
Chertsey Town

Centre &
Hillswood

Business Park

1.3km 650m 1.4km 1.2km

Site has high level
of accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by all

modes of
transport. Good or
reasonable access
to all local services

High

1
3

–
St

ro
u

d
e 

R
o

ad
 F

ar
m

,S
tr

o
u

d
e 

R
o

ad
,  

V
ir

gi
n

ia
W

at
er

19mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
& 21mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

3.2km to route 8
or 441 serving

Staines

300m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.2km to
Virginia
Water

3.5km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &
4km to Longcross
Enterprise Zone

1.1km 3.8km 1.65km 1.3km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
service &

employment
centres but bus

service is
infrequent. Most
other services in
the mid to lower

accessibility
ranges.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

1
4

–
B

ro
x 

En
d

 N
u

rs
er

y,
 O

tt
er

sh
aw

19mins to
Woking, 9mins

to Hillswood
Business Park

(bus)

180m to bus route
446 serving

Staines & Woking
4.2km to

Addlestone

2.7km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
4.2km to Woking

Town Centre

1km 2.9km 990m 1.1km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall with good

accessibility to
service and

employment
centres and local
services, but with
no rail service in
close proximity.

Medium

1
7

–
C

o
o

m
b

el
an

d
s 

La
n

e,
 R

o
w

 T
o

w
n

20mins to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park, 19mins to

Hillswood
Business Park

700m to route
557 serving St

Peter’s/Hillswood
Business Park &
Chertsey Town

Centre

2.6km to
Addlestone

3km to Weybridge
& Bourne

Business Park &
4km to St

Peter’s/Hillswood
Business Park

720m 1.6km 2.2km 700m

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
service centres
and some local
facilities, but

others in lower
accessibility range

and no rail.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

1
8

–
La

n
d

 n
o

rt
h

o
f 

Th
o

rp
e 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 E
st

at
e

6mins to Thorpe
Industrial Estate
& 36mins to The

Causeway

1.7km to route
8/441 to Staines

520m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

2.3km to
Egham

500m to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

2.5km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.6km 2.1km 2.1km 1.3km

Site has low-
medium

accessibility
overall. Good

journey times to
centres, by public
transport/cycling

but served by
infrequent bus

service. Access to
local services in
lower ranges.

Low -
Medium

1
9

–
O

ak
 T

re
e 

N
u

rs
er

ie
s,

 S
tr

o
u

d
e 

R
o

ad
,

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

22mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
& 24mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

3.16km to route 8
or 441 serving

Staines

380m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.4km to
Virginia
Water

3.3km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

4km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.3km 3.4km 1.8km 1.4km

Site has low-
medium level of

accessibility
overall. Good

journey time to
centres but bus

service is
infrequent. Most
other services in
the mid to lower

accessibility
ranges.

Low -
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
2

–
La

n
d

 S
o

u
th

 o
f 

St
 D

av
id

’s
 D

ri
ve

 &
R

o
b

er
ts

 W
ay

, E
n

gl
ef

ie
ld

 G
re

en

30mins to The
Causeway/Pine
Trees & 33mins

to Staines

1.1km to route
8/441 to Staines &

The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

2.8km to
Egham

4km to The
Causeway &

5.5km to Staines
700m 4.7km 1.3km 1.1km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

journey time to
centres although
bus services are

1km from site and
no rail. Access to

some local
services good but

some poor.

Medium

2
4

–
La

n
d

 a
t

P
ra

ir
ie

 R
o

ad
,

H
at

ch
 C

lo
se

 &
 H

at
ch

 F
ar

m
,

A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e

17mins to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 35

Minutes to
Staines

500m to route
456 serving

Staines

1.4km to
Addlestone

1.68km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 2.11km to

Chertsey Town
Centre

900m 900m 1.1km 660m

Site has medium -
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to a

range of local
services and

centres.

Medium
- High

2
8

–
G

re
at

 G
ro

ve
 F

ar
m

, M
u

rr
ay

R
o

ad
, O

tt
er

sh
aw

15mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
23mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

410m to route
557 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

2.9km to
Addlestone

2.5km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
3.22km to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

820m 1.7km 1km 750m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
access to centres
and range of local
services, with two

in higher range,
but no rail station.

Medium
- High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
9

–
C

h
ar

n
w

o
o

d
 N

u
rs

er
ie

s,
 3

3
 T

h
e 

A
ve

n
u

e,
W

o
o

d
h

am

15mins to
Brooklands &

19mins to
Woking

620m to route
456 serving

Woking

380m to route
592/593 serving

Woking &
Brooklands

(Mon/Wed/Fri
only and no

service in peak or
before 8am)

1.8km to
West

Byfleet

3.2km to
Brooklands &

4.6km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park

130m 1.3km 2km 450m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to
centres by bus

services by only
reasonable access

by cycling and
1.8km to rail.

However access to
a range of local

services is
generally good.

Medium
- High

3
0

–
C

A
B

I,
 B

ak
eh

am
 L

an
e,

 E
gh

am

30mins to The
Causeway/Pine
Trees & 33mins

to Staines

1km to route
8/441 to Staines &

The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

2.8km to
Egham

3.8km to The
Causeway &

5.2km to Staines
1.2km 4.7km 1.4km 1.2km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility. Good
journey time to
centres but 1km

to nearest bus and
2.8km to rail.

Accessibility by
cycling is

reasonable. Good
access to some

facilities but not
others.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

3
4

–
P

ar
kl

an
d

s,
 P

ar
ce

l D
,

C
h

er
ts

ey
 B

it
ta

m
s 7 mins to

Hillswood
Business Park &

30mins to
Woking

180m to route
446 serving

Staines & Woking

2.1km to
Chertsey

600m to
Hillswood

Business Park &
2.4km to Chertsey

Town Centre

1km to
infants

only
1.9km to
primary

1km 1.85km 1.4km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility.
Journey time and
access to centres

is good, but access
to most services is

reasonable to
poor.

Medium

3
6

–
Sa

n
d

yl
an

d
s,

 H
o

m
e 

Fa
rm

 E
as

t,
B

la
ys

 L
an

e,
 E

n
gl

ef
ie

ld
 G

re
en

27mins to
Windsor &
32mins to

Staines

390m to route
441 serving

Staines & The
Causeway

3km to
Egham

3.9km to The
Causeway &

5.3km to Staines
650m 4.9km 1km 1km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

access to centres
by bus and some
local services but

poor access to
other services and

rail.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

4
2

–
C

em
ex

 T
h

o
rp

e 
1

, T
en

 A
cr

e 
La

n
e,

Th
o

rp
e

2mins to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

& 36mins to
Staines

2km to routes 446
& 456 serving

Staines

230m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

3km to
Egham

200m to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

2.8km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

700m 2.3km 2.3km 1.1km

Site has low-
medium level of

accessibility
overall. Good

journey times to
centres but 2km

to regular bus
service and no

rail. Good access
to some local
services, but

poorer to others.

Low-
Medium

4
4

–
C

em
ex

 T
h

o
rp

e 
3

, T
en

 A
cr

e 
La

n
e,

Th
o

rp
e

7mins to Thorpe
Industrial Estate
and 25mins to

Staines

1.3km to routes
446 & 456 serving

Staines

470m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

3.1km to
Virginia
Water

600m to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

3.4km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1km 3.3km 2.9km 1km

Site has low-
medium level of

accessibility
overall. Good

journey time to
centres but 1.3km

to regular bus
service and no

rail. Good access
to some local
services but

poorer to others.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

4
6

–
La

n
d

 a
t 

G
re

at
 G

ro
ve

 F
ar

m
,

O
tt

er
sh

aw
 (

w
es

t) 16mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
25mins Chertsey

Town Centre

670m to route
446 serving

Staines & Woking

2.8km to
Chertsey

1.26km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
3.1km to Chertsey

Town Centre

1.1km 1.8km 1km 710m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres by
bus/cycling but no

rail. Generally
good access to a

range of local
services.

Medium-
High

4
6

a
–

La
n

d
 a

t 
G

re
at

 G
ro

ve
 F

ar
m

 (
ea

st
)

17mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
19mins to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park &

530m to routes
459 & 557 serving

Weybrideg &
Bourne and
Hillswood

Business Parks

2km to
Addlestone

2.3km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park and 2.7km to

Hillswood
Business Park

980m 800m 1.5km 910m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to
centres by bus
and cycling but
poorer to rail.

Generally good
access to a range

of services

Medium
- High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

4
8

–
H

an
w

o
rt

h
 L

an
e,

C
h

er
ts

ey

12mins to
Chertsey Town

Centre &
26mins to

Staines

560m to route
446 serving
Staines &

Chertsey Town
Centre

660m to
Chertsey

930m to Chertsey
Town Centre &

2.8km to
Hillswood

Business Park

770m 1.5km 1.1km 480m

Site has high level
of accessibility
overall. Good

access to centres
by range of

transport & good
access to a range
of local services.

High

5
0

–
B

ru
n

el
U

n
iv

e
rs

it
y 

Si
te

, C
o

o
p

er
s 

H
ill

,
En

gl
ef

ie
ld

 G
re

en 21mins to
Windsor & 28

Minutes to
Staines

480m to bus route
8 serving Staines

& Windsor

2.5km to
Egham

3.4km to The
Causeway &

4.8km to Staines
1.1km 4.5km 1.2km 1.4km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

access to centres
by bus but no rail
and reasonable

access by cycling.
Good accessibility

to some local
services but

poorer to others.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

5
1

–
B

yf
le

e
t 

R
o

ad
, N

ew
 H

aw

16mins to
Woking & 9mins

to Brooklands

890m to route
456 serving

Woking

320m to route
593 serving
Woking &

Brooklands
(Mon/Wed/Fri

only and no
service in peak or

before 8am)

550m to
Byfleet &
New Haw

620m to
Brooklands &

3.3km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park

1.4km 3.2km 1.9km 1.4km

Medium level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres by rail or
cycling but not by

regular bus
service although

Brooklands is
within 620m.

Access to local
services in mid to

lower ranges.

Medium

5
2

–
D

ia
l H

o
u

se
, N

o
rt

h
cr

o
ft

 R
o

ad
, E

n
gl

ef
ie

ld

22mins to
Windsor  &
44mins to

Staines

480m to route
441 serving

Staines and 520m
to route 8 serving

Windsor

2.7km to
Egham

3.6km to The
Causeway & 5km

to Staines
620m 4.6km 830m 850m

Site has medium
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
access to centres
by bus but no rail

and only
reasonable access
by cycling. Good
access to a range
of local services

aside from
secondary
education.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

5
6

-
La

n
d

 a
t 

G
re

en
 L

an
e/

 N
o

rl
an

d
s

La
n

e/
 C

h
er

ts
ey

 L
an

e,
 T

h
o

rp
e

14mins to
Staines & The

Causeway/Pine
Trees

280m to route
446 serving

Staines & The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

3.7km to
Chertsey

2.2km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees & 2.7km to
Staines

1.9km 2.9km 2.9km 570m

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by bus

and cycling but no
rail. Accessibility

to range of
services is

generally poor.

Medium

6
0

–
P

yr
cr

o
ft

 R
o

ad
, C

h
er

ts
ey 12mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre &
17mins to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

870m to route
446 serving

Staines & The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

900m to
Chertsey

980m to Chertsey
Town Centre &

3.75km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park

200m 2km 1.7km 1.2km

Site has medium-
high level of

accessibility. Good
accessibility to

centres by range
of transport

modes.
Accessibility to
local services

mixed.

Medium-
High



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 104

SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

6
2

–
La

n
d

 a
t 

A
d

d
le

st
o

n
em

o
o

r

10mins to
Chertsey Town

Centre &
12mins to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

300m to route
446 serving
Staines &

Chertsey Town
Centre

1.5km to
Addlestone

1.6km to Chertsey
Town Centre &

1.6km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park

1.1km 250m 1.1km 920m

Site has high level
of accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by range
of transport and

good accessibility
to all local
services.

High

7
5

–
8

5

W
o

o
d

h
am

 P
ar

k
R

o
ad

,
W

o
o

d
h

am

Considered in site 268

7
7

–
2

3
2

 B
ro

x 
R

o
ad

, O
tt

er
sh

aw

10mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
19 Minutes to

Woking

150m to route
446 serving
Woking &
Hillswood

Business Park

3.9km to
Woking

2.3km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
4.1km to Woking

1.1km 3km 1km 1.1km

Site has medium-
high level of

accessibility. Good
accessibility to

centres but no rail
service. Good

accessibility to a
range of local
services with
exception of
secondary
education.

Medium-
High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

9
9

–
Fo

rm
er

 D
ER

A
 S

it
e,

 L
o

n
gc

ro
ss

 R
o

ad
(S

o
u

th
)

15mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
& 26mins to

Staines

4.5km to route
446 serving

Staines

1.6km to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1km to
Longcross

700m to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone &
4.3km to
Hillswood

Business Park

2.1km 5km 3.5km 2.2km

Site has low-
medium level of

accessibility
overall. Although

accessibility to
centres is good by

rail & cycling,
accessibility to
centres by bus
and to all local

services is poor.

Low-
Medium

1
2

2
–

7
9

W
o

o
d

h
am

 P
ar

k
R

o
ad

,
W

o
o

d
h

am

Considered in site 268

1
2

3
–

C
em

ex
 H

o
u

se
, C

o
ld

h
ar

b
o

u
r 

La
n

e,
Th

o
rp

e

20mins to
Staines &
24mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

900m to route
446 & 456 serving

Staines

3.5km to
Virginia
Water

1.1km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

3.2km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.4km 3.5km 3.5km 1.3km

Low-medium
accessibility

overall. Good
access to centres
by bus/cycle but
no rail and bus
service is 900m

from site.
Accessibility to
local services is

either reasonable
or poor.

Low-
Medium



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 106

SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

1
2

9
–

W
ey

 M
an

o
r 

Fa
rm

, A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e

14mins to
Brooklands &

29mins to
Woking

400m to route
456 serving

Woking

1.1km to
Byfleet &
New Haw

1.1km to
Brooklands &

2.8km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park

1.9km 2.7km 2.2km 450m

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall.

Accessibility to
centres is good by

a range of
transport modes

but accessibility to
most local services

is poor.

Medium

1
5

4
-

La
n

d
 a

t 
H

o
w

ar
d

’s
 L

an
e,

 R
o

w
To

w
n

12mins to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 16mins
to Hillswood

Business Park

240m to route
557 serving
Hillswood

Business Park &
Chertsey Town

Centre

3.1km to
Addlestone

3.4km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 3.9km to

Hillswood
Business Park

1.2km 1.8km 2.3km 830m

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall.

Accessibility to
centres is good

and cycling
reasonable but no
rail. Accessibility

to local services is
mixed.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

1
5

6
–

B
la

y’
s

H
o

u
se

, B
la

y’
s 

La
n

e,
En

gl
ef

ie
ld

 G
re

en 27mins to
Windsor & 32

Minutes to
Staines

400m to route
441 serving

Staines

3.1km to
Egham

4km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees & 5.4km to
Staines

700m 4.7km 1km 580m

Site has medium
level of

accessibility. Good
accessibility to

centres by bus but
not rail or cycling.
Good access to a

range of local
services aside

from secondary
education.

Medium

1
5

8
–

La
n

d
 a

t 
Sq

u
ir

es
 G

ar
d

en
 C

en
tr

e,
 H

o
llo

w
ay

H
ill

, C
h

er
ts

ey

5mins to St
Peter’s &

Hillswood &
37mins to

Staines

670m to route
446 serving

Staines

390m to route
593 serving

Staines
(Mon/Wed/Fri

only and no
service in peak or

before 8am)

1.8km to
Chertsey

400m to St Peter’s
& Hillswood &

2.2km to Chertsey
Town Centre

1.5km 750m 2.7km 2.3km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by bus
and cycling but

rail is 1.8km from
site. Access to

local services is
relatively poor

aside from
secondary
education.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

1
6

7
–

La
n

d
 a

t 
W

o
b

u
rn

 H
ill

,A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e

12mins to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 17mins

to Chertsey
Town Centre

810m to route
456 serving

Staines

1km to
Addlestone

1km to Weybridge
& Bourne

Business Park &
2.3km to Chertsey

Town Centre

1.5km 980m 1.5km 1.3km

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to
centres by bus
and cycling and
1km from rail.

Reasonable
accessibility to

most local
services.

Medium
- High

1
7

3
–

R
o

d
w

el
l F

ar
m

 N
u

rs
in

g 
H

o
m

e,
 R

o
w

 T
o

w
n

21mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
29mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

920m to route
557 serving
Hillswood

Business Park &
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park

180m to routes
592/593 serving

Staines
(Mon/Wed/Fri

only and no
service in peak or

before 8am

2.8km to
West

Byfleet

3.5km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 4km to

Hillswood
Business Park

1.3km 2km 2.5km 970m

Site has low-
medium level of

accessibility
overall.

Reasonable
accessibility to

centres by
bus/cycle but no

rail service.
Accessibility to
local services
mostly within
lower ranges.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
0

5
–

C
ro

ck
fo

rd
 B

ri
d

ge
 F

ar
m

, N
ew

 H
aw

R
o

ad
, A

d
d

le
st

o
n

e

Within 10mins
of Weybridge &
Bourne Business
Park & 26mins

to Chertsey
Town Centre

310m to route
456 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

310m of route 593
serving

Brooklands
(Mon/Wed/Fri

only and no
service in peak or

before 8am)

1.3km to
Addlestone

720m to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 2.2km to

Brooklands

700m 1.6km 1.1km 1.1km

Site has a
medium-high level

of accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by a range

of transport
modes and good
accessibility to a

range of local
services.

Medium-
High

2
1

2
–

H
o

m
e 

Fa
rm

, S
tr

o
u

d
e 

R
o

ad

12mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
and 14mins to
Chertsey Town

Centre

4km to 450m to
route 8/441

serving Staines

450m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

670m to
Virginia
Water

3.15km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

3.84km to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone

350m 4.6km 1.1km 1.1km

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres although
bus service is

infrequent. Good
accessibility to a

range of local
services, with
exception of
secondary
education.

Medium-
High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
1

7
–

La
n

d
 a

d
ja

ce
n

t 
W

h
ee

le
rs

G
re

en
, P

ar
ce

l E
, C

h
er

ts
ey

 B
it

ta
m

s

7mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
12mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

150m to route
446 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

2km to
Chertsey

530m to
Hillswood

Business Park &
2.4km to Chertsey

Town Centre

1.2km 990m 1.9km 1.4km

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres although
rail is 2km from
site. Access to

local services is
generally good.

Medium
- High

2
1

8
–

R
u

sh
am

 P
ar

k,
 W

h
it

eh
al

l L
an

e,
 E

gh
am

11mins to
Thorpe

Industrial Estate
& 13mins to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.4km to route
8/441 serving

Staines

820m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.1km to
Egham

2.8km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

3.4km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.1km 2.9km 1.4km 1.3km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by rail and

reasonable by
cycling.

Accessibility to
local services is

mixed but
generally

reasonable.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
1

9
–

V
ill

a 
Sa

n
ta

 M
ar

ia
, S

t 
A

n
n

’s
H

ill
, C

h
er

ts
ey

13mins to
Chertsey Town

Centre & 29
Minutes to

Staines

890m to route
446/456

1.1km to
Chertsey

1.2km to Chertsey
Town Centre &

4.5km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

250m 2km 2.2km 1.4km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by a range

of transport
modes. Mixed
accessibility to
local services.

Medium

2
2

0
–

N
o

rl
an

d
s 

La
n

e 
La

n
d

fi
ll 

Si
te

,T
h

o
rp

e

5mins to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

& 23mins to
Staines

1km to route
446/456 serving

Staines
3.3km to
Egham

400m to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

2.5km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.5km 3.2km 3.2km 1.1km

Site has medium
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres by
bus/cycling but no

rail service and
1km to bus route.

Accessibility to
local services is

mixed but
generally poor.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
2

4
–

La
n

d
 a

d
ja

ce
n

t 
6

2
 A

d
d

le
st

o
n

e
M

o
o

r

12mins to
Chertsey Town

Centre &
15mins to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

380m to route
456 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

1.3km to
Addlestone

1.3km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 1.7km to
Chertsey Town

Centre

1.3km 500m 1.2km 1.1km

Medium-high
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres by
bus/cycling

although distance
to rail is 1.3km.
Accessibility to
local services is
generally good.

Medium
- High

2
2

5
–

La
n

d
 a

d
ja

ce
n

t 
Sa

n
d

ga
te

s,
 G

u
ild

fo
rd

R
o

ad
, C

h
er

ts
ey

10mins to
Chertsey Town

Centre &
17mins to
Hillswood

Business Park

120m to route
446 serving

Staines

410m to
Chertsey

800m to Chertsey
Town Centre &

1.9km to
Hillswood

Business Park

1.3km 640m 1.7km 1km

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to
centres by all

modes of
transport. Good or

reasonable
accessibility to

most local
services.

Medium
- High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
2

6
–

La
n

d
 a

t 
4

0
 C

ro
ck

fo
rd

 P
ar

k 
R

o
ad

,
A

d
d

le
st

o
n

e

12mins to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park& 26mins to
Chertsey Town

Centre

430m to route
456 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

680m to
Addlestone

960m to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park& 2.6km to

Brooklands

320m 1.5km 650m 650m

Site has high level
of accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by all

modes of
transport. Good or

reasonable
accessibility to a

range of local
services.

High

2
2

7
–

W
o

b
u

rn
 P

ar
k

Fa
rm

, A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e

M
o

o
r

15mins to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 15mins

to Chertsey
Town Centre

600m to route
456 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

1.2km to
Addlestone

1.2km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 2km to
Chertsey Town

Centre

1.5km 680m 1.4km 1.3km

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to
centres by all

modes of
transport.

Accessibility to
local services is

generally
reasonable.

Medium
- High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
2

9
–

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 H

ei
gh

ts
, S

an
d

h
ill

s 
R

o
ad

, V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

17mins to The
Causeway/Pine
Trees (566 Bus)

& 18mins to
Staines (Rail)

3.5km to route
446 serving

Staines

230m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

830m to
Virginia
Water

2.6km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &
4km to Longcross
Enterprise Zone

380m 4.6km 1.2km 1.2km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

access to centres
by rail/cycling by
bus services are

infrequent.
Generally

good/reasonable
accessibility to

local services with
exception of
secondary
education.

Medium

2
3

0
–

G
ro

ve
 N

u
rs

er
y,

 S
p

in
n

ey
 H

ill
, A

d
d

le
st

o
n

e

15mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
16mins to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

360m to route
459 & 557 serving

Hillswood
Business Park &
Chertsey Town

Centre

1.9km to
Addlestone

2.1km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 3.4km to

Hillswood
Business Park

900m 700m 1.3km 720m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres by
bus/cycling

although rail
services are 1.9km

from site. Good
accessibility to

most local
services.

Medium-
High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
3

1
–

St
 P

et
er

’s
 H

o
sp

it
al 10mins to

Hillswood
Business Park &

12mins to
Chertsey Town

Centre

150m to route
446 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

1.8km to
Chertsey

800m to
Hillswood

Business Park &
2.2km to Chertsey

Town Centre

1.3km 750m 2.1km 1.7km

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres although
rail is 1.8km from
site. Accessibility
to local services is

mixed.

Medium
- High

2
3

4
–

Ed
en

 F
ar

m
, V

ir
gi

n
ia

 W
at

er

22mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
& 24mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

4.3km to route
446 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

930m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.4km to
Virginia
Water

3.6km to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone &
4.3km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

1.2km 4.8km 1.9km 1.9km

Site has low-
medium level of

accessibility
overall.

Accessibility to
centres is poor by
public transport

and only
reasonable by

cycling.
Accessibility to
local services is
generally poor.

Low -
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
5

4
–

La
n

d
 P

ar
ce

l B
, C

en
tr

al
V

et
er

in
ar

y 
La

b
o

ra
to

ry
, R

o
w

 T
o

w
n

21mins to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 24mins
to Hillswood
Business Park

730m to routes
459/557 serving

Hillswood
Business Park &

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

2.8km to
Chertsey

3.1km to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 3.5km to

Hillswood
Business Park

1.1km 1.7km 2.4km 700m

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres although
rail is 2.8km from
site. Accessibility
to local services is

mixed.

Medium

2
5

5
–

P
ar

ce
l A

, C
h

er
ts

ey
 B

it
ta

m
s

18mins to
Chertsey Town

Centre &
23mins to
Hillswood

Business Park

690m to route
446 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

1.7km to
Chertsey

1.8km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
2km to Chertsey

Town Centre

630m 690m 2km 1.4km

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres although
rail is 1.7km from

site. Generally
good accessibility

to most local
services,

Medium
- High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
5

5
–

P
ar

ce
l B

, C
h

er
ts

ey
 B

it
ta

m
s

18mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
22mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

990m to route
446 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

2.2km to
Chertsey

1.4km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
2.5km to Chertsey

Town Centre

310m 1.1km 2.1km 1.4km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres although
rail is 2.2km from
site and bus stop
990m. Generally
good accessibility

to most local
services.

Medium

2
5

5
–

P
ar

ce
l C

, C
h

er
ts

ey
 B

it
ta

m
s

20mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
22mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

1km to route 446
serving Chertsey

Town Centre

2km to
Chertsey

1.6km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
2.4km to Chertsey

Town Centre

150m 960m 2km 1.3km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres although
rail is 2km from

site and bus stop
1km. Generally

good accessibility
to most local

services.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
5

6
–

Th
o

rp
e 

Le
a 

R
o

ad
 N

o
rt

h
, P

ar
ce

l A

10mins to The
Causeway/Pine
Trees & 14mins

to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

830m to route
8/441 serving

Staines

70m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.4km to
Egham

1.1km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

1.7km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1km 1.2km 1.2km 380m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall.
Accessibility to

both centres and
local services is

good, with
reasonable access

to bus/rail
services

Medium
- High

2
5

6
–

Th
o

rp
e 

Le
a 

R
o

ad
 N

o
rt

h
, P

ar
ce

l B

10mins to the
Causeway/Pine
Trees & 14mins

to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

700m to route
8/441 serving

Staines

90m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.5km to
Egham

1.1km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

1.6km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1km 1.1km 1.1km 270m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall.
Accessibility to

both centres and
local services is

good, with
reasonable access

to bus/rail
services

Medium
- High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
5

7
–

Th
o

rp
e 

Le
a 

R
o

ad
 W

es
t

10mins to
Thorpe

Industrial Estate
& 11mins to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1km to route
8/441 serving

Staines

170m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.5km To
Egham

840m to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

1.9km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.3km 1.4km 1.4km 630m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to
centres with

reasonable access
to bus/rail.

Accessibility to
range of local

services is
generally

reasonable

Medium
- High

2
5

8
–

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

 N
o

rt
h

21mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
& 24mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

2.4km to route
8/441 serving

Staines

1.2km to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.4km to
Virginia
Water

4.7km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &
5km to Longcross
Enterprise Zone

1.2km 6km 1.2km 1.2km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by rail but

with infrequent
bus services.

Generally good
accessibility to
local services.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
5

9
–

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

 W
es

t

29mins to The
Causeway/Pine
Trees & 29mins

to Longcross
Enterprise Zone

3.6km to route
8/441 serving

Staines

450m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

2km to
Virginia
Water

2.5km to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone &
4.9km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

860m 6.1km 1.8km 1.1km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility. Good
accessibility to

centres but 2km
to rail and

infrequent bus
service.

Accessibility to
local services is

mixed.

Medium

2
6

1
–

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

 S
o

u
th

18mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
& 30mins to

Staines

4.6km to route
446 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

720m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.4km to
Longcross

1.5km to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone &
4.5km to
Hillswood

Business Park

1.2km 5km 2.5km 1.3km

Site has medium
accessibility level

overall.  Good
accessibility to

centres by
rail/cycling

although bus
services

infrequent.
Accessibility to
local services is

mixed.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
6

3
–

O
tt

er
sh

aw
 E

as
t

13mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
22mins to

Woking

390m to route
446 serving

Woking

3.9km to
Addlestone

2.6km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
4.6km to Woking

680m 2.7km 710m 1km

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres by
bus/cycling but no
rail. Accessibility

to local services is
generally good

Medium-
High

2
6

6
–

La
n

d
 W

es
t 

o
f 

St
G

eo
rg

es
 C

o
lle

ge
, W

o
b

u
rn

H
ill

Considered in site 167

2
6

8
–

La
n

d
 a

t 
7

9
-8

7
a 

W
o

o
d

h
am

 P
ar

k
R

o
ad

27mins to
Brooklands &

29mins to
Woking

1.1km to route
456 serving

Woking

210m to route
592/593 serving

Brooklands
(Selected days

only and no
service before

9am or after 3pm)

1.9km to
West

Byfleet

3.7km to
Brooklands &

4.1km to
Hillswood

Business Park

850m 1.3km 2.1km 950m

Site has medium
level accessibility

overall.
Reasonable

accessibility to
centres by

bus/cycling.
Accessibility to
local services is
generally good.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
6

9
–

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f 

Th
o

rp
e

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 E
st

at
e 5mins to Thorpe

Industrial Estate
& 20mins to

Staines

800m to route
446 serving

Staines

3.5km to
Egham

400m to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

2.3km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.5km 3.2km 3.2km 1.9km

Site has medium
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres by
bus/cycling but no
rail. Accessibility

to local services is
generally poor.

Medium

2
7

3
–

La
n

d
 S

o
u

th
 o

f 
G

re
at

G
ro

ve
 F

ar
m

13mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
14mins to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

140m to route
459/577 serving

Hillswood
Business Park

2.4km to
Addlestone

1.9km To
Hillswood

Business Park &
2.7km to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park &

600m 1.3km 930m 1.1km

Site has medium-
high level of

accessibility. Good
accessibility to

centres by
bus/cycling but no
rail. Accessibility

to local services is
generally good.

Medium
- High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
7

4
–

A
lli

n
gt

o
n

 &
 3

7
,4

7,
5

7
 H

o
w

ar
d

s 
La

n
e,

R
o

w
to

w
n

13mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
19mins to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

540m to route
459/577 serving

Hillswood
Business Park

320m to route
592 serving
Brooklands

(Tue/Thur/Sat
only and no

service before
9am or after 3pm)

3km to
Addlestone

2.8km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
3.3km to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

1.2km 1.9km 1.8km 860m

Site has medium
accessibility

overall. Good or
reasonable

accessibility to
centres by

bus/cycling but no
rail. Accessibility

to local services is
mixed.

Medium

2
7

7
–

Th
e 

O
ld

 C
h

al
et

,  
C

al
lo

w
 H

ill
,

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

23mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
& 25mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

2.4km to route
8/441 serving

Staines

1.4km to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

1.5km to
Virginia
Water

4km to Longcross
Enterprise Zone &
4.8km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

770m 6.1km 1km 1km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

access to centres
but bus service

infrequent.
Accessibility to
local services is
generally good.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
8

1
–

La
n

d
 a

t 
C

lo
ck

h
o

u
se

La
n

e 
Ea

st
,

Th
o

rp
e

10mins to
Thorpe

Industrial Estate
& 23mins to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.3km to route
8/441 serving

Staines

740m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

2km to
Egham

760m to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

2.1km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.6km 1.7km 1.7km 880m

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall.

Accessibility to
centres is good
although rail is
2km from site.
Accessibility to
local services is

mixed.

Medium

2
8

2
–

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f 

Fi
sh

in
g

La
ke

, T
h

o
rp

e
Le

a 
R

o
ad

5mins to Thorpe
Industrial Estate
& 23mins to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.3km to route
8/441 serving

Staines

730m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

2km to
Egham

310m to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

2.2km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees

1.6km 1.7km 1.7km 880m

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall.

Accessibility to
centres is good
although rail is
2km from site.
Accessibility to
local services is

mixed.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
8

4
–

C
h

ri
st

m
as

Tr
ee

 S
it

e,
O

tt
er

sh
aw

4mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
19mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

580m to route
446 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

2.8km to
Chertsey

310m to
Hillswood

Business Park &
3.2km to Chertsey

Town Centre

1.2km 1.8km 1km 630m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
access to centres

but no rail.
Accessibility to
local services is
generally good.

Medium-
High

2
8

5
–

Sa
ye

s 
C

o
u

rt
 K

en
n

el
s,

 A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e

25mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
26mins to

Weybridge &
Bourne Business

Park

1.1km to route
459/557 serving

Hillswood
Business Park

480m to route
592 serving
Brooklands

(Tue/Thur/Sat
only and no

service before
9am or after 3pm)

1.7km to
Addlestone

2km to Weybridge
& Bourne

Business Park &
2.9km to

Brooklands

570m 1.2km 1.5km 1.5km

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres by
bus/cycling

although rail is
1.7km from site.
Accessibility to
local services is
generally good.

Medium
- High
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
8

7
–

La
n

d
 W

es
t 

o
f 

B
ri

d
ge

 L
an

e,
 V

ir
gi

n
ia

W
at

er

14mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
& 16mins to

Chertsey Town
Centre

3.9km to route
446 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

630m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

780m to
Virginia
Water

3.3km to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone &
3.7km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate

850m 4km 1.2km 1.2km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by

rail/cycling but
infrequent bus

service.
Accessibility to
local services is
generally good.

Medium

2
8

9
–

W
eb

b
s,

 T
h

e 
G

re
en

, E
n

gl
ef

ie
ld

G
re

en

27mins to
Windsor &
27mins to

Staines

480m to route 8
serving Windsor

2.6km to
Egham

3.7km to The
Causeway/Pine
Trees & 5km to

Staines

720m 4.6km 830m 1km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by

bus/cycling but no
rail. Accessibility

to local services is
generally good.

Medium

2
9

0
–

Th
e 

Fi
el

d
 N

u
rs

er
y,

B
ro

x 
La

n
e,

 O
tt

e
rs

h
aw

Considered in site 263
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

2
9

2
–

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f 

B
is

h
o

p
s

W
ay

, E
gh

am

9mins to The
Causeway/Pine
Trees & 12mins

to Staines

260m to route
446/456 serving

Staines

2.5km to
Staines

740m to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees & 1.2km to
Staines

710m 750m 750m 910km

Site has high level
of accessibility.

Good accessibility
to centres by

bus/cycling but no
rail. Good

accessibility to all
local services.

High

2
9

3
–

La
n

d
 N

o
rt

h
 o

f 
K

in
gs

 L
an

e,
En

gl
ef

ie
ld

 G
re

en 26mins to
Windsor &
31mins to

Staines

360m to route
441 serving

Staines or 930m
to route 8 serving

Windsor

3km to
Egham

4km to The
Causeway/Pine

Trees & 5.4km to
Staines

1.3km 5km 800m 1km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by

bus/cycling but no
rail. Accessibility

to local services is
generally good.

Medium

2
9

6
–

La
n

d
ad

ja
ce

n
t 

Ed
al

e,

R
o

w
to

w
n

Considered in site 154
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

3
0

0
–

La
n

d
 a

d
ja

ce
n

t 
7

0
 C

ro
ck

fo
rd

 P
ar

k
R

o
ad

, A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e

11mins to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 10mins

to Chertsey
Town Centre

500m to route
456 serving

Chertsey Town
Centre

580m to
Addlestone

860m to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 2.9km to

Brooklands

580m 1.7km 930m 630m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to
centres by all

modes of
transport.

Accessibility to
local services is
generally good.

Medium
-High

La
n

d
 a

t 
G

ra
n

ge
Fa

rm
, P

yr
cr

o
ft

R
o

ad
, C

h
er

ts
ey

Considered in site 60

3
1

2
–

Ja
sm

in
e 

C
o

tt
ag

e 
an

d
 1

 &
 2

 H
o

m
e

Fa
rm

 C
o

tt
ag

es

15mins to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone
& 25mins to

Staines

3.75km to route
8/441 serving

Staines & Windsor

444m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

790m to
Virginia
Water

3.7km to Thorpe
Industrial Estate &

3.85km to
Longcross

Enterprise Zone

825m 4.25km 1.24km 890m

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
service centres by

rail but poor by
bus. Accessibility
to local services

mixed, but
generally good.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Major Centres
& major centres
of employment
Journey Time

(End to End) in
peak hours

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to
Rail Station
with ‘Very
Good’ or
‘Good’
level of
service

Accessibility of
major centre or

major
employment

centre by Cycling

Primary
School

Secondary
School

Health
Centre

Convenience
Retail

Comments Score

3
2

3
–

C
ac

ti
 N

u
rs

er
y,

 B
o

u
sl

ey
 R

is
e,

O
tt

er
sh

aw

16mins to
Hillswood

Business Park &
25mins to

Woking

685m to route
446 serving

Woking

3.65km to
Addlestone

2.6km to
Hillswood

Business Park &
4km to Weybridge

& Bourne
Business Park

350m 2.5km 500m 870m

Site has medium-
high level of
accessibility

overall. Good
accessibility to

centres by most
modes of

transport and
accessibility to
local services is
generally good.

Medium-
High

3
2

6
–

A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e 

Q
u

ar
ry

13mins to
Weybridge &

Bourne Business
Park & 20mins
to Brooklands

850m to route
456 serving

Woking

1.55km to
Byfleet &
New Haw

1km to Weybridge
& Bourne

Business Park and
1.56km to

Brooklands

2.1km 3.25km 1.95km 1km

Site has medium
level of

accessibility
overall. Good

accessibility to
centres by rail and

bus. However
accessibility to
local services is
generally poor,
although site is
large enough to
provide its own
local facilities
which would

improve
accessibility.

Medium
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Appendix 4 - Assessment of Significant Non-Absolute Constraints
(Housing)
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

4
–

B
ar

rs
b

ro
o

k 
&

B
ar

rs
b

ro
o

k 
C

at
te

ry
, G

u
ild

fo
rd

 R
o

ad
,

C
h

er
ts

ey

Limited
parts of site
at risk from

surface
water

flooding and
limited area

(18%) in
Flood Zone
2. Potential

for
groundwater

flooding
below

property
level

100% of site
within

Minerals
Safeguarding
Area but not

adjacent a
preferred area

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority of
site has

gradient of
1:40 or less

Site lies to the south west of
Chertsey and east of the M25. A

small proportion of the site is
covered by flood risk zone 2 with

additional possibility of
surface/ground water flooding

however, appropriate
drainage/SuDS should mitigate

this. Site is wholly within a
Minerals Safeguarding Area but
not adjacent a preferred area.
Practicalities for prior working
will need to be considered. No

other relevant constraints on site.
Constraints have a low-medium

impact overall.

Low -
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

1
3

–
St

ro
u

d
e 

R
o

ad
 F

ar
m

, S
tr

o
u

d
e 

R
o

ad

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface and

sizeable
areas at risk
from surface

water
flooding in

1:1000 year
event

100% of site
within

minerals
safeguarding

area and
adjacent

safeguarded
minerals site

and preferred
area of

Whitehall
Farm.

However SCC
has accepted
evidence that

on site
resource is

not
economically

viable.

Part of Site
adjacent
SNCI &
Ancient

Woodland
albeit

separated by
rail line

Grade 3

2 Grade II
listed

buildings
adjacent to
site at 288-
290 Stroude

Road

No loss of
open space

Majority of
site has

gradient of
1:40 or less

Site lies on the southern edge of
Virginia Water in two parcels

either side of a trackway. Whole
site within minerals safeguarding

area and adjacent to minerals
preferred area and site at
Whitehall Farm which is

identified in the Surrey Minerals
Plan Primary Aggregates DPD.

This would normally be a major
constraint to development but

SCC have accepted evidence that
resource on site is not

economically viable although
buffer of 100m to preferred

minerals area will be required.
The site also lies within Grade 3

agricultural land and as such
other land of lesser value should
be preferred providing they can

overcome other constraints.
Should other sites of lesser
agricultural value not come

forward or are unsuitable for
other reasons then Grade 3 land
could be appropriate. Potential

for groundwater and surface
water flooding would need to be
mitigated as would the impact on
the setting of two listed buildings.

Constraints have a medium
impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

1
4

–
B

ro
x 

En
d

 N
u

rs
er

y,
 B

ro
x 

R
o

ad
, O

tt
er

sh
aw

Only limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded
Locally listed

building
adjacent site

Loss of
Natural and

Semi-
Natural

Urban Green
Space

Gradient
1:40 or less

Site is located to the south of
Ottershaw and is identified as a
housing reserve site in the 2001

Local Plan. The site does not have
any flood issues or would affect a

designated site or Ancient
Woodland. Potential impacts to

an adjacent locally listed building
could be mitigated. In terms of

the loss of open space, the site is
an existing housing reserve site

where the principle of
development is acceptable.

Constraints have a low-medium
impact overall.

Low -
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

1
7

–
C

o
o

m
b

el
an

d
s 

La
n

e,
 R

o
w

to
w

n

Only limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on site
or adjacent

Grade 4 & 5
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space
Mix of

gradients

Site is located to the south east of
the Rowtown area of Addlestone

and is identified as a housing
reserve site in the 2001 Local

Plan. The site does not have any
flood issues or would affect a

designated site or Ancient
Woodland. Although there is a

mix of gradients on site an
application (16/0845) is currently

under consideration for 43
residential units on the site.

Constraints have a low impact
overall. Site has been granted

permission for 43 dwellings
subject to S106 agreement by
Committee dated 14.12.2016

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

1
8

–
La

n
d

 N
o

rt
h

 o
f 

Th
o

rp
e 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 E
st

at
e

Majority of
site has

potential for
groundwater

flooding
below

surface with
limited areas
affected by

surface
water

flooding at
1:1000 year
event. 3% of
site in flood
zone 3a or

3b and 13%
in flood zone

2

100% of site
within

minerals
safeguarding

area and
constrained
by previous
extraction

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded

Area of high
archaeological

importance
adjacent to

site

Identified as
Park or
Garden.

Potential to
replace part
but not all of
open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site lies between the southern
edge of Egham Hythe and Thorpe
Industrial Estate. Some flood risks

on site but these are largely
outside of fluvial flood zones and
could be mitigated by drainage
/SuDS design. Archaeological

importance could be dealt with
by condition. Site identified

within mineral safeguarding area
constrained by previous

extraction, which could be a
major constraint and requires
more in depth consideration.
Whilst site proponent states

investigations are ongoing it is
not known at this time whether
constraint could be overcome.

Whole site considered to be open
space which would be lost to

development, although some of
this could be retained on site.

However, land of lesser
environmental value should be

preferred. Proponents state that
FRA would be carried out prior to

application as well as plans to
maintain/protect archaeological

features and plans to include
areas of open space. These have
been taken into account in this

appraisal. Medium-High impact.
overall.

Medium-
High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

1
9

–
O

ak
 T

re
e 

N
u

rs
er

ie
s,

 S
tr

o
u

d
e 

R
o

ad

Number of
areas on site

at risk of
surface
water

flooding in
1:1000 year
event but at

southern
end of site
this is 1:30
year event.

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface. 12%
of the site in

flood risk
zone 2

100% of site
within

minerals
safeguarding

area and
within 120m

of
safeguarded
minerals site

and preferred
area of

Whitehall
Farm but not

adjacent.

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site lies to the east of Stroude
Road and to the north of Virginia
Water. A number of areas on the
site are at risk of surface water

flooding in the 1:1000 year event,
but at the southern part of the

site the level of risk is 1:30 years.
There is also potential for

groundwater flooding at the
surface and 12% of the site is in
flood risk zone 2. Flood issues

could be overcome however with
suitably designed drainage/SuDS.

Site is also wholly within a
mineral safeguarding area but

not adjacent to a preferred area
or identified site although

Whitehall Farm is 120m to the
north west. SCC consider there to

be a presumption against
alternative development in the

MSA, but this could be overcome
if evidence can be provided that

resource is not economically
viable or prior working can be

achieved. No impact on all other
constraints. Constraints have

medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
2

-
La

n
d

 S
o

u
th

 o
f 

St
 D

av
id

’s
 D

ri
ve

 &
 R

o
b

er
ts

 W
ay

, E
n

gl
ef

ie
ld

G
re

en

Potential for
groundwater
below or at

surface.
Small area at
high risk of

surface
water

flooding.
Sewerage

flooding has
occurred in
postcode

area

No
Safeguarding

SNCI and
Ancient

Woodland
adjacent site

albeit
separated by

A30

Ungraded

Historic Park
& Garden

adjacent but
separated by
A30. Area of

high
archaeological
potential and
locally listed

building
adjacent

No loss of
open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site lies just south of the Egham
Area and east of the A30. Some

flood risks from ground or
surface water which could be

overcome with mitigation
through drainage/SuDS. SNCI,
Ancient Woodland and Grade I

historic park and garden at
Windsor Great Park adjacent site
but separated by the A30 and if

necessary a suitable buffer could
be included on site. Locally listed
building adjacent at Forest Court,

Roberts Way but site design
could mitigate any impacts

Constraints have a low-medium
impact overall.

Low-
Medium



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 138

SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
4

-
La

n
d

at
 P

ra
ir

ie
 R

o
ad

, H
at

ch
 C

lo
se

 &
 H

at
ch

 F
ar

m
, A

d
d

le
st

o
n

e

No flood risk
issues west
of rail line,
but area to
the east at
high risk of

surface
water

flooding at
1:30 year

extent

Safeguarding
Area adjacent
but in reality
separated by

A320 St Paters
Way

SNCI
adjacent site

albeit
separated by
Green Lane

Grade 3

Locally listed
Chertsey Road

Bridge
adjacent site
and Grade II

listed
buildings
adjacent
eastern

portion albeit
separated by

Chertsey Road

No loss of
open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site lies to north west of
Addlestone and south of A320 St

Peter’s Way. Two site parcels
split by rail line. Eastern parcel at

high risk of surface water
flooding but this could be

mitigated by suitably designed
drainage/SuDS. The site also lies
within Grade 3 agricultural land
and as such other land of lesser

value should be preferred
providing they can overcome

other constraints. Should other
sites of lesser agricultural value

not come forward or are
unsuitable for other reasons then

Grade 3 land could be
appropriate. Constraints have a

medium impact overall.

Medium

2
8

-
G

re
at

 G
ro

ve
 F

ar
m

, M
u

rr
ay

R
o

ad
, O

tt
er

sh
aw Only limited

potential for
groundwater

flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space
No data for

this site

Site lies north of Spinney Hill
between Ottershaw and

Rowtown. Part of the site is
previously developed with no
apparent constraints although

potential for groundwater
flooding would have to be

considered and mitigated if
necessary. Site has permission for

6 dwellings subject to S106.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
9

-
C

h
ar

n
w

o
o

d
 N

u
rs

er
ie

s,
 3

3

Th
e 

A
ve

n
u

e,
 W

o
o

d
h

am

Only limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space
Mix of

gradients

Site lies north of The Avenue in
Woodham. No apparent

constraints on site although
potential for groundwater
flooding would have to be
mitigated through suitably

designed drainage/SuDS where
necessary. Constraints have low

impact overall.

Low

3
0

-
C

A
B

I,
 B

ak
eh

am
 L

an
e,

 E
gh

am

Only limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding and

surface
water

flooding at
1:1000 year

event

No
Safeguarding

Ancient
woodland to

south east
but off-site

Grade 4 or 5

Area of high
archaeological

potential to
north

No loss of
open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site lies north of Virginia Water
and to south east of Englefield

Green and forms small research
centre. Only limited potential for

ground and surface water
flooding on site which could be
mitigated through appropriate

drainage/SuDS design. No other
constraints on site. Adjacent area
of high archaeological potential

could be dealt with by condition.
Constraints have low impact

overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

3
4

-
P

ar
kl

an
d

s,
 P

ar
ce

l D
, C

h
er

ts
ey

 B
it

ta
m

s

Only limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5

Grade II listed
building

Wheelers
Green to
south but

separated by
Bittams Lane

No loss of
open space

No data for
this site but
appears to
be gradient
of 1:40 or

less

Site lies within the area of
Chertsey Bittams and part of site

is under construction for a C2
residential home. Only limited

potential for groundwater
flooding identified which could
be suitably mitigated. Grade II
listed building to the south at

Wheelers Green is separated by
Bittams Lane. Any harm to the

listed building or its setting could
be mitigated through design. No
other constraints on or adjacent
site. Constraints have low impact

overall

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

3
6

-
Sa

n
d

yl
an

d
s 

H
o

m
e 

Fa
rm

 E
as

t,
 B

la
ys

 L
an

e,
 E

n
gl

ef
ie

ld
 G

re
en

Limited
surface

water flood
issues in

central area
of site at
1:100 or

1:1000 year

100% in
Minerals

Safeguarding
Area but not

in or adjacent
to a preferred

area

SNCI
adjacent

albeit
separated by

Wick Road

Grade 3

Historic Park
& Garden and
locally listed

building
adjacent to
site albeit

separated by
Wick Road
and Blay’s

Lane
respectively

No loss of
open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site lies just south of Englefield
Green and west of reserve

housing site. Site is fully within a
minerals safeguarding area,

although this is not identified as a
preferred area and is unlikely to
constrain potential working over

and above the existing urban
area. Borehole evidence of

mineral quality/quantity will be
required to assess practicality of

prior working. The SNCI and
Windsor Great Park Grade I
historic park and garden lie

adjacent the site to the south,
but are separated by Wick Road.
As such this would help to lessen
harm but development could be
designed to overcome harm and
be respectful of its setting. The

site also lies within Grade 3
agricultural land and as such

other land of lesser value should
be preferred providing they can

overcome other constraints.
Should other sites of lesser
agricultural value not come

forward or are unsuitable for
other reasons then Grade 3 land

could be appropriate. Constraints
have medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

4
2

-
C

EM
EX

 T
h

o
rp

e 
1

, T
en

 A
cr

e 
La

n
e,

 T
h

o
rp

e

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
the surface

with a
number of

areas to the
boundaries

of the site at
risk from
surface
water

flooding

100% of site
within

minerals
safeguarding

area and
constrained

by previous or
potential

extraction.
However SCC
has accepted
evidence that

on site
resource is of

low quality
and small
quantity

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 1 or
2. Evidence

now
submitted

by site
proponents

that
agricultural

classification
is grade 3a

Adjacent to
Thorpe

Conservation
Area

No loss of
open space

Gradient
1:40 or less

Site lies between the village of
Thorpe and the Thorpe Industrial
Estate. Potential for groundwater
flooding at the surface and areas
around its boundaries affected by

surface water flooding but this
could be mitigated by

appropriate drainage/SuDS
design.  Entirely within a minerals

safeguarding area which is
constrained by previous or

potential extraction and
considered a major constraint.

However, SCC has agreed with a
minerals reserve assessment

submitted by the site proponents
that the minerals on site are of

low quality and small quantity. As
such minerals are not a
constraint but further

investigation is required to
determine whether prior

extraction is economically viable.
Site lies just northwest of the

Thorpe Conservation Area and
any design would need to take

this into account. The site is
designated Grade 1/2 agricultural

land, but an agricultural land
classification report by the site

proponents states that the land is
only grade 3a. Even taking the

report on face value other land of
lesser value should be preferred

providing they can overcome
other constraints. If other sites of

lesser agricultural value do not
come forward or are unsuitable

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

4
4

-
C

EM
EX

 T
h

o
rp

e 
3

, T
en

 A
cr

e 
La

n
e,

 T
h

o
rp

e

Majority of
site has

potential for
groundwater

flooding at
the surface

and
numerous

areas at risk
from surface

water
flooding at
1:1000 year
event. 2% of
site in flood

zone 2

100% of site
within

minerals
safeguarding

area and
constrained

by previous or
potential

extraction.
Site is also a
safeguarded

waste site

None on or
adjacent site

Small area
to SW Grade

1 & 2
otherwise
ungraded

Within the
Thorpe

Conservation
Area and

small area of
high

archaeological
potential in
SW corner

No loss of
open space

Mix of
gradients

Site lies to the east of the village
of Thorpe. The majority of the

site has potential for
groundwater flooding at the

surface with areas at risk from
surface water flooding and a

small area in flood zone 2,
however this could be mitigated

by suitably designed
drainage/SuDS. The site is
entirely within a minerals

safeguarding area and has been
the subject of extraction and
restoration which could be a

major constraint. This will require
more in depth consideration, but

at this time it is not known
whether constraint could be
overcome. The site is also a

safeguarded waste site, although
restoration of this site is on-

going/completed. The site lies
within the Thorpe Conservation

Area but suitable design could be
implemented to mitigate impact.

Only a small area of the site is
Grade 1 or 2 agricultural land.
Constraints have medium-high

impact overall.

Medium-
High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

4
6

-
La

n
d

 a
t 

G
re

at
 G

ro
ve

 F
ar

m
, O

tt
er

sh
aw

 (
w

es
t)

Limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding and

limited
pockets of

surface
water

flooding. 5
properties in

postcode
area

affected by
internal

sewerage
flooding in

last 10 years

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5

Locally listed
Workhouse
Chapel and

Grade II listed
Murray House
adjacent site

albeit
separated by
Murray Road

No loss of
open space

No data for
this site

Site is located north of Spinney
Hill between Ottershaw and

Rowtown, however only the area
to the west of the site is

considered from A320 Guildford
Road to Great Grove Farm. Only
limited flood risk issues which

could be mitigated and no
apparent constraints other than
listed buildings which sit on the
opposite side of the highway at
Murray Road where harm could
be overcome. Constraints have

low-medium impact overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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ar
m
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ea

st
)

Limited
potential for
groundwater
. North east
corner has

high
probability
of surface

water flood
risk with

majority at
low-medium

risk.

No
Safeguarding

SNCI &
Ancient

Woodland
immediately
adjacent site

to north

Grade 1 or 2
No heritage

assets present

Natural &
Semi-

Natural
Urban Green

Space.
Potential to
retain part

but majority
would be

lost

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site is located between Great
Grove Farm and Grove Nursery
fronting Spinney Hill. Potential
for groundwater and surface

water flooding could be mitigated
through suitably designed SuDS
or other protection measures.

Site is immediately adjacent to an
area designated as SNCI and

Ancient Woodland to its northern
boundary and it is unknown if an
effective buffer between the site

and the designations could be
implemented. The site is also
Natural/Semi-Natural Urban

Green Space and the majority of
this would be lost if the site is

developed. The site is grade 1 or
2 agricultural land and as such
land of lesser values should be

preferred. Constraints have high
impact overall.

High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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o
rt

h
 L
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ey

Limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding.
South east
corner at
risk from
surface
water

flooding

Site adjacent
minerals

safeguarding
area but not a
preferred area

Adjacent to
SNCI

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present

Outdoor
sports
facility.

Potential to
retain part

but not all of
open space

on site

Gradient
1:40 or less

Site is located to south of
Chertsey east of the Hanworth

Lane Trading Estate. Identified as
a housing reserve site in the 2001

Local Plan and north portion of
the site has outline permission
and reserved matters for 130

dwellings. Flood risk from surface
water in south east corner of site
would need to be addressed but
could be mitigated. Opportunity
to retain part of the site for open
space which would lessen impact
of overall loss and could be used

to mitigate/avoid flood risks.
Although site is not in a minerals

safeguarding area SCC have
indicated potential for prior

working. Constraints have low-
medium impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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2/3 of site
has limited

potential for
groundwater

and some
limited

potential for
surface

water flood
risk

No
Safeguarding

Adjacent to
SSSI, SNCI

and approx.
5ha of

Ancient
Woodland

on site
which could
be retained

Ungraded

Small part of
site within
Englefield

Green
Conservation
Area. Grade II

listed
buildings in SE
corner of site
and Grade II*

Air Forces
Memorial

adjacent to
site.

Presidents
Hall is Locally

Listed Building
on site.

Large area
of site

identified as
outdoor
sports

facilities,
which could
be retained

on site,
although

there may
be losses

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site located to south of Englefield
Green and is partially developed
as the former Brunel University
Campus. Ancient woodland on

site could be retained along with
other areas of open space. A

suitable buffer could be placed
between any development and
adjacent SSSI/SNCI if necessary.

Some heritage assets on or
adjacent the site which would

need to be considered but design
could avoid/mitigate harm. Site

has permission for 110 dwellings,
488 student bedspaces and 59 C2

bedrooms. Constraints have
medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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aw

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding but
36% of site

in flood zone
3a and 17%

in flood zone
2

No
Safeguarding

Adjacent to
Wey

Navigation
SNCI

Ungraded

Adjacent to
Wey

Navigation
Conservation

Area with
small part on

site

No loss of
open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site located to the south of New
Haw and on the borough

boundary with Woking BC.
Identified as a housing reserve
site in the 2001 Local Plan with
no permission granted. 2.9ha

(36%) of the site is within flood
zone 3a where development

would need to pass the
sequential and exceptions tests,
although risks could be avoided

by using areas in zone 3a as green
space if appropriate and through
use of SuDS. Area outside flood

zone 3a narrows to 60m in south
of site which is likely to restrict
capacity. Site also adjacent to

Wey Navigation SNCI and
conservation area to west

boundary of site and
consideration would have to be
given to these constraints, but a

suitable buffer could be
introduced to avoid/mitigate

harm. Constraints have medium
impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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Only limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding

100% in
Minerals

Safeguarding
Area and not
in or adjacent
to a preferred

area

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 3

No heritage
assets present

on site but
Englefield

Green
Conservation
area 25m to
north east

No loss of
open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site located to north west of
Englefield Green. Only limited

potential for groundwater
flooding identified which could

be mitigated by suitably designed
drainage/SuDS. Site is fully within

a minerals safeguarding area,
although this is not identified as a
preferred area and is unlikely to
constrain potential working over

and above the existing urban
area. Borehole evidence of

mineral quality/quantity will be
required to assess practicality of
prior working. Any harm to the

conservation area to north west
could be avoided/mitigated

through design. The site also lies
within Grade 3 agricultural land
and as such other land of lesser

value should be preferred
providing they can overcome

other constraints. Should other
sites of lesser agricultural value

not come forward or are
unsuitable for other reasons then

Grade 3 land could be
appropriate. Constraints have

medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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52% in
functional
floodplain

with further
99% in Flood

Zone 3a

Vast majority
of site in
Minerals

Safeguarding
Area

Small area of
SNCI on site

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present

Green
Corridor on

site
(designated

as SNCI)

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site lies to the east of the village
of Thorpe and just west of the

A320 Chertsey Lane. 3.6ha of the
site is functional floodplain and

undevelopable. Aside from a very
small area the rest of the site is
within flood zone 3a. Whilst the
area of floodplain could be used

as green space, there is no
guarantee that

sequential/exceptions tests can
be passed given extent of risk and

more sequentially preferable
sites are likely to be available

first. The site is entirely within a
minerals safeguarding area and

has been the subject of
extraction and restoration which
could be a major constraint. This

will require more in depth
consideration, but at this time it
is not known whether constraint
could be overcome. Small area of

SNCI located on site could be
retained with suitable buffer

introduced, although this may
not be possible in the southern

area of the site as it tapers.
Constraints have high impact

overall.

High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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Potential for
limited
surface

water flood
risk on SE
boundary

with
potential for
groundwater

flooding
below

ground in
north of site.
12% of site

in functional
floodplain,

17% in zone
3a & b and a

further
1.2ha in

zone 2. 69%
of site within

zone 1

Adjacent
safeguarding

area albeit
separated by

rail line &
Ruxbury Road

and not
adjacent

preferred area

None on or
adjacent site

Southern
area of site

Grade 3

Grade II*
Pyrcroft

House, and
Grade II

Golden Grove
Inn & Holland
Cottage listed

buildings
adjacent site

No loss of
open space

Gradient
1:40 or less

Site located to the west of
Chertsey and part identified as a
housing reserve site in the 2001

Local Plan No planning
application for housing has been

submitted for the site since its
reserve status. 31% of the site

lies outside of flood zone 1 where
the sequential test would need to

be passed. Exceptions test for
land in zone 3a would need to be

passed, although these areas
could be used as green space to
avoid risk and suitably designed
drainage/SuDS could mitigate

flood impacts. Harm to the
setting of adjacent listed

buildings could be avoided
through design. The site also lies
partly within Grade 3 agricultural

land and as such other land of
lesser value should be preferred

providing they can overcome
other constraints. However, the

area of grade 3 land is mostly
within the housing reserve site
designation where the principle
of residential development has

already been established.
Constraints have low-medium

impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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o
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Limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding and

surface
water

flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded

No heritage
assets present

on site but
Woburn Park

historic park &
Garden 105m

to the east

No loss of
open space

Gradient
1:40 or less

Site lies within Addlestonemoor.
Only limited flood issues on site

which could be mitigated through
suitably designed drainage/SuDS.
No other constraints on site and

distance to historic park & garden
should avoid harm. Constraints

have low impact overall.

Low
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Considered in site 268

7
7
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3
2

 B
ro

x 
R

o
ad

, O
tt

er
sh
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Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space
Mix of

gradients

Site lies towards the south of
Ottershaw. Potential for

groundwater and surface water
flooding could be mitigated

through suitably designed SuDS
or other protection measures. No

other constraints. Constraints
have low impact overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

9
9

-
Fo

rm
er

 D
ER

A
 s

it
e,

 L
o

n
gc

ro
ss

 R
o

ad
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)

Limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding but

several
sizeable

areas at risk
from surface

water
flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded

Heritage on
site includes

Grade II listed
Barrowhills

and its
terrace,

Bowlbarrow
Scheduled

Ancient
Monument

and two areas
of high

archaeological
potential at
Barrowhills

and the
Bowlbarrows
SAM. Grade II

Longcross
Church lies

adjacent the
site to the

south.

7ha of
outdoor
sports

facilities
identified

which could
be retained
or replaced
on site or

replaced on
site

Mix of
gradients

Site lies to the south of Virginia
Water and on the south side of
the M3 to the DERA site north.
The site is partially developed.
Limited potential for flood risk
and these could be mitigated

with suitably designed
drainage/SuDS. Several heritage

assets on or adjacent the site,
although there is the potential to
avoid harm through design. 7ha
of the site is identified as a small
area of sports facilities forming a
miniature golf course. This could
be retained or replaced by other

green spaces given the size of the
site. Site is within 20m of

designated waste site but would
not result in its loss. Mix of

gradients could be mitigated
through design. Constraints have

low-medium impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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Considered in site 268
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface with
limited areas

of surface
water

flooding.
24% of the

site is within
functional
floodplain
(zone 3b)

with further
areas in

flood risk
zone 2

Lies adjacent
to

safeguarding
area but not a
preferred area

None on site
but SNCI

adjacent to
the south

Majority of
site Grade 1

or 2

Grade II*
listed building

on site
comprising

sunken offices
with roof

gardens. Part
of site within

Thorpe
Conservation

Area

No loss of
open space

Gradient
1:40 or less

Site lies to the east of Thorpe
Village and comprises existing
office buildings. Potential for

groundwater and surface water
flooding on site which could be

mitigated through suitably
designed drainage/SuDS. Area

covered by functional floodplain
and in zone 3a lie mainly to the

peripheries of the site and could
be avoided. Large area covered

by flood risk zone 2 which would
need to pass the sequential test

and other sequentially preferable
sites may be available. Minerals
safeguarding lies adjacent site
but is not an impact. Suitable

buffer could be introduced
between site and SNCI to avoid

harm. Although part of the site is
identified as grade 1 or 2

agricultural land, the site is
largely previously developed and
loss has already occurred. Grade
II* listed building on site would

have to remain. Whilst harm
could occur either to the building
or its setting through conversion
or to the conservation area this
could be avoided or mitigated

through design. Constraints have
a medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

1
2

9
-

W
ey
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an

o
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Fa
rm

, A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e Limited

potential for
groundwater

or surface
water

flooding.
16% of site

in flood zone
3a and 5% in
flood zone 2

100% in
Minerals

Safeguarding
Area but not

in or adjacent
to a preferred

area. Site
proponent
states that

CEMEX have
indicated no

interest in the
site. However,
SCC will need

to confirm
whether site is

still valuable
as mineral

resource or
whether

safeguarding
required to

enable
preferred site
at Addlestone

Quarry
Extension A.

None on or
adjacent site

Identified by
Defra as

Grade 1 or
2. However

Site
proponent

has
submitted

an
agricultural

land
classification
assessment
for the site.
Taking the

assessment
on face

value, site is
grade 3.

No heritage
assets present

8.9ha of
Natural/Sem

i Natural
Urban Green
Space which

is
inaccessible

to the
public. Part

could be
retained but

majority
would be

lost.

Gradient
1:40 or less

Site lies to north of New Haw
comprising two parcels. Whole of
site within mineral safeguarding

area and whilst not adjacent
preferred area is around 150m

from identified extension to
Addlestone Quarry. Site would
have to ensure that any future

extraction of minerals is not
placed at risk irrespective of

whether a single company no
longer has an interest in the site.

8.9ha of open space on site,
some of which could be retained,
but likely that a large proportion
would be lost. Area in flood zone
3a is around 2ha, entirely on the
southern parcel and sequential
and exceptions test would need

to be passed. Risks could be
mitigated using the southern area

as green space and ground/
surface water mitigated through

drainage/SuDS design. Defra
classify site as grade 1/2
agricultural land, but site

proponent states grade 3. Even
at Grade 3, other land of lesser

value should be preferred
providing they can overcome
other constraints. Constraints
have a medium-high impact

overall.

Medium-
High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

1
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e,
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o

w
to

w
n Limited

potential for
groundwater
flooding and
only limited
area at risk

from surface
water

flooding at
1:30 year

event

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space
Mix of

gradients

Site lies to the south west of Row
Town. Limited flood risk issues

which could be mitigated through
drainage/SuDS design. No other

significant non-absolute
constraints present. Constraints

have low overall impact.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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Limited
potential for
groundwater

but
significant

parts of the
site at risk

from surface
water

flooding

Adjacent
safeguarding
area but not

preferred area

Adjacent
SNCI and
Ancient

Woodland
but

separated by
Wick Road

Grade 3

Adjacent to
Locally listed
building at
Park House

and adjacent
Grade I

historic Park &
Garden at

Windsor Great
Park albeit

separated by
Wick Road

No loss of
open space

with
potential to

provide
additional

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies just south of Englefield
Green and adjacent reserve

housing site. Areas of the site are
at risk from groundwater and

surface water flooding but these
could be mitigated through

appropriately designed
drainage/SuDS. Site is adjacent to

a minerals safeguarding area,
although this is not identified as a

preferred area. The SNCI and
Windsor Great Park Grade I
historic park and garden are

adjacent the site, but separated
by Wick Road. Development

could be designed to ensure no
harm to the heritage asset or
SNCI with suitable buffers or
landscaping. The site also lies

within Grade 3 agricultural land
and whilst other land of lesser
value should be preferred, the

site is previously developed with
non-agricultural uses and in
reality has already been lost.

Constraints have medium impact
overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

1
5

8
-

La
n

d
at

 S
q

u
ir

es
 G

ar
d

en
 C

en
tr

e,
 H

o
llo

w
ay

 H
ill

, C
h

er
ts

ey

Limited
potential for

surface
water and

ground
water

flooding.
Small area

with
potential for

ground
water

flooding at
surface

100% within
safeguarding
area but not
adjacent a

preferred area

Adjacent
Ancient

Woodland
Ungraded

Adjacent
Grade II listed

Silverlands.
Area of high

archaeological
potential to

north

No loss of
open space

with
potential to

provide
additional

Mix of
gradients

Site lies to the west of Chertsey
and north of the St Peter’s

Hospital site. Limited potential
for surface and groundwater

flooding which could be
mitigated by suitably designed
drainage/SuDS. Wholly within a
minerals safeguarding area but
SCC consider resource to be of
poor quality. Further borehole
evidence would be required to

consider the practicalities of prior
working. Ancient woodland to
north west of site but suitable
buffer could be introduced to

avoid/mitigate impact. Harm to
adjacent listed building or its

setting could be avoided through
design and archaeological

potential dealt with through
conditions. Constraints have low-

medium impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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Only limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding

No
safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded

Part within
Woburn Hill
Historic Park

& Garden

No loss of
open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies on north side of Woburn
Hill and between Woburn Park
Farm and St Georges College.

Only limited potential for
groundwater flooding which
could be mitigated through

suitably designed drainage/SuDS.
Site is partly within the Woburn
Hill historic park & garden but

harm could be avoided through
design. No other constraints on

site. Constraints have low impact
overall.

Low
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Only limited
groundwater
and surface
water flood

risk

No
safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to the south of Rowtown
part of which has recently been

developed for C2 use. Only
limited potential for groundwater

& surface water flooding which
could be mitigated through

suitably designed drainage/SuDS.
No other constraints present.
Constraints have low impact

overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score
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Limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding and

surface
water

flooding.
10% of the

site is within
flood zone
3b, 5% in

zone 3a and
28% in zone

2

No
Safeguarding

Adjacent to
Wey

Navigation
SNCI

Ungraded

Adjacent to
Wey

Navigation
Conservation

Area

100% within
allotments,
community
gardens or
city (urban)

farm and
small area in

green
corridor

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies between Addlestone and
New Haw. Area of site within the

functional floodplain is around
2ha and area within zone 3a is

0.92ha. Area within zone 3a
would need to pass sequential

and exceptions test to be
developable but risk could be

avoided if these areas were used
for green space. Development

within area covered by flood zone
2 would need to pass sequential

test and other sequentially
preferable sites could be

available first. Zone 2 area could
also be used in green space but
this would reduce site size by

almost half leaving a substantial
gap to edge of settlement along
New Haw Road. Surface water
and groundwater risk could be

mitigated through suitably
designed drainage/SuDS and this
could mitigate some fluvial risks.

100% of the site is open space
which if developed could be

partially retained or replaced on
site. Site lies adjacent to Wey

Navigation SNCI and conservation
area and would need to take

these into account but a suitable
buffer could be introduced to

avoid or mitigate harm.
Constraints have medium impact

overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
1

2
-

H
o

m
e 

Fa
rm

,S
tr

o
u

d
e 

R
o

ad

Northern
part of site

has
potential for
groundwater

flooding
below and

above
surface
level. 10

properties in
postcode

areas
affected
either by

internal or
external
sewer

flooding. 8%
of site in

flood zone 2

Vast majority
of site within

minerals
safeguarding
area but SCC

have
confirmed no
objection to
its loss given

quality/quanti
ty of resource
and location

adjacent
sensitive

receptors.

Adjacent to
Ancient

Woodland in
north east
corner and
site access

route

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present

No loss of
open space

with
potential to

provide
additional

Mixed

Site lies to north west of Virginia
Water and accessed from

Stroude Road. Potential for
groundwater and sewer flooding

on site, but this could be
mitigated through suitably

designed drainage/SuDS. The site
is almost entirely within a

minerals safeguarding area
containing defined resources but
SCC have no objection to loss of

site. Ancient woodland is present
adjacent the site to the north and
along part of the site access route

but harm could be avoided
through use of suitable buffers

and design of access route.
Constraints have low-medium

impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
1

7
-

La
n

d
 a

d
ja

ce
n

t 
W

h
ee

le
rs

 G
re

en
,

P
ar

ce
l E

, C
h

er
ts

ey
 B

it
ta

m
s

No flood
risks

identified

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Part grade 4
or 5

otherwise
ungraded

Grade II listed
Wheelers

Green
adjacent site
and locally

listed Barn at
Church Farm
adjacent site

albeit
separated by

Guildford
Road

No loss of
open space

with
potential to

provide
additional

No data

Site lies to the south-west of
Chertsey Bittams. Impact to

setting of Grade II and locally
listed buildings adjacent the site

could be mitigated through
design. No other constraints on

site. Constraints have low impact
overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
1

8
-

R
u

sh
am

 P
ar

k,
 W

h
it

eh
al

l L
an

e,
 E

gh
am

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface and
small areas
at risk from

surface
water

flooding.
29% of the
site within
flood zone
3a and 15%

in zone 2

Adjacent
Minerals

Safeguarding
Area and
Preferred

Area at
Whitehall

Farm

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 3
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to the south of Egham
and east of the Royal Holloway
University of London site. 1.9ha

of the site is within flood zone 3a
and would need to pass the

sequential and exception tests.
However these areas are largely
on the periphery and risk could
be avoided if this were used as
green space. Any development

within zone 2 would need to pass
the sequential test. Groundwater
and surface water flooding could

be mitigated through suitably
designed drainage/SuDS which

could also reduce fluvial risks on
site. Site is adjacent preferred

minerals site at Whitehall Farm
and residential use could have
impacts on future extraction

operations. This is not
insurmountable but would need
to be considered in more detail.
The site also lies within Grade 3

agricultural land and whilst other
land of lesser value should be

preferred, the site is previously
developed with non-agricultural
uses and in reality has already
been lost. No other constraints

on site. Constraints have medium
impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
1

9
-

V
ill

a 
Sa

n
ta

 M
ar

ia
, S

t 
A

n
n

’s
 H

ill
, C

h
er

ts
ey

Potential for
groundwater

flooding in
east of site

below
ground
level. 4

properties
affected by

external
sewer

flooding in
postcode

area. South
east corner
at risk from

surface
water flood
risk. 28% of
site in flood
zone 3a and
6% in zone 2

100% within
safeguarded

area

Ancient
Woodland
adjacent to
site to the

north

Ungraded

Two Grade II
listed

buildings
adjacent at

Golden Grove
Inn and

Mausoleum
Chapel

No loss of
open space

Mixed

Site lies to north west of Chertsey
and is partially developed. Area in

flood zone 3a is 1.17ha which
would have to pass the

sequential and exceptions test to
be developable but risk could be
avoided if used as green space.
Any development in zone 2 will

need to pass sequential test.
Groundwater and surface water
risk could be mitigated through

suitably designed drainage/SuDS
which could also reduce risk from

fluvial flooding. Site is wholly
within minerals safeguarding area
however, SCC conclude that there

are unlikely to be significant
resources on site. Harm to

ancient woodland to north could
be avoided with suitable buffer or
through design as could any harm

to heritage assets. Constraints
have medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
2

0
-

N
o

rl
an

d
s 

La
n

e 
La

n
d

fi
ll 

Si
te

, T
h

o
rp

e

Potential for
groundwater

flooding
with limited

surface
water

flooding risk.
10% of the

site is within
the

functional
floodplain

and a
further 4%
in zone 3a.
63% of the

site is in
flood zone 2

100% within
safeguarding

area

SNCI in
eastern area

of site
Ungraded

Grade II listed
Fleetmere and

Thorpe
Conservation
Area adjacent

site

No loss of
open space

with
potential to

provide
additional

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to the east of the village
of Thorpe and south east of

Thorpe Industrial Estate. Area in
functional floodplain and zone 3
is around 6ha but lie mostly on

the periphery of the site and risk
could be avoided by using as

green space. Large proportion of
the site is within flood zone 2 and
will need to pass sequential test

and there may be more
sequentially preferable sites

available first. Groundwater and
surface water risks could be
mitigated through suitably

designed drainage/SuDS which
could also mitigate some fluvial
risks. The site is entirely within a
minerals safeguarding area and

has been the subject of
extraction and restoration which
could be a major constraint. This

will require more in depth
consideration, but at this time it
is not known whether constraint
could be overcome. Small area of

SNCI located to eastern side of
site but this could be retained

with suitable buffer introduced.
Harm to heritage assets could be

avoided through design.
Constraints have medium-high

impact overall.

Medium-
High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
2

4
-

La
n

d
 a

d
ja

ce
n

t
6

2

A
d

d
le

st
o

n
em

o
o

r

Limited
potential for
groundwater
with part of
site at risk

from surface
water

flooding at
1:1000 year

No
safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies at Addlestonemoor and
west of Woburn Hill. Limited

potential for groundwater and
surface water flooding which
could be mitigated by suitably
designed drainage/SuDS. No

other constraints on site.
Constraints have low impact

overall.

Low

2
2

5
-

La
n

d
ad

ja
ce

n
t 

Sa
n

d
ga

te
s,

 G
u

ild
fo

rd
 R

o
ad

, C
h

er
ts

e
y

Limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding but

northern
corner has

potential for
flooding
below

surface level
and limited
pockets for

surface
water

flooding at
1:1000 year

event

100% within
safeguarding

area

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5
No heritage

assets present

Around
0.7ha of the

site is
natural and

semi-natural
urban

greenspace

Mixed

Site lies to west of Chertsey.
Pockets of ground and surface

water flooding could be mitigated
through suitably designed

drainage/SuDS. Site is wholly
within a minerals safeguarding
area but is unlikely to increase
constraints above those that

already exist although
practicalities of prior working will

need exploring.  0.7ha is
identified as natural/semi natural
greenspace which could be lost,

but there may be potential to
retain some of this. Constraints

have low-medium impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
2

6
-

La
n

d
 a

t 
4

0
 C

ro
ck

fo
rd

 P
ar

k 
R

o
ad

, A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and majority
of site at risk
from surface

water
flooding.

52% of the
site within
flood zone
3b, 29% in

zone 3a
and17% in

zone 2

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south of Addlestone.
Area of site within flood zone 3b

0.63ha which would be
inappropriate for any

development. Area within flood
zone 3a is 0.34ha where the

sequential and exceptions test
would need to be passed. Area

outside of zone 3b is 0.6ha which
is of a size which could be

acceptable, if the exceptions test
can be passed. Some of the

highest flood risk areas could be
used for green space or amenity
to avoid risks but this would be a

large proportion of the site.
Given that the rest of the site is in

zone 2 (aside from the access)
there may also be sequentially
preferable sites. Whilst surface

water and groundwater could be
mitigated by suitably designed

drainage/SuDS this may not
entirely mitigate fluvial flood
risks. Constraints have a high

impact overall unless sequential
and exceptions test can be

passed with delivery of a safe
development evidenced through

a site FRA.

High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
2

7
-

W
o

b
u

rn
 P

ar
k 

Fa
rm

, A
d

d
le

st
o

n
em

o
o

r

Limited
groundwater
and surface
water flood
risk. 11% of
site within
functional
floodplain
with 3% in

zone 3a and
8% in zone 2

Part of site
within

safeguarding
area

SNCI
adjacent site
at Chertsey

Meads

Ungraded

Whole site
within

Woburn Hill
Historic Park

& Garden

No loss of
open space

and
potential for

additional

Mixed

Site lies to the north of Woburn
Hill. Areas of flood risk on site lie
mainly to peripheries of site on
its north eastern boundary with

Chertsey meads and risk could be
avoided by using these areas as
green space. Groundwater and

surface water risks can be
mitigated through suitably

designed drainage/SuDS. Part of
the site lies in a minerals

safeguarding area but is unlikely
to significantly constrain mineral

working, however borehole
evidence will be required and
practicalities of prior working
explored. Impact to SNCI at

Chertsey Meads to north of site
could be mitigated by use of

suitable buffer. Whole of the site
is within the Woburn Hill historic

park & garden but is already
partly previously developed. As
such, harm to the heritage asset

could be avoided through
sensitive design. Constraints have

a medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
2

9
-

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 H

ei
gh

ts
, S

an
d

h
ill

s 
La

n
e,

 V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er Limited

potential for
groundwater

flooding
although

potential to
flood

property at
southern

boundary.
Limited
surface

water flood
risk

100% within
safeguarding
area but not

adjacent
preferred area

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies between Virginia Water
and Thorpe Green. Limited

potential for groundwater and
surface water flooding which
could be mitigated by suitably

designed drainage/SuDS. Site is
wholly within a minerals

safeguarding area containing
defined resources and a

presumption against alternative
development, but site partially
developed already. Borehole

evidence of the quality/quantity
of resource would be required to

consider the site further. No
other constraints. Constraints
have medium impact overall.

Medium

2
3

0
-

G
ro

ve
 N

u
rs

er
y,

 S
p

in
n

ey
 H

ill
, A

d
d

le
st

o
n

e

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding

No
Safeguarding

SNCI &
Ancient

Woodland
adjacent site

Grade 1 or 2
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to the north of Spinney
Hill and west of the M25. Limited

potential for groundwater and
surface water flooding which
could be mitigated by suitably

designed drainage/SuDS. Suitable
buffer to SNCI/Ancient Woodland

or design features could be
provided to avoid harm. Site is

however grade 1 or 2 agricultural
land and as such other land of

lesser value should be preferred.
Constraints have high impact

overall

High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
3

1
–

St
 P

et
er

’s
 H

o
sp

it
al

Potential for
groundwater

on 2/3 of
site and

potential for
surface

water flood
risk. 6% of

site is within
flood risk

zone 3a and
1% in zone

2.

Small part of
site within

safeguarding
area

SNCI &
SANG

adjacent to
site

Ungraded

2 locally listed
building on

site. Grade II*
Botleys

Mansion and
Grade II Ivy

Cottage,
Arbon Cottage

and
Silverlands
adjacent to
site. Area of

high
archaeological

potential
adjacent site

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to west of Chertsey
Bittams and comprises large

hospital complex. Potential for
groundwater and surface water

flooding which could be
mitigated by suitably designed
drainage/SuDS. Area in flood

zone 3a lies on eastern periphery
of the site and will need to pass
sequential and exceptions test,

but risk could be avoided if used
as green space as could area in
zone 2. Although a small part of
the site is within a safeguarding
area, SCC do not consider this to

be a constraint, but borehole
evidence and assessment for

prior working should be explored.
Impact to heritage assets could

be mitigated through design.
Impact to SNCI and SANG could

be overcome with suitable buffer.
Constraints have low-medium

impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
3

4
-

Ed
en

 F
ar

m
, V

ir
gi

n
ia

 W
at

er

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface
water flood

risk

No
safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 3
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south of Virginia
Water and east of Trumps Green.

Potential for groundwater and
surface water flooding which
could be mitigated by suitably

designed drainage/SuDS. The site
also lies within Grade 3

agricultural land and whilst other
land of lesser value should be

preferred, the site is previously
developed with non-agricultural
uses and in reality has already
been lost. No other constraints
on site. Constraints have low

impact overall.

Low

2
5

4
-
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n

d
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ar
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l B
, C

en
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 V

et
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b
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,

R
o

w
to

w
n

, A
d

d
le

st
o

n
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(R
o

w
to

w
n

 W
es

t)

Limited
potential for
groundwater

only.

No
Safeguarding

SNCI to
south of site

albeit
separated by
river Bourne

Part of site
Grade 4 to 5

otherwise
ungraded

Grade II listed
Old Thatched
Cottage at Old

Road

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

including for
SANG

Mixed

Site is located to the south of
Rowtown and comprises land
parcel B and land to north of

Halls Farm. Only limited potential
for groundwater flood risk which
could be mitigated with suitable
protection if required. This may
need to be explored through a
site FRA. Impacts to setting of
Grade II listed building at Old

Road could be mitigated through
design. Topography is mixed but

not a barrier to development.
Constraints have low impact

overall.

Low



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 172

SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
5

5
–

P
ar

ce
l A

, C
h

er
ts

ey
 B

it
ta

m
s,

 C
h

er
ts

ey

Limited
potential for
groundwater
across whole

site.
Potential for

surface
water

flooding on
small area of

the site.
0.07ha

within zone
3a with
further
0.3ha in
zone 2

Safeguarding
adjacent site

but not
preferred area

None on or
adjacent site

Grades 3, 4
and 5

Area of high
archaeological

potential
adjacent site
to the north

west

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site is located to north of
Chertsey Bittams and east of

Salesian School. Small area of the
site is affected by flood zone 3a

where sequential and exceptions
tests will need to be passed,

however risk could be mitigated
if areas used as green space.

Western part of the site is grade
4 or 5 agricultural land whilst the
east is grade 3. In terms of grade

3, other land of lesser value
should be preferred providing

they can overcome other
constraints. However, to be

developed comprehensively the
whole site should be brought

forward and loss in this instance
may be acceptable and could

form part of green space.
Constraints have low-medium

impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
5

5
-

P
ar

ce
l B

, C
h

er
ts

ey
 B

it
ta

m
s

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding.

Safeguarding
adjacent site

but not
preferred area

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 3
No heritage

assets

No loss of
open space

with
potential for

additional

Mixed

Site located to south east of
Chertsey Bittams adjacent A320
St Peter’s Way. Limited potential

for groundwater and surface
water which could be mitigated
through suitably design SuDS or

other protection measures.
Minerals safeguarding is on

eastern side of M25 so is not an
issue. The site also lies within

Grade 3 agricultural land and as
such other land of lesser value
should be preferred providing

they can overcome other
constraints. Should other sites of
lesser agricultural value not come

forward or are unsuitable for
other reasons then Grade 3 land

could be appropriate. Constraints
have medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
5

5
–

P
ar

ce
l C

, C
h

er
ts

ey
 B

it
ta

m
s

Limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding but
high risk of

surface
water

flooding on
northern
section of

site.

Safeguarding
adjacent site

but not
preferred area

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 3
No heritage

assets
No loss of

open space
Mixed

Site located to east of Chertsey
Bittams adjacent M25. Potential

for groundwater and surface
water could be mitigated through

suitably design SuDS or other
protection measures. Minerals

safeguarding is on eastern side of
M25 so is not an issue. The site

also lies within Grade 3
agricultural land and as such

other land of lesser value should
be preferred providing they can

overcome other constraints.
Should other sites of lesser
agricultural value not come

forward or are unsuitable for
other reasons then Grade 3 land

could be appropriate. Constraints
have medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
5

6
-

Th
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R
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o
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h
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l A
(T

h
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M
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o
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Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface.
Limited

potential for
surface
water

flooding.

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 3

Locally listed
building

adjacent at
Laurel Cottage

albeit
separated by

Vicarage Road

No loss of
open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south of Egham.
Potential for groundwater and

surface water could be mitigated
through suitably design SuDS or

other protection measures.
Impact to setting of listed

building could be mitigated
through design. The site also lies
within Grade 3 agricultural land
and whilst other land of lesser
value should be preferred, the

site is previously developed with
non-agricultural uses and in

reality has already been lost. No
other constraints on site.

Constraints have low impact
overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
5

6
–

Th
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R
o
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o
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h
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l B
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G
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n
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lle
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m

)

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface.
Limited

potential for
surface
water

flooding. 1%
in flood zone

3b, 6% in
zone 3a and
5% in zone 2

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 3
No heritage

assets
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south of Egham.
Potential for groundwater and

surface water could be mitigated
through suitably design SuDS or
other protection measures. Area
within floodplain and zone 3a is
minimal and could be mitigated
through use as green space. The

site also lies within Grade 3
agricultural land and whilst other

land of lesser value should be
preferred, the site is previously
developed with non-agricultural
uses and in reality has already
been lost. No other constraints
on site. Constraints have low

impact overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
5

7
-

Th
o

rp
e 

Le
a 

R
o

ad
, W

es
t

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface.

Number of
areas with

potential for
surface

water flood
risk at

1:1000 year
event. 1% of
site within

flood zone 2

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 3
No heritage

assets present

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to the south and west of
Egham. Potential for

groundwater and surface water
flood risk could be mitigated

through appropriately designed
SuDS or protection measures.

The site also lies within Grade 3
agricultural land and as such

other land of lesser value should
be preferred providing they can

overcome other constraints.
Should other sites of lesser
agricultural value not come

forward or are unsuitable for
other reasons then Grade 3 land

could be appropriate. Constraints
have medium impact overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
5

8
-

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

 N
o

rt
h Limited

potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding at
1:1000 year

event

No
Safeguarding

Only eastern
most tip is
adjacent

SNCI

Ungraded
Locally listed
building on

site

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Mixed with
steeper

gradients to
north

Site lies to north of Virginia
Water. Only limited ground and

surface water flooding which
could be mitigated through

suitably designed SuDS or other
protection measures. Site is

adjacent to an SNCI but only the
most western tip and harm could
be avoided with implementation

of suitable buffer. Steeper
gradients to north of the site may
reduce developable area. Impact
to locally listed building on site
could be mitigated by design.

Constraints have a low-medium
impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
5

9
-

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

, W
es

t

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding

No
Safeguarding

SNCI to
south and

west of site
Ungraded

No heritage
assets present

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Mixed

Site lies to the west of Virginia
Water at Wellington Avenue.

Only limited ground and surface
water flooding which could be

mitigated with suitably designed
SuDS or other protection

measures. Site is adjacent to an
SNCI along part of its western and
southern boundaries. Harm could
be avoided with implementation
of an effective buffer but given
proximity to SNCI and shape of

western part of site it is unknown
if this can be overcome. Some

steeper gradients in centre of the
site but should not be a

constraint to development.
Constraints have medium impact

overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
6

1
-

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

 S
o

u
th

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding at
1:1000 year

event

No
Safeguarding

SNCI to west
of site

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Mixed

Site lies to the south of Virginia
Water at Trumps Green. Only

limited ground and surface water
flooding which could be

mitigated with suitably designed
SuDS or other protection
measures. Impact to SNCI

adjacent to west of site could be
mitigated through

implementation of suitable buffer
which should be possible given

size and shape of site. Constraints
have low-medium impact overall.

Low-
Medium

2
6

3
-

O
tt

er
sh

aw
 E

as
t

Limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding.
Sizeable
area to

north at risk
from surface

water
flooding at
1:30 year

event with
strip of land
to west in

1:1000 year
event.

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5
or ungraded

No heritage
assets present

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to the east and south of
Ottershaw. Potential for

groundwater and surface water
flooding could be mitigated

through suitably designed SuDS
or other protection measures. No

other constraints on site.
Constraints have low impact

overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
6

6
-

La
n

d

W
es

t 
o

f 
St

G
eo

rg
es

C
o

lle
ge

,
W

o
b

u
rn

 H
ill

Considered in site 167

2
6

8
-

La
n

d
 a

t 
7

9-
8

7
a

W
o

o
d

h
am

 P
ar

k 
R

o
ad

,

W
o

o
d

h
am

Limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding. No
other flood
risk on site

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to west of Woodham.
Potential for groundwater

flooding could be mitigated
through suitably designed SuDS

or other protection measures. No
other constraints on site.

Constraints have low impact
overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
6

9
-

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f 

Th
o

rp
e 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 E
st

at
e

50% of site
shown to

have
potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface with
remainder

of site below
ground

level. Low
probability
of surface

water
flooding.
31% in

functional
floodplain,

39% in Zone
3a and 91%

in zone 2

100% of site
within

minerals
safeguarding

area and
constrained
by previous
extraction

SSSI
adjacent to

east &
eastern tip
adjacent

SNCI

Ungraded

Area of high
archaeological
potential on

site

Identified as
Park or
Garden.

Potential to
replace part
but not all of
open space

Mixed

Site lies to the east of Thorpe
Industrial Estate west of Green

Lane. Potential for groundwater
could be mitigated through

appropriate protection measures
but the extent of groundwater
flooding at surface may be not
make this achievable. A third of

the site lies in the floodplain
where no redevelopment is

acceptable in principle. The area
of the site covered by zone 3a is

almost all floodplain. These areas
could be mitigated if used as

greenspace, but this would be a
third of the site. Rest of the site is
almost entirely within zone 2 and

would have to pass the
sequential test for residential

development. This being the case
there may be sequentially

preferable sites with lower risk.
Archaeological importance could
be dealt with by condition. Site is

identified within a mineral
safeguarding area constrained by
previous extraction. This could be

a major constraint to
development and will require

more in depth consideration, but
at this time it is not known

whether constraint could be
overcome. Whole site is also

open space which would be lost
to development but some could
be retained on site. Adjacent to

SSSI and SNCI but suitable buffer
could be implemented given

High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
7

3
-

La
n

d
 S

o
u

th
 o

f 
G

re
at

 G
ro

ve
 F

ar
m

Limited
potential for
groundwater

with low
probability
of surface

water
flooding.

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 1 & 2
No heritage

assets present

Identified as
Natural &

Semi-
Natural

Urban Green
Space with

limited
scope to

retain any
on site

Mixed

Site lies to east of Great Grove
Farm and north of Spinney Hill.
Potential for groundwater and

surface water flooding could be
mitigated through suitably

designed SuDS or other
protection measures. Site is

grade 1 or 2 agricultural land and
as such land of lesser value

should be preferred. The whole
site is also considered to be open

space which would be lost to
development with only a small

proportion which could be
retained on site. Constraints have

high impact overall.

High

2
7

4
-

A
lli

n
gt

o
n

 &
 3

7,
4

7,
 5

7
 H

o
w

ar
d

s 
La

n
e,

R
o

w
to

w
n

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
although a

small area is
at high

probability
of surface

water
flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5
or ungraded

No heritage
assets present

No loss of
open space

Mixed

Site lies within north area of
Howard’s Lane in Rowtown.

Potential for groundwater and
surface water flooding could be

mitigated through suitably
designed SuDS or other

protection measures. No other
constraints identified. Constraints

have low impact overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
7

7
-

Th
e 

O
ld

 C
h

al
et

, C
al

lo
w

 H
ill

, V
ir

gi
n

ia

W
at

er

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded

Grade II listed
structure at

Christ Church
and Locally

Listed
Hangmoor

adjacent site

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Mixed

Site lies to west of Virginia Water
and north of Christchurch Road.
Potential for groundwater and

surface water flooding could be
mitigated through suitably

designed SuDS or other
protection measures. Impact to
setting of heritage assets could

be mitigated or avoided through
design. No other constraints on

site. Constraints have low impact
overall.

Low

2
8

1
-

La
n

d
 a

t 
C

lo
ck

h
o

u
se

 L
an

e 
Ea

st
, T

h
o

rp
e

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface

across whole
site. Limited
potential for

surface
water.

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 1 or 2

Part of site an
area of high

archaeological
potential

Identified as
Natural &

Semi-
Natural

Urban Green
Space with

limited
scope to

retain any
on site

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south of Clockhouse
Lane East and north of Fishing

Lake. Suitable mitigation against
groundwater may not be

achievable given its extent across
whole site and at surface level.
Site is grade 1 or 2 agricultural
land and as such land of lesser
value should be preferred. The
whole site is also considered to
be open space which would be
lost to development with only a
small proportion which could be

retained on site. Constraints have
high impact overall.

High



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 185

SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
8

2
-

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f 

Fi
sh

in
g 

La
ke

, T
h

o
rp

e 
Le

a 
R

o
ad

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface

across whole
site. Limited
potential for

surface
water.

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 1 or 2

Part of site an
area of high

archaeological
potential

Identified as
Natural &

Semi-
Natural

Urban Green
Space with

limited
scope to

retain any
on site

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to east of Fishing Lake
and west of Thorpe Lea Road.

Suitable mitigation against
groundwater may not be

achievable given its extent across
whole site and at surface level.
Site is grade 1 or 2 agricultural
land and as such land of lesser
value should be preferred. The
whole site is also considered to
be open space which would be
lost to development with only a
small proportion which could be

retained on site. Constraints have
high impact overall.

High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
8

4
-

C
h

ri
st

m
as

 T
re

e 
Si

te
, O

tt
er

sh
aw Limited

potential for
groundwater

with some
areas at high
probability
of surface

water
flooding.

No
Safeguarding

SNCI
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5

Grade II listed
No 2

Chobham
Road adjacent

site

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

No data

Site lies to north west of
Ottershaw, north of Foxhills Road

and west of Guildford Road.
Potential for groundwater and

surface water flooding could be
mitigated through suitably

designed SuDS or other
protection measures. SNCI

adjacent site albeit separated by
Foxhills Road. Site large enough

to mitigate impact through
implementation of effective

buffer. Impact to Grade II listed
building could be mitigated
through design. No other

constraints on site. Constraints
have low impact overall.

Low
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
8

5
-

Sa
ye

s 
C

o
u

rt
 K

en
n

el
s,

 A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding. 5%
of site within

flood risk
zone 2

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5
or ungraded

No heritage
assets present

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Mixed but
mostly 1:20

Site lies south of Temple Field
Close in Addlestone. Potential for
groundwater and surface water

flooding could be mitigated
through suitably designed SuDS
or other protection measures.
Small area of site in flood risk

zone 2 could be mitigated
through use as green space.
Engineering solutions may

overcome gradient issues but
without further information, it is

assumed that gradients would
reduce developable area. No

other constraints on site.
Constraints have low-medium

impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
8

7
-

La
n

d
 W

es
t 

o
f 

B
ri

d
ge

 L
an

e,
 V

ir
gi

n
ia

 W
at

er Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
although

with some
small areas

at high
probability
of surface

water
flooding

100% within
safeguarding
area but not

adjacent
preferred area

Ancient
Woodland
on site &

SNCI
adjacent site

Grade 1 or 2

Locally listed
Trumps Green

Cottage
adjacent site

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south east of Virginia
Water and south of Bridge Lane.
Potential for groundwater and

surface water flooding could be
mitigated through suitably

designed SuDS or other
protection measures. Wholly
within a mineral safeguarding

area but SCC consider resource to
be of poor quality. Further

borehole evidence would be
required to consider the

practicalities of prior working.
Ancient woodland on site could
be retained with suitable buffer

to ensure protection and
adjacent SNCI is separated by
Bridge Road. Impact to locally

listed building could be mitigated
through design. Site is grade 1 or

2 agricultural land and as such
land of lesser value should be

preferred. Constraints have high
impact overall.

High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
8

9
-

W
eb

b
s,

 T
h

e 
G

re
en

, E
n

gl
ef

ie
ld

 G
re

en

Limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding
with only

small
pockets

shown to
have a

probability
of surface

water
flooding

Majority
within

Minerals
Safeguarding
Area but not

adjacent a
preferred area

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 3

Part within
conservation
area. Grade II
listed Castle
Farm Dairy
and locally
listed The

Crown House
adjacent

No loss of
open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to north west of
Englefield Green and adjacent

The Green. Potential for
groundwater and surface water

flooding could be mitigated
through suitably designed SuDS
or other protection measures.

Majority of site within a minerals
safeguarding area, although this
is not identified as a preferred

area and is unlikely to constrain
potential working over and above
the existing urban area. Borehole

evidence of mineral
quality/quantity will be required

to assess practicality of prior
working. The site also lies within
Grade 3 agricultural land and as
such other land of lesser value
should be preferred providing

they can overcome other
constraints. Should other sites of
lesser agricultural value not come

forward or are unsuitable for
other reasons then Grade 3 land
could be appropriate. Impact to

heritage assets could be
mitigated through appropriate

design. Constraints have medium
impact overall.

Low-
Medium



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 190

SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
9

0
-

Th
e 

Fi
el

d
N

u
rs

er
y,

 B
ro

x

La
n

e,
O

tt
er

sh
aw

Considered in site 263
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
9

2
-

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f 

B
is

h
o

p
s 

W
ay

, E
gh

am

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface

across whole
site. Limited
potential for

surface
water. 59%

of site within
functional
floodplain
and 91%

within zone
3a with

whole site in
zone 2

Majority
within

Minerals
Safeguarding

Area

SSSI
adjacent site

to south
west

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south of Egham Hythe
and adjacent A320. Suitable

mitigation against groundwater
may not be achievable given its
extent across whole site and at
surface level. Majority of site is
within functional floodplain and
91% within flood zone 3a. Whilst

some of these risks could be
mitigated through use as green

space, the extent of zone 3a
means that some development
will need to pass the exceptions
test and all development would
have to pass the sequential test.

The area outside of floodplain
and/or zone 3a is only around

3.5ha and would form an island in
the middle of the site where safe

access and egress in times of
flood may not be guaranteed.

The site is also identified within a
mineral safeguarding area
constrained by previous

extraction. This could be a major
constraint to development and

will require more in depth
consideration, but at this time it
is not known whether constraint
could be overcome. Impacts to

the SSSI could be overcome
through implementation of a

suitable buffer. Constraints have
high impact overall.

High
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
9

3
-

La
n

d
 n

o
rt

h
 o

f 
K

in
gs

 L
an

e,
 E

n
gl

ef
ie

ld
 G

re
en

Limited
potential for
groundwater
with notable

areas with
some

probability
of surface

water
flooding

100% within
minerals

safeguarding
area but not

adjacent
preferred area

None on or
adjacent site

Part Grade 3
and part

ungraded

No heritage
assets present

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

Mixed

Site lies to west of Englefield
Green. Potential for groundwater
and surface water flooding could

be mitigated through suitably
designed SuDS or other

protection measures. Site is fully
within a minerals safeguarding

area, although this is not
identified as a preferred area and
is unlikely to constrain potential

working over and above the
existing urban area. Borehole

evidence of mineral
quality/quantity will be required

to assess practicality of prior
working. Gradients on site are

mixed which may require
engineering solutions for

steepest areas. Majority of site is
grade 3 agricultural land and as
such other land of lesser value
should be preferred providing

they can overcome other
constraints. Should other sites of
lesser agricultural value not come

forward or are unsuitable for
other reasons then Grade 3 land
could be appropriate, although

southern portion of the site
appears to be ungraded.

Constraints have medium impact
overall.

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

2
9

6
-

La
n

d
ad

ja
ce

n
t 

Ed
al

e,

R
o

w
to

w
n

Considered in site 154

3
0

0
-

La
n

d
 a

d
ja

ce
n

t 
to

 7
0

 C
ro

ck
fo

rd
 P

ar
k 

R
o

ad
, A

d
d

le
st

o
n

e

Limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding
accept north
west corner

with
potential for

flooding
below floor
level. Low
probability
of surface

water
flooding.
64% in

functional
floodplain
and 95% in

zone 3a with
whole site in

zone 2

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south of Addlestone
and east of New Haw Road.

Majority of site is within
functional floodplain and 95%

within flood zone 3a. Given size
and shape of floodplain, unlikely

that this could be used as
residential amenity and therefore

could not be mitigated. The
extent of zone 3a means that
majority of development will

need to pass the exceptions test
and all development would have

to pass the sequential test. As
such other more sequentially

preferable sites should be taken
forward. Mitigation through use

of SuDS is unlikely to reduce
fluvial flood risk. No other

constraints on site. Constraints
have high impact overall.

High

La
n

d
 a

t 
G

ra
n
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rm
, P

yr
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o
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R
o
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h
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Considered in site 60
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

3
1

2
–

Ja
sm

in
e 

C
o

tt
ag

e 
an

d
 1

 &
 2

 H
o

m
e 

Fa
rm

 C
o

tt
ag

es

Eastern area
of site at risk
from surface
water flood

risk at
1:1000 and
majority of

site at risk of
groundwater

flooding at
surface

level. Very
small area of
flood risk in
zones 2&3a
in far east of

site.

Majority of
site within

safeguarding
area. However

SCC have
confirmed

that there is
unlikely to be

operator
interest in
underlying

minerals due
to quality and

quantity.

2.88ha of
site covered
by ancient
woodland

(33%)

Ungraded
No heritage

assets on site
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less, but far

western side
topography
rises sharply

Site lies to north east of Virginia
Water and north of site 212 and
is accessed from Stroude Road.
Only very small areas of fluvial

flood risk on site but surface and
groundwater will need to be

addressed. Surrey County Council
has confirmed no objection to

loss of mineral safeguarding area.
33% of the site is designated

ancient woodland which can be
retained and will reduce
developable area of site,

especially given pattern of
ancient woodland on site.

However large areas of site
covered by non-designated

woodland which may be
important for the integrity of

ancient woodland further
reducing developable area.

Constraints have medium impact
overall

Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

3
2

3
 C

ac
ti

 N
u

rs
er

y,
 B

o
u

sl
ey

 R
is

e,
 O

tt
e

rs
h

aw

Limited
potential for
groundwater
but western
area of site
at risk from

surface
water

flooding at
1:30. No risk

of fluvial
flooding on

site.

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4/5
No heritage

assets present
No loss of

open space

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south of Ottershaw
towards the southern end of

Bousley Rise and east of Site 263
(Ottershaw East). Whole site

located within zone 1 of fluvial
flood risk. No other major

constraints on site. Constraints
have low impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

3
2

6
–

A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e 

Q
u

ar
ry

Limited
potential for
groundwater

with some
pockets of

surface
water.
14.4ha

(21%) in
functional
floodplain.

42.7ha
(63%) in

flood zone
3a and
61.5ha

(90%) in
zone 2

Whole site
designated as
a safeguarded
minerals site
and majority

as
safeguarded
waste site.

7.14ha of the
site is a

preferred
minerals site.

2.33ha of
ancient

woodland
on site but
could be
retained

Large area
of site Grade
1 or 2 with
remaining

area
ungraded

Area of high
archaeological
potential on

site and
adjacent to
River Wey
Navigation

Conservation
Area

No loss of
open space

Mixed but
largely 1:40
gradient or

less

Site lies to the south of
Addlestone and east of New Haw.

90% of the site is within fluvial
flood zone 2 where the

sequential test would need to be
passed. 63% of site in flood zone
3a where exceptions test would

need to be passed and 21%
within floodplain. Whilst some
areas could form open space,
given the extent of flood risk,
more sequentially preferable

sites are available. Whole site is
designated as minerals site and

waste safeguarding site with
preferred areas for minerals. SCC

consider that safeguarding for
the preferred area is still required

and this remains a significant
constraint. Areas of the site are
designated ancient woodland

which could be retained. Area of
high archaeological importance
could be protected by condition

and heritage assets through
design. Open space could be

provided on site. Given flood risk
and minerals constraints site

considered to have a high impact
overall.

High
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Appendix 5 - Assessment of Site Accessibility (Employment)
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SLAA
Site

Distance to Bus
Stop with at least
a ‘Good’ level of

service

Distance to Rail
Station with at
least a ‘Good’

level of service

Accessibility of
employment site
from Urban Area

by Cycling

Health Centre
Convenience

Retail
Comments Score

1
8

–
La

n
d

 n
o

rt
h

 o
f 

Th
o

rp
e

In
d

u
st

ri
al

Es
ta

te

1.7km to route
8/441 to Staines

520m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

2.3km to
Egham

Approx 35%
within 2.6km

radius
2.1km 1.3km

Site has low accessibility overall. Poor walk
times from transport nodes with good or
very good level of service although cycle

accessibility is good. Distance to health and
retail poor to moderate.

Low

4
2

–
C

em
ex

 T
h

o
rp

e 
1

, T
en

 A
cr

e
La

n
e,

 T
h

o
rp

e

2km to routes 446
& 456 serving

Staines

230m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

3km to Egham
Approx 35%
within 2.6km

radius
2.3km 1.1km

Site has low-medium accessibility overall.
Poor walk times from transport nodes with
good or very good level of service although

cycle accessibility is good. Distance to health
poor but good to retail.

Low-
Medium

4
6

–
La

n
d

 a
t

G
re

at
 G

ro
ve

Fa
rm

, O
tt

er
sh

aw

(w
es

t)

670m to route 446
serving Staines &

Woking

2.8km to
Chertsey

Approx 20% in
2.6km radius &
40% in 5.2km

radius

1km 710m

Site has medium level of accessibility overall.
Good accessibility to bus with good or very

good level of service but poor to rail. Poorer
accessibility by cycling but good access to

health and retail.

Medium
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4
8

–
H

an
w

o
rt

h
La

n
e,

 C
h

er
ts

ey
560m to route 446

serving Staines
660m to
Chertsey

Approx 30% in
2.6km radius

1.1km 480m

Site has high level of accessibility overall.
Good access to both bus & rail with good or
very good service by range as well as cycling

& good access health and retail facilities.

High

5
1

–
B

yf
le

e
t 

R
o

ad
, N

ew
 H

aw

890m to route 456
serving Woking

320m to route 593
serving Woking &

Brooklands
(Mon/Wed/Fri

only and no
service in peak or

before 8am)

550m to Byfleet
& New Haw

Approx 50% in
2.6km radius

1.9km 1.4km

Medium level of accessibility overall.
Generally good accessibility by bus/rail with
good or very good level of service and good
accessibility by cycling. Access to health and

retail is generally poor.

Medium

2
0

5
–

C
ro

ck
fo

rd

B
ri

d
ge

 F
ar

m
, N

ew
H

aw
 R

o
ad

,

A
d

d
le

st
o

n
e 310m to route 456

serving Woking &
Staines

1.3km to
Addlestone

Approx 50% in
2.6km radius

1.1km 1.1km

Site has a medium-high level of accessibility
overall. Generally good accessibility by
bus/rail with good or very good level of
service and good accessibility by cycling.

Good accessibility to both health and retail.

Medium-
High

2
2

5
–

La
n

d
 a

d
ja

ce
n

t

Sa
n

d
ga

te
s,

 G
u

ild
fo

rd
R

o
ad

, C
h

er
ts

ey

120m to route 446
serving Staines

410m to
Chertsey

Approx 30% in
2.6km radius

1.7km 1km

Site has medium-high level of accessibility
overall. Good accessibility by bus/rail with

good or very good level of service and good
accessibility by cycling. Good accessibility to

retail but poorer to health facilities.

Medium-
High

2
6

9
–

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f

Th
o

rp
e 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

Es
ta

te 800m to route 446
serving Staines

3.5km to
Egham

Approx 35%
within 2.6km

radius
3.2km 1.9km

Site has low-medium accessibility overall.
Good accessibility to bus with good or very

good level of service but no rail. Good
accessibility by cycling. Poor accessibility to

health and retail services.

Low-
Medium
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2
7

3
–

La
n

d

So
u

th
 o

f 
G

re
at

G
ro

ve
 F

ar
m 1km to route 446

serving Woking &
Staines

2.4km to
Addlestone

Approx 20% in
2.6km radius &
40% in 5.2km

radius

930m 1.1km

Site has medium level of accessibility overall.
Good accessibility by bus with good or very
good level of service but no rail and poorer

accessibility by cycling. Accessibility to
health and retail is good.

Medium

2
8

1
–

La
n

d
 a

t 
C

lo
ck

h
o

u
se

 L
an

e
Ea

st
, T

h
o

rp
e

1.3km to route
8/441 serving

Staines

740m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

2km to Egham
Approx 35%
within 2.6km

radius
1.7km 880m

Site has medium level of accessibility overall.
Accessibility by bus/rail with good or very
good level of service is generally poor, but
accessibility by cycling is good. Accessibility
to retail is good but poor to health facilities.

Medium

2
8

2
–

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f 

Fi
sh

in
g 

La
ke

,
Th

o
rp

e 
Le

a 
R

o
ad

1.3km to route
8/441 serving

Staines

730m to route
566/7 to Staines
(only operates 1
bus in am & pm

peak Mon-Sat and
after 8am)

2km to Egham
Approx 35%
within 2.6km

radius
1.7km 880m

Site has medium level of accessibility overall.
Accessibility by bus/rail with good or very
good level of service is generally poor, but
accessibility by cycling is good. Accessibility
to retail is good but poor to health facilities

Medium

2
8

4
–

C
h

ri
st

m
as

Tr
ee

 S
it

e,
O

tt
er

sh
aw

580m to route 446
serving Staines &

Woking

2.8km to
Chertsey

Approx 20% in
2.6km radius &
40% in 5.2km

radius

1km 630m

Site has medium level of accessibility overall.
Good accessibility by bus with good or very
good level of service but no rail and poorer

accessibility by cycling. Accessibility to
health and retail services is good.

Medium
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Appendix 6 – Assessment of Significant Non-Absolute
Constraints (Employment)
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SLAA
Site

Flood Risk
Minerals/

Waste

SNCI/LNR or
Ancient

Woodland

Agricultural
Land

Heritage Open Space Topography Comments Score

1
8

–
La

n
d

 N
o

rt
h

 o
f 

Th
o

rp
e 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 E
st

at
e

Majority of
site has

potential for
groundwater

flooding
below

surface with
limited areas
affected by

surface
water

flooding at
1:1000 year
event. 3% of
site in flood
zone 3a or

3b and 13%
in flood zone

2

100% of site
within

minerals
safeguarding

area and
constrained
by previous
extraction

None on or
adjacent site

Ungraded

Area of high
archaeological

importance
adjacent to

site

Identified as
Park or
Garden.

Potential to
replace part
but not all of
open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site lies between the southern
edge of Egham Hythe and the

Thorpe Industrial Estate. There
are some flood risks on site but

these are largely outside of fluvial
flood zones and could be

mitigated by drainage/SuDS
design. Archaeological

importance could be dealt with
by condition. The site is identified

within a mineral safeguarding
area constrained by previous

extraction. This could be a major
constraint to development and

will require more in depth
consideration, but at this time it
is not known whether constraint
could be overcome. The whole

site is also considered to be open
space which would be lost to

development. However
development could retain some
of this on site, but land of lesser
environmental value should be
preferred. Constraints have a
medium-high impact overall.

Medium-
High



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 203

4
2

-
C

EM
EX

 T
h

o
rp

e 
1

, T
en

 A
cr

e 
La

n
e,

 T
h

o
rp

e

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
the surface

with a
number of

areas to the
boundaries

of the site at
risk from
surface
water

flooding

100% of site
within

minerals
safeguarding

area and
constrained

by previous or
potential

extraction.
However SCC
has accepted
evidence that

on site
resource is of

low quality
and small
quantity

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 1 or
2. Evidence

now
submitted

by site
proponents

that
agricultural

classification
is grade 3a

Adjacent to
Thorpe

Conservation
Area

No loss of
open space

Gradient
1:40 or less

Site lies between the village of
Thorpe and the Thorpe Industrial
Estate. Potential for groundwater
flooding at the surface and areas
around its boundaries affected by

surface water flooding but this
could be mitigated by

appropriate drainage/SuDS
design.  Entirely within a minerals

safeguarding area which is
constrained by previous or

potential extraction and
considered a major constraint.

However, SCC has agreed with a
minerals reserve assessment

submitted by the site proponents
that the minerals on site are of

low quality and small quantity. As
such minerals are not a
constraint but further

investigation is required to
determine whether prior

extraction is economically viable.
Site lies just northwest of the

Thorpe Conservation Area and
design would need to take this
into account. Site is designated
Grade 1/2 agricultural land, but
agricultural land classification

report by site proponents states
that site is only grade 3a. Even
taking the report on face value

other land of lesser value should
be preferred providing they can
overcome other constraints. If

other sites of lesser agricultural
value do not come forward or are
unsuitable for other reasons then

Grade 3 land could be
appropriate. Constraints have

medium impact overall.

Medium



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 204

4
6

-
La

n
d

 a
t 

G
re

at
 G

ro
ve

 F
ar

m
, O

tt
er

sh
aw

 (
w

es
t)

Limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding and

limited
pockets of

surface
water

flooding. 5
properties in

postcode
area

affected by
internal

sewerage
flooding in

last 10 years

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5

Locally listed
Workhouse
Chapel and

Grade II listed
Murray House
adjacent site

albeit
separated by
Murray Road

No loss of
open space

No data for
this site

Site is located north of Spinney
Hill between Ottershaw and

Rowtown, however only the area
to the west of the site is

considered from A320 Guildford
Road to Great Grove Farm. Only
limited flood risk issues which

could be mitigated and no
apparent constraints other than
listed buildings which sit on the
opposite side of the highway at
Murray Road where harm could
be overcome. Constraints have

low-medium impact overall.

Low

4
8

-
H

an
w

o
rt

h
 L

an
e,

 C
h

er
ts

ey

Limited
potential for
groundwater

flooding.
South east
corner at
risk from
surface
water

flooding

Site adjacent
minerals

safeguarding
area but not a
preferred area

Adjacent to
SNCI

Ungraded
No heritage

assets present

Outdoor
sports
facility.

Potential to
retain part

but not all of
open space

on site

Gradient
1:40 or less

Site is located to south of
Chertsey east of the Hanworth

Lane Trading Estate. Identified as
a housing reserve site in the 2001

Local Plan and north portion of
the site has outline permission
and reserved matters for 130

dwellings. Flood risk from surface
water in south east corner of site
would need to be addressed but
could be mitigated. Opportunity
to retain part of the site for open
space which would lessen impact
of overall loss and could be used

to mitigate/avoid flood risks.
Although site is not in a minerals

safeguarding area SCC have
indicated potential for prior

working. Constraints have low-
medium impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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5
1

-
B

yf
le

et
 R

o
ad

, N
ew

 H
aw

Limited
potential for
groundwater
and surface

water
flooding but
36% of site

in flood zone
3a and 17%

in flood zone
2

No
Safeguarding

Adjacent to
Wey

Navigation
SNCI

Ungraded

Adjacent to
Wey

Navigation
Conservation

Area with
small part on

site

No loss of
open space

Majority of
site has
gradient

1:40 or less

Site located to the south of New
Haw and on the borough

boundary with Woking BC.
Identified as a housing reserve
site in the 2001 Local Plan with

no permission granted.36% of the
site is within flood zone 3a and

17% within zone 2 where
development for employment

use would need to pass the
sequential test. This could be

avoided by using areas in zone 2
& 3a as amenity/landscaped

areas if appropriate and through
use of SuDS, but this unlikely to

cover all risk areas. Site also
adjacent to Wey Navigation SNCI

and conservation area to west
boundary of site and

consideration would have to be
given to these constraints, but a

suitable buffer could be
introduced to avoid/mitigate

harm. Constraints have medium
impact overall.

Medium
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2
0

5
-

C
ro

ck
fo

rd
 B

ri
d

ge
 F

ar
m

, N
ew

 H
aw

 R
o

ad
, A

d
d

le
st

o
n

e

Limited
potential for
groundwater
flooding and

surface
water

flooding.
10% of the

site is within
flood zone
3b, 5% in

zone 3a and
28% in zone

2

No
Safeguarding

Adjacent to
Wey

Navigation
SNCI

Ungraded

Adjacent to
Wey

Navigation
Conservation

Area

100% within
allotments,
community
gardens or
city (urban)

farm and
small area in

green
corridor

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies between Addlestone and
New Haw. Area of site within the

functional floodplain is around
2ha and area within zone 3a is

0.92ha. Area within zones 2 & 3a
would need to pass sequential

test to be developable but could
be avoided if these areas were
used for amenity/landscaped
areas. However, Zone 2 area

would reduce site size by almost
half leaving a substantial gap to
edge of settlement along New
Haw Road. Surface water and

groundwater risk could be
mitigated through suitably

designed drainage/SuDS and this
could mitigate some fluvial risks.

100% of the site is open space
which if developed could be

partially retained or replaced on
site. Site lies adjacent to Wey

Navigation SNCI and conservation
area and would need to take

these into account but a suitable
buffer could be introduced to

avoid or mitigate harm.
Constraints have medium impact

overall.

Medium



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 207

2
2

5
-

La
n

d
 a

d
ja

ce
n

t 
Sa

n
d

ga
te

s,
 G

u
ild

fo
rd

 R
o

ad
, C

h
er

ts
e

y
Limited

potential for
groundwater
flooding but

northern
corner has

potential for
flooding
below

surface level
and limited
pockets for

surface
water

flooding at
1:1000 year

event

100% within
safeguarding

area

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5
No heritage

assets present

Around
0.7ha of the

site is
natural and

semi-natural
urban

greenspace

Mixed

Site lies to west of Chertsey.
Pockets of ground and surface

water flooding could be mitigated
through suitably designed

drainage/SuDS. Site is wholly
within a minerals safeguarding
area but is unlikely to increase
constraints above those that

already exist although
practicalities of prior working will

need exploring.  0.7ha is
identified as natural/semi natural
greenspace which could be lost,

but there may be potential to
retain some of this. Constraints

have low-medium impact overall.

Low-
Medium
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2
6

9
-

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f 

Th
o

rp
e 

In
d

u
st

ri
al

 E
st

at
e

50% of site
shown to

have
potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface with
remainder

of site below
ground

level. Low
probability
of surface

water
flooding.
31% in

functional
floodplain,

39% in Zone
3a and 91%

in zone 2

100% of site
within

minerals
safeguarding

area and
constrained
by previous
extraction

SSSI
adjacent to

east &
eastern tip
adjacent

SNCI

Ungraded

Area of high
archaeological
potential on

site

Identified as
Park or
Garden.

Potential to
replace part
but not all of
open space

Mixed

Site lies to the east of Thorpe
Industrial Estate west of Green

Lane. Potential for groundwater
could be mitigated through

appropriate protection measures
but the extent of groundwater

flooding at surface may not make
this achievable. A third of the site

lies in the floodplain where no
redevelopment is acceptable in
principle. The area of the site

covered by zone 3a is almost all
floodplain. These areas could be
mitigated if used as greenspace,
but this would be a third of the
site. Rest of the site is almost

entirely within zone 2 and as such
the whole site would have to

either avoid development in the
floodplain or pass the sequential

test. This being the case there
may be sequentially preferable

sites with lower risk.
Archaeological importance could
be dealt with by condition. Site is

identified within a mineral
safeguarding area constrained by
previous extraction. This could be

a major constraint to
development and will require

more in depth consideration, but
at this time it is not known

whether constraint could be
overcome. Whole site is also

open space which would be lost
to development but some could
be retained on site. Adjacent to

SSSI and SNCI but suitable buffer
could be implemented given

extent of floodplain adjacent to
the SSSI/SNCI. Constraints have

high impact overall.

High
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2
7

3
-

La
n

d
 S

o
u

th
 o

f 
G

re
at

 G
ro

ve
 F

ar
m

Limited
potential for
groundwater

with low
probability
of surface

water
flooding.

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 1 & 2
No heritage

assets present

Identified as
Natural &

Semi-
Natural

Urban Green
Space with

limited
scope to

retain any
on site

Mixed

Site lies to east of Great Grove
Farm and north of Spinney Hill.
Potential for groundwater and

surface water flooding could be
mitigated through suitably

designed SuDS or other
protection measures. Site is

grade 1 or 2 agricultural land and
as such land of lesser value

should be preferred. The whole
site is also considered to be open

space which would be lost to
development with only a small

proportion which could be
retained on site. Constraints have

high impact overall.

High

2
8

1
-

La
n

d
 a

t 
C

lo
ck

h
o

u
se

 L
an

e 
Ea

st
, T

h
o

rp
e

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface

across whole
site. Limited
potential for

surface
water.

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 1 or 2

Part of site an
area of high

archaeological
potential

Identified as
Natural &

Semi-
Natural

Urban Green
Space with

limited
scope to

retain any
on site

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to south of Clockhouse
Lane East and north of Fishing

Lake. Suitable mitigation against
groundwater may not be

achievable given its extent across
whole site and at surface level.
Site is grade 1 or 2 agricultural
land and as such land of lesser
value should be preferred. The
whole site is also considered to
be open space which would be
lost to development with only a
small proportion which could be

retained on site. Constraints have
high impact overall.

High
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2
8

2
-

La
n

d
 E

as
t 

o
f 

Fi
sh

in
g 

La
ke

, T
h

o
rp

e 
Le

a 
R

o
ad

Potential for
groundwater

flooding at
surface

across whole
site. Limited
potential for

surface
water.

No
Safeguarding

None on or
adjacent site

Grade 1 or 2

Part of site an
area of high

archaeological
potential

Identified as
Natural &

Semi-
Natural

Urban Green
Space with

limited
scope to

retain any
on site

Majority
1:40

gradient or
less

Site lies to east of Fishing Lake
and west of Thorpe Lea Road.

Suitable mitigation against
groundwater may not be

achievable given its extent across
whole site and at surface level.
Site is grade 1 or 2 agricultural
land and as such land of lesser
value should be preferred. The
whole site is also considered to
be open space which would be
lost to development with only a
small proportion which could be

retained on site. Constraints have
high impact overall.

High

2
8

4
-

C
h
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st

m
as

 T
re

e 
Si

te
, O

tt
er

sh
aw Limited

potential for
groundwater

with some
areas at high
probability
of surface

water
flooding.

No
Safeguarding

SNCI
adjacent site

Grade 4 or 5

Grade II listed
No 2

Chobham
Road adjacent

site

No loss of
open space

and
potential to

provide
additional

No data

Site lies to north west of
Ottershaw, north of Foxhills Road

and west of Guildford Road.
Potential for groundwater and

surface water flooding could be
mitigated through suitably

designed SuDS or other
protection measures. SNCI

adjacent site albeit separated by
Foxhills Road. Site large enough

to mitigate impact through
implementation of effective

buffer. Impact to Grade II listed
building could be mitigated
through design. No other

constraints on site. Constraints
have low impact overall.

Low
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Appendix 7 – Assessment of Non-Significant Non Absolute
Constraints
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Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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Built development strategy for SS3 seeks to,
amongst other things retain pattern of

villages/hamlets or short rows of dwellings
facing onto roads/commons, conserve
greens and commons, avoid merging

settlements through linear development
and retention of tree cover. It is not

considered site 4 would adversely affect
these principles. Site within GPZ3 which

would need to be taken into consideration
through design. No other constraints.
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SLAA
Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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North parcel of site within BOA TV01.
Relevant objectives for this unit include

priority habitat restoration and creation and
priority species recovery. Whilst site 13 is
not itself a nationally or locally designated
site, there may be features within the site

which reflect BOA objectives. This does not
preclude development, but any proposal

would be expected to set out how it
mitigates/ enhances BOA objectives and

targets for TV01. Within unit RV2 of SLCA.
Built development strategy for RV2 seeks
to, amongst other things retain distinct

character of settlements and avoid merging
through linear development, maintain rural
gaps, maintain vegetated boundaries, retain
pattern of houses facing onto commons and

open areas, limit impacts to rural views,
development sympathetic to wider pattern

of settlements and resist urbanisation of
open areas. Site 13 could have adverse

effects on some of these principles
especially resisting urbanisation of open

areas. This would need to be carefully
considered through design but is not

necessarily a reason to exclude at this stage.
Amenity could be affected through noise

from adjacent rail line, but design measures
could reduce impact.
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SLAA
Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
Contaminated

Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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Area TPO 384 on site. Identified as a
housing reserve site in 2001 Local Plan.
Application for 40 dwellings deferred

(15/1285) to amend housing numbers to 14.
Still awaiting decision.
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Individual TPO 187 on site covers a number
of trees. Site within unit SS3 in the SLCA.

Built development strategy for SS3 seeks to,
amongst other things retain pattern of

villages/hamlets or short rows of dwellings
facing onto roads/commons, conserve
greens and commons, avoid merging

settlements through linear development
and retention of tree cover. It is not

considered site 17 would adversely affect
these principles. No other constraints

present. Identified as a housing reserve site
in 2001 Local Plan and application currently

under consideration.
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BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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Within BOA unit TV01. Relevant objectives
for this unit include priority habitat

restoration and creation and priority species
recovery. Whilst site 22 is not itself a

nationally or locally designated site, there
may be features within the site which
reflect BOA objectives. This does not

preclude development, but any proposal
would be expected to set out how it

mitigates/ enhances BOA objectives and
targets for TV01. Within unit SW1 of SLCA.
Built development strategy for SW1 seeks
to, amongst other things conserve a sense

of seclusion with sparse settlement
enclosed by woodland and to maintain

wooded and undeveloped skyline. It is not
considered site 22 would adversely affect

these principles but any proposal would to
take account of these principles and
mitigate/enhance features. No other

constraints present although footpath runs
adjacent to site on its southern boundary.
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Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 24

would adversely affect these principles, but
any proposal would need to take account of

these principles and mitigate/enhance
features where appropriate. Amenity could
be affected by noise from A320 St Peter’s
Way but could be attenuated or avoided.
Within GPZ 3 and electricity pylons cross
the site in north west corner and through
centre of east parcel which would need to

be taken into account in design.
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 28
would adversely affect these principles

although account should be taken of
principles and enhanced through design as

appropriate. No other constraints.
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SLAA
Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. Considered that site would

not adversely affect these principles
although account should be taken of

principles and enhanced through design as
appropriate. No other constraints.
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No constraints on site. However site is
adjacent BOA unit TV01 and any proposal
should incorporate measures to enhance
BOA features in general. Footpath 41 lies

adjacent site to north of but would remain
unchanged.

3
4

-
P

ar
kl

an
d

s,
 P

ar
ce

l D
,

C
h

er
ts

ey
 B

it
ta

m
s

N Y* N N N N N N N

TPO 80 on site formed from several
individual trees and several groups of trees.

Any proposal will need to take account of
TPO and avoid harm to protected trees. This
may reduce developable area but would not

preclude development. No other
constraints.
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BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Utilities PROW Comments
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Site is within unit TV01 of a Thames Valley
Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and

whilst not itself a nationally or locally
designated site, there may be features

within the site which reflect BOA objectives.
This does not preclude development, but

any proposal would be expected to set out
how it mitigates/ enhances BOA objectives
and targets. The site is also within unit SW1
of the SLCA. Built development strategy for

SW1 seeks to, amongst other things
conserve a sense of seclusion with sparse
settlement enclosed by woodland and to

maintain wooded and undeveloped skyline.
It is not considered site 36 would adversely
affect these principles although account will

need to be taken of principles and
enhanced through design.
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SLAA
Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 46
would significantly adversely affect these

principles subject to design and will need to
incorporate/enhance features which make a
positive contribution to landscape principles

for unit SS3. TPO 97 on parts of site along
western boundary and north east of site.
Footpath runs through site north/south

from Murray Road to Guildford Road
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BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 48
would adversely affect these principles

although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.

Noise impacts from adjacent employment
area may be an issue for residential but

could be attenuated or avoided. However,
noise impacts from employment to

residential, especially on northern parcel
will need to be considered in terms of types
of use and appropriate buffer areas. Within
GPZ 2 and this will need to be considered

through design process. Footpath runs
adjacent site on eastern boundary. Site

identified as housing reserve site in 2001
Local Plan and northern part of site has

permission for 130 dwellings.
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BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Utilities PROW Comments
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Partly within BOA unit TV02. Relevant
objectives for this unit include priority

habitat restoration and creation and priority
species recovery. Whilst site 50 is not itself
a nationally or locally designated site, it is

predominantly wooded with ancient
woodland and losing this part of the site to
development will likely have a significant

negative affect on BOA objectives and
targets. However, the site is large enough to

retain BOA areas and as such there is the
opportunity to mitigate/enhance BOA

objectives and targets. TPO on site lies to
the periphery and harm can be avoided. Site

is partly within unit SS1 of SCLA. Built
development strategy for SS1 seeks to,
amongst other things retain pattern of

villages/hamlets or short rows of dwellings
facing onto roads/commons, conserve
greens and commons, avoid merging

settlements through linear development
and retention of tree cover. It is not

considered site 50 would adversely affect
these principles although account will need

to be taken of principles and enhanced
through design. FP69 runs along Oak Lane
adjacent site and can be retained without

diversion.
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SLAA
Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
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Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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Part of site within BOA R04, River Wey &
Tributaries). Relevant objectives for this unit

include priority habitat restoration and
creation and priority species recovery.

Whilst site 51 is not itself a nationally or
locally designated site, there may be

features within the site which reflect BOA
objectives. This does not preclude

development, but any proposal would be
expected to set out how it mitigates/
enhances BOA objectives and targets.

Within unit RF7 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for RF7 seeks to, amongst other
things ensure development is sensitively

sited, retain undisturbed rural character of
river Wey Valley, avoid development on the

course of the Wey and avoid visually
intrusive new large mass or bulky

structures. Site 51 could adversely affect
these principles and therefore design will

need to be carefully considered with
potential for a buffer along the Wey

Navigation. Site is adjacent the M25 and
noise could be an issue but could be

attenuated. The AQMA for the M25 also
falls over small part of the site and could be

avoided. Several electricity pylons and
overhead cables on site and Wey Navigation

towpath lies on western boundary. As
stated in stage 3 this site is not appropriate
for housing although it was identified as a

housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan,
but has not been the subject of a planning

application since designation.
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Land
Utilities PROW Comments
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Within unit SS3 of SCLA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 60
would adversely affect these principles

although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.
TPO 235 on northern boundary adjacent

Pyrcroft Road could be retained. Within GPZ
2 & 3 which will need to be considered

through design process.
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TPO 370 located on site for individual Oak
tree but harm can be avoided. Within unit

SS3 of SCLA. Built development strategy for
SS3 seeks to, amongst other things retain

pattern of villages/hamlets or short rows of
dwellings facing onto roads/commons,
conserve greens and commons, avoid
merging settlements through linear

development and retention of tree cover. It
is not considered site 62 would adversely

affect these principles although account will
need to be taken of principles and

enhanced through design if possible given
size of site. Within GPZ 3 which will need to

be considered through design process.
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Within unit SS4 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS4 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered that Site
77 would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design if
possible given size of site. TPO 115 covers

whole site but trees located mostly on
periphery and harm could be avoided.
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Within BOA unit TBH02. Relevant objectives
for this unit include priority habitat

restoration and creation and priority species
recovery.  Whilst site 99 is not itself a

nationally or locally designated site, there
may be features within the site which
reflect BOA objectives. This does not

preclude development, but any proposal
would be expected to set out how it

mitigates/ enhances BOA objectives and
targets and given size of site potential for

priority habitat restoration. Within unit SS4
of SLCA. Built development strategy for SS4

seeks to, amongst other things retain
pattern of villages/hamlets or short rows of

dwellings facing onto roads/commons,
conserve greens and commons, avoid
merging settlements through linear

development and retention of tree cover. It
is not considered site 99 would adversely

affect these principles but account will need
to be taken of principles and enhanced

through design.  Noise impacts may be an
issue adjacent to the M3 but could be
attenuated or avoided. Footpath runs

across south east part of site and under M3
but could be retained/diverted. TPO6 runs
along southern and eastern boundary of

site but impacts could be avoided.
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TPO 180 on periphery of site and harm can
be avoided. Footpath on periphery of site
but can be retained. No other constraints.
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No constraints present. Site is partially
developed.
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Site partly within GPZ 3 which will need to
be considered through design process. No

other constraints.
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Site within BOA unit R04. Relevant
objectives for this unit include priority

habitat restoration and creation and priority
species recovery.  Whilst site 205 is not

itself a nationally or locally designated site,
there may be features within the site which

reflect BOA objectives. This does not
preclude development, but any proposal

would be expected to set out how it
mitigates/ enhances BOA objectives and

targets and given size of site potential for
priority habitat restoration. Within unit SS3
of the SLCA. Built development strategy for
SS3 seeks to, amongst other things retain

pattern of villages/hamlets or short rows of
dwellings facing onto roads/commons,
conserve greens and commons, avoid
merging settlements through linear

development and retention of tree cover.
Site 205 could adversely affect these

principles in terms of merging settlements
but this would be subject to design. May be

some potential for agricultural land
contamination i.e. pesticides, but this could
be remediated. Footpath runs east/west in
southern part of site and along a trackway

to the north and could be retained or if
necessary diverted.
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Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for RV2 seeks to, amongst other

things retain distinct character of
settlements and avoid merging through
linear development, maintain rural gaps,

maintain vegetated boundaries, retain
pattern of houses facing onto commons and

open areas, limit impacts to rural views,
development sympathetic to wider pattern

of settlements and resist urbanisation of
open areas. Site 212 could have adverse

effects on some of these principles
especially resisting urbanisation of open

areas. This would need to be carefully
considered through design but is not

necessarily a reason to exclude at this stage.
Land contamination status unknown,

however is likely to be agricultural wastes
and could be remediated.
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TPO 16 on site but harm could be avoided.
Within unit SS3 of SCLA. Built development

strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other
things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or

short rows of dwellings facing onto
roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 217

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.
Potential amenity issue from noise given
proximity to St Peter’s Way & Guildford

Road, but this could be attenuated.



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 230

SLAA
Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
Contaminated

Land
Utilities PROW Comments

2
1

8
–

R
u

sh
am

 P
ar

k,
 W

h
it

eh
al

l L
an

e,
Eg

h
am

N N Y* N N Y* P N N

Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for RV2 seeks to, amongst other

things retain distinct character of
settlements and avoid merging through
linear development, maintain rural gaps,

maintain vegetated boundaries, retain
pattern of houses facing onto commons and

open areas, limit impacts to rural views,
development sympathetic to wider pattern

of settlements and resist urbanisation of
open areas. Site 13 is already largely

developed and as such is unlikely to have
greater impact than existing subject to

design. Site partly within GPZ3 which will
need to be considered through design

process. Potential for laboratory waste to
be on site given existing R&D use and as

such a land contamination survey may be
required.



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 231

SLAA
Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
Contaminated

Land
Utilities PROW Comments

2
1

9
–

V
ill

a 
Sa

n
ta

 M
ar

ia
, S

t 
A

n
n

’s
 H

ill
, C

h
er

ts
ey

N Y* Y* N N Y N N N

Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 219

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design,

especially with respect to retention of tree
cover. TPO 2 on site which could be

retained and as such harm avoided. Partly
within GPZ 2 & 3 which will need to be

considered through design process.
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 224

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.

Partly within GPZ 2 & 3 which will need to
be considered through design process.

Overhead electricity cables run over very
small part of site in south east corner and

should not effect developable area.
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. Site 219 could adversely

affect these principles especially retention
of tree cover as the site is heavily wooded in

parts and subject to two TPOs. Woodland
TPO 403 covers some 0.9ha leaving 0.54ha
of developable area. This reduces site size

below threshold for employment use and as
such site will not be taken forward for

employment. However the woodland TPO
also covers individual species along the

frontage of Guildford Road which should be
retained and therefore further limits the
developable area on site. Development

would therefore either lead to the loss of
protected trees or reduce the site to under
0.5ha. Whilst part of the area covered by

the woodland TPO could form areas of
public/private amenity on site, this may

have a detrimental impact on the protected
vegetation and lead to pressure from new

households to carry out works to protected
trees in future. Further, to avoid impact to
protected trees, development of the site

would have to form a ribbon like
development along Guildford Road. As such,

the site should not be taken forward to
stage 5. Within GPZ 3 GPZ 2 & 3 which will

need to be considered through design
process.
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Area TPO 137 lies to the site frontage and
covers an area of some 0.8ha. Site is large
enough for harm to protected trees to be

avoided through design. Within unit SS3 of
SLCA. Built development strategy for SS3

seeks to, amongst other things retain
pattern of villages/hamlets or short rows of

dwellings facing onto roads/commons,
conserve greens and commons, avoid
merging settlements through linear

development and retention of tree cover. It
is not considered site 227 would adversely

affect these principles although account will
need to be taken of principles and

enhanced through design, especially
retention of protected trees on site. Partly

within GPZ 2 & 3 which will need to be
considered through design process.

Overhead electricity cables run over the
centre of the site from southwest to

northeast which may reduce developable
area.
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TPO 244 on site covering both individually
protected trees and a general area. Site is

large enough for harm to be avoided
through design. Potential for contamination

related to hospital waste and as such a
survey may be required.
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 254

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.

TPO 216 and footpath adjacent east
boundary of site could be retained.
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 255A

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.
Part of eastern parcel of land within M25

AQMA but could be avoided through
design. Noise from M25 may be an issue but

harm could be avoided through design.
Within GPZ 3 which will need to be
considered through design process
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 255B

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.

Noise from M25 may be an issue but harm
could be avoided through design.

2
5

5
C

–
P

ar
ce

l C
, C

h
er

ts
ey

 B
it

ta
m

s

N N Y* Y* Y* Y N N N

Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 255B

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.
Part of eastern parcel of land within M25

AQMA but could be avoided through
design. Noise from M25 may be an issue but

harm could be avoided through design.
Within GPZ 3 which will need to be
considered through design process.
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Within GPZ 3 which will need to be
considered through design process.
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Within GPZ 3 which will need to be
considered through design process.
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TPO 98 on site covers individual trees and
small areas which could be retained and

harm avoided. Noise and air quality could
be an issue given proximity to M25 and M25

AQMA but could be avoided or mitigated
through design. Within GPZ 3 which will
need to be considered through design
process. Footpath runs along western

boundary of site but could be retained.

2
5

8
–

V
ir

gi
n

ia
 W

at
er

 N
o

rt
h

N N Y* N N N N N N

Site within unit SW1 of SLCA. Built
development strategy for SW1 seeks to,

amongst other things conserve a sense of
seclusion with sparse settlement enclosed
by woodland and to maintain wooded and
undeveloped skyline. It is not considered

site would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design,

especially retention of more wooded area
toward west of site. No other constraints

present.
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TPO 20S & 77 on site but could be retained
and harm avoided. No other constraints on

site.
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Within unit SS4 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS4 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 261

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.

Part of site adjacent to rail line and within
70m of M3, however noise issues could be

attenuated.



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 239

SLAA
Site

BOA TPO Landscape Amenity AQMA GPZ
Contaminated

Land
Utilities PROW Comments

2
6

3
–

O
tt

er
sh

aw
 E

as
t

N Y* Y* N N N N N Y

TPO 50 in west of site but could be retained
and harm avoided. Within unit SS4 of SLCA.
Built development strategy for SS4 seeks to,

amongst other things retain pattern of
villages/hamlets or short rows of dwellings

facing onto roads/commons, conserve
greens and commons, avoid merging

settlements through linear development
and retention of tree cover. It is not

considered site 263 would adversely affect
these principles although account will need

to be taken of principles and enhanced
through design. Footpath runs north-south

through site and could be retained.
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Site within 250m of potential waste source,

so survey may be required.
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TPO 221 on part of site, but this could be
retained and harm avoided. Site within

250m of potential contaminating site, so
survey may be required. FP 24, 27 and 28

surround site but could be retained without
diversion.
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Site within BOA TV01. Relevant objectives
for this unit include priority habitat

restoration and creation and priority species
recovery. Whilst site 277 is not itself a

nationally or locally designated site, it is
predominantly wooded and its loss to

development could negatively affect BOA
objectives and this will need to be carefully
considered. Site within unit SW1 of SLCA.
Built development strategy for SW1 seeks
to, amongst other things conserve a sense

of seclusion with sparse settlement
enclosed by woodland and to maintain

wooded and undeveloped skyline. Although
not covered by a TPO, the site is

predominantly covered by woodland and
development could negatively affect

principles and will need to be carefully
designed. Whilst not a bar to development
at this stage, level of constraints on site will
reduce developable area. An unidentified
tank lies 10m to north of site which could

have potential for contamination and a
survey would likely be required.
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Several TPOs on site, but these lie largely on
the periphery and can be retained so harm
can be avoided. Within units SS3 & SS4 of

SLCA. Built development strategy for SS3 &
SS4 seeks to, amongst other things retain

pattern of villages/hamlets or short rows of
dwellings facing onto roads/commons,
conserve greens and commons, avoid
merging settlements through linear

development and retention of tree cover. It
is not considered site 284 would adversely

affect these principles although account will
need to be taken of principles and

enhanced through design. Potential
contamination site within 250m and a

survey would likely be required.
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Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 284

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.

Western area of site within M25 AQMA but
could be avoided through design. Noise

from M25 may be an issue but harm could
be avoided through design. Within GPZ 3
which will need to be considered through

design process. Part of former landfill
located on site and survey would be

required to investigate potential extent of
contamination and whether any mitigation

is possible.
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TPO 168 on part of site, but can be retained
and as such harm can be avoided. Partly

within unit SS2 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS2 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 289
would significantly adversely affect these

principles and will need to
incorporate/enhance features which make a
positive contribution to landscape principles

for unit SS2, especially given its location
adjacent The Green at Englefield Green

which is one of the fundamental features in
this landscape typology.
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TPO 284 on site for individual tree which
can be retained and as such harm avoided.
Within unit SS2 of SLCA. Built development

strategy for SS2 seeks to, amongst other
things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or

short rows of dwellings facing onto
roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 293

would not significantly adversely affect
these principles but will need to

incorporate/enhance features which make a
positive contribution to landscape

principles. Potential contamination site
within 250m and survey may be required.

FP22 adjacent site can be retained without
diversion.
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Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for RV2 seeks to, amongst other

things retain distinct character of
settlements and avoid merging through
linear development, maintain rural gaps,

maintain vegetated boundaries, retain
pattern of houses facing onto commons and

open areas, limit impacts to rural views,
development sympathetic to wider pattern

of settlements and resist urbanisation of
open areas. Site 316 could have adverse

effects on some of these principles
especially resisting urbanisation of open

areas. This would need to be carefully
considered through design but is not

necessarily a reason to exclude at this stage.
Land contamination status unknown,

however is likely to be agricultural wastes
and could be remediated.
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Within unit SS4 of SLCA. Built development
strategy for SS4 seeks to, amongst other

things retain pattern of villages/hamlets or
short rows of dwellings facing onto

roads/commons, conserve greens and
commons, avoid merging settlements

through linear development and retention
of tree cover. It is not considered site 323

would adversely affect these principles
although account will need to be taken of
principles and enhanced through design.

Footpath runs north-south west of site and
could be retained.
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Appendix 8 - Performance of Sites & Green Belt
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High
performing site

overall with
high

accessibility
and low-
medium

constraints.

GB Review Part 1 scored the
wider parcel strongly against

purposes 1a and against
purpose 3 finding that it

prevented encroachment into
the countryside. Green Belt

Review Part 2 found that sub-
parcel 50 performs a lesser role

in preventing sprawl and
encroachment and its

containment would limit potential
harm to the wider GB. Loss of
the sub-parcel would not harm
integrity of surrounding GB if

considered in a wider parcel with
sub-area 51.

Site performs highly against accessibility and low-medium against constraints.
Sub-area performs moderately in terms of Green Belt purpose 1 and

weakly/relatively weakly against purposes 2 & 3, but as it is considered to play
a lesser role in preventing sprawl and encroachment the site could be released

for development. The site is located on the edge of Chertsey but with a gap
formed from a school, school playing fields and public open space between it
and the urban boundary. The sub-area containing the school, school playing
fields and open space (51) has been identified as a weaker performing parcel

in terms of GB purposes, and the Stage 2 Green Belt Review suggests that the
site could be considered in conjunction with sub-area 51 and considered for

removal from the Green Belt. This approach would help prevent site 4
becoming an ‘island’ of development in the GB. However, the site area of sub-
areas 50 & 51 of the GB Review Part 2 amount to some 7.5ha, with sub-area
50 contributing some 1.2ha and therefore only 16% of the land area would be
developable for housing. As such, it is considered that the amount of GB that

would need to be released to accommodate what would be a limited amount of
developable land is disproportionate. Whilst the site performs well against

constraints and accessibility and relatively weakly against Green Belt
purposes, because of the disproportionate nature of the GB release, it is not
considered to promote sustainable patterns of development as required by

paragraph 84 of the NPPF. As such greater weight has been given to
protection of the Green Belt in this instance.


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Medium
performing site

for both
accessibility

and
constraints.

GB Review Part 1 scored the
wider parcel (9) relatively highly
against purpose 3 preventing

encroachment into the
countryside, moderately against
purpose 1a and weakly against
purpose 2. The GB review Part
2 divides the site into two sub-
areas, 72 (south parcel) and 77
(north parcel). Sub-area 72 only
scored weakly against purposes

1 & 2 but scored strongly
against purpose 3. Also,

although the overall role of the
sub-area against purpose 2 was

limited, cumulatively a
substantial loss would begin to
harm the gap between Virginia
Water & Egham at a strategic
level. Sub-area 77 also scored
strongly against purpose 3 and

more strongly against purpose 2
then sub-area 72.

Site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints, but also scores
strongly against Green Belt purposes locally and to some degree at a strategic

level in terms of preventing encroachment into the countryside and
cumulatively against reducing the gap between Virginia Water & Egham. Whilst

the site could help to meet needs and is moderately accessible with medium
constraints, given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt,

delivery of development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt
protection in this instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall

integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and would not promote
sustainable patterns of development.
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Medium-high
performing site
with medium
accessibility

and low-
medium

constraints.

Within parcel D of GB Review
Part 1 and whilst scoring highly
against purpose 3, scored very
weakly against purposes 1 & 2.
Further refinement of the land
parcel found that it does not

form a strategic gap and would
not result in significant
encroachment into the

countryside if placed into the
urban area.

Site is identified as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan The overall
sustainability credentials of this site are considered to outweigh its weak
performance against Green Belt purposes and as such the site could be

allocated. The site is already acceptable to develop in principle through the
existing Local Plan and two planning applications are under consideration at

the time of writing this assessment. Greater weight therefore given to meeting
development needs.


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Site scored
medium-high
overall with

medium
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel E of GB
Review Part 1 which scored

relatively highly against purpose
2 but only weakly against

purposes 1 & 3.

Site is identified as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan. The overall
sustainability credentials of this site are considered to outweigh its relatively

weak performance against Green Belt purposes and as such the site could be
allocated. The site is already acceptable to develop in principle through the
existing Local Plan and permission for 43 units has been granted subject to

S106. Greater weight therefore given to meeting development needs.


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Medium
performing site

overall with
medium

accessibility
and low-
medium

constraints.

Within land parcel 8 in GB
Review Part 1 and scored

weakly against purposes 1 & 2,
but relatively strongly against

purpose 3. Further refined
parcel indicates development of
the site could compromise the

ability of the Green Belt to meet
purpose 3 and risk damage to
the gap between Egham and

Virginia Water. The GB Review
Part 2 scored the site strongly

against preventing sprawl,
encroachment in the countryside
and moderately in maintaining
gaps and considers the sub-
area important in maintaining

general scale of openness at a
strategic level with loss resulting

in harm to Green Belt.

Site performs medium against accessibility with low-medium constraints
overall, However, the site does perform strongly against Green Belt purposes
both at a local and wider level. Whilst the site could help to meet needs and is

moderately accessible with low-medium constraints, given its Green Belt
performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs
is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release
would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the

Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of development.


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Medium-high
performing
overall with

medium-high
accessibility
and medium
constraints.

Within land parcel 40 of GB
Review Part 1 and scored
relatively highly against

purposes 1&2 and highly against
purpose 3. Further refined

parcel indicates development of
the site could lead to erosion of
the gap between Addlestone &

Chertsey and its role in
protecting open countryside. GB
Review Part 2, scored the sub-

are (39) moderately against
purposes 1 & 3 and strongly

against purpose 2 with the site
comprising the majority of the

narrow gap between Addlestone
& Chertsey. Sub-area 39

considered to play fundamental
role in wider strategic Green

Belt.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility and medium against
constraints. However, the site also performs strongly against Green Belt
purposes, playing a fundamental role in preventing the coalescence of

settlements. Whilst it is noted that the site performs medium-high against
accessibility with medium constraints, given its Green Belt performance and

role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs is not considered
to outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release would therefore
adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and

would not promote sustainable patterns of development.


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Site performs
medium-high
overall with

medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 41 of GB
Review Part 1 and scores highly

against purposes 2 & 3 but
relatively weakly against
purpose 1.  This site was

excluded from the refined land
parcel.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility and low against
constraints, but also highly against Green Belt purposes especially purposes 2
&3, to prevent neighbouring towns merging and to assist in safeguarding the

countryside from encroachment. Whilst the site performs medium-high in terms
of accessibility with low constraints, given its Green Belt performance and role

in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs is not considered to
outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release would therefore

adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and
would not promote sustainable patterns of development.
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Site performs
medium-high
overall with

medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 28 of GB
Review Part 1 which scores very

highly against purpose 1 and
relatively highly against

purposes 2 & 3. Further refined
parcel indicates development

could risk merging settlements.
GB Review Part 2 scores the

sub-area (2), strongly against all
3 purposes and finds that at the
local level the sub-area acts as
the wider parcel in preventing
outward sprawl, but also more

locally in preventing
encroachment. At a strategic

scale it is considered
fundamental to maintaining

scale and openness in what is a
narrow gap between

settlements. Overall, loss would
be harmful.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints,
but also strongly against all Green Belt purposes especially maintaining gaps
between settlements. Whilst accessibility is medium-high and constraints low,
given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of
development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this

instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role
and function of the Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of

development.
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Site performs
medium-high
overall with

medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 8 in GB
Review Part 1 and scored

weakly against purposes 1 & 2,
but relatively strongly against
purpose 3. GB Review Part 2

scores the sub area (90)
moderately against purpose 1 to

prevent sprawl but weakly
against purposes 2 & 3.

However, it is considered that
overall that loss of the sub-area
would harm the wider strategic

GB, promoting a loss of
openness in a gap between
settlements which is already

fragmented.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility and low against
constraints. However, the site plays a strategic role in preventing

encroachment and maintaining the gap between settlements. Whilst
accessibility is high and constraint low, given its Green Belt performance and
role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs is not considered
to outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release would therefore
adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and

would not promote sustainable patterns of development.
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Site performs
medium-high
overall with

medium
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 25 of GB
Review Part 1 which scores

strongly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Analysis of further refined
parcel finds that as part of a

wider strategic gap,
development would not lead to
the merging of settlements and

with an existing semi-urban
character its role in meeting
purpose 3 has already been

compromised. GB Review Part 2
scores the sub-area (36)

moderately against purposes 1
& 3 but weakly against purpose

2, preventing merging of
settlements. However the sub-

area has a sense of
containment, would not see

outward expansion or
significantly reduce the gap
between settlements and as

such overall plays a limited role
with respect to the wider Green

Belt and loss would not be
harmful.

The site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low constraints. The
refined land parcel in the GB review Part 1 states that the parcel’s strong

boundaries will prevent further sprawl. It further states that the strategic gap
would not lead to merger of settlements and that the semi-urban character has
already compromised open countryside and its role in meeting purpose 3. The
sub-area is also only considered to play a limited role in the wider Green Belt.
As such, given the sites moderate level of accessibility and limited impact on

constraints, it is considered that the delivery of development needs on the site
outweighs Green Belt protection. It is not considered that development would

adversely affect the overall integrity, role or function of the Green Belt and
would promote sustainable patterns of development.
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Site performs
medium

against both
accessibility

and
constraints.

Within land parcel 5 in GB
Review Part 1 which scores

highly against purpose 3,
relatively highly against purpose
1 and relatively weakly against

purpose 2. This site was
excluded from the refined land

parcel. GB Review Part 2 scored
the sub-area (96) strongly

against purpose 3, moderately
against purpose 1 and weakly

against purpose 2. The sub-area
is considered to play a

fundamental role in preventing
sprawl and encroachment into

the countryside. Its loss is
judged to harm the wider GB by
promoting loss of openness in

the gap between Englefield
Green & Virginia Water.

The site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints but
performs strongly against Green Belt purposes especially purpose 1 to restrict

sprawl and 3 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.
Whilst the site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints, given

its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of
development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this

instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role
and function of the Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of

development.
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Site performs
medium-high
overall with

medium-high
accessibility

and low-
medium

constraints.

Within land parcel 41 in GB
Review Part 1 which scores

highly against purposes 2 & 3
but relatively weakly against
purpose 1. Further refined

parcel finds that development
could compromise purpose 1

and could lead to merger
between settlements and

interrupt the openness of the
countryside. GB Review Part 2

scores the sub-area (25)
moderately against purposes 2
& 3 and weakly against purpose

1. The Part 2 GB Review
considers that the majority of the
sub-area plays a critical role with

respect to the gap between
Ottershaw & Chertsey, but a

small portion in the southwest
corner (10.8ha) plays a

diminished role and does not
represent the largely unspoilt

rural character of the rest of the
parcel. The north/west of the
sub-area is considered to be

sensitive as a result of openness
and its role in maintaining gaps,
but south west corner plays a

lesser role in strategic terms and
loss would have lesser harm on

wider GB subject to robust
mitigation to establish a

defensible boundary.

The site performs medium-high against accessibility with low-medium
constraints. The refined land parcel in the GB Review Part 1 finds that

development could interrupt the openness of countryside and lead to towns
merging. However, the GB Review Part 2 finds that a more developed area to

the southwest of the sub-area performs a diminished role in preventing
encroachment and is less fundamental to maintaining openness. Whilst the GB
Review Part 2 sets out the possibility of releasing a smaller area of GB to the
southwest of sub-area 25 (sub-area 25i), it is considered that release of either

the smaller area (25i) or wider area (25) would not promote sustainable
patterns of development. This is one of a very few instances where the Council
disagrees with Arup’s conclusions. The release of development north of Murray

Road would not be a simple ‘rounding-off’ of the existing settlement and as
such the overall urban pattern of development will begin to push northwards
beyond Murray Road and the eastern side of Guildford Road which already

serve as strong, durable and defensible boundaries to the Green Belt. Whilst
the GB Review Part 2 considers that the southwest area (25i) does not fully

represent the unspoilt rural characteristics of the wider area, nevertheless the
effect of pushing a more intense form of development northwards will lead to a

physical closing of the gap between Ottershaw and Chertsey and although
Ottershaw is not a large built up area, pushing development northwards will

inevitably lead to sprawl which is currently contained by the strong boundaries
of Murray Road/Guildford Road. Whilst the site performs medium-high in terms
of accessibility and low-medium for constraints and could help to meet needs

either for housing or employment, on balance, greater weight has been
attached to protection of the Green Belt in this instance given the role of the

sub-area in preventing the northwards push of development and characteristics
of the settlement pattern.
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High
performing site

overall with
high

accessibility
and low-
medium

constraints.

Within land parcel C of GB
Review Part 1 which scores

highly against purposes 1 & 3
but not at all against purpose 2.

This site is not included as a
refined parcel and the Green
Belt review indicates it as a
Green Belt extension parcel.

The site performs highly against both accessibility and constraints and also
against Green Belt purposes 1 & 3. However, the parcel does not score at all

against purpose 2, to prevent neighbouring towns merging. The parcel was not
taken forward for further refinement but was recommended as a Green Belt
extension with concerns over the loss of open space. However, the site is

designated as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan with development
for 130 dwellings under construction on the northern section of the site with the
southern section remaining undeveloped at this time. Greater weight attached

to meeting development needs in this instance either for housing or
employment.
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Medium
performing site

against both
accessibility

and
constraints.

Within land parcel 4 of GB
Review Part 1 which scores
highly against purpose 3 but

weakly against purposes 1 & 2.
GB Part 2 scores the sub-area

106 moderately against
purposes 1 & 2 but weaker
against 3 with sub-area 107

performing more strongly
against purposes 2 & 3. At the

local level sub-area 106 plays a
role in preventing outward

sprawl however as the sub-area
is already built out on its western
boundary and contained on the
eastern side by built form and

wooded areas the risk of sprawl
is reduced. Sub-area 106
performs moderately but

physical features reduce the risk
of harm to Green Belt. Sub-area

107 is considered to be
important at a strategic level in
preventing encroachment into
the countryside and loss would

integrity of wider GB.

The site performs medium against both accessibility and constraints. Although
at a strategic level the site is considered to perform weakly against Green Belt

purposes 1 & 2, at the local level the site performs moderately well against
purposes 1 & 2 for sub-area 106 and strongly against purposes 2 & 3 for sub-
area 107. Sub-area 107 also plays a more important role in the integrity of the
wider GB. Given the strong performance against purposes 2 & 3 and moderate

performance against accessibility and constraints, greater weight has been
given to protection of the Green Belt for the area of the site within sub-area

107. In terms of the part of the site within sub-area 106, this already benefits
from planning permission and is under construction for residential development

as a previously developed site in the Green Belt. Whilst this means that that
part of site 50 in sub-area 106 plays a lesser role in meeting Green Belt

purposes, release of this land is unlikely to yield any further development than
is already under construction and as such it is not considered reasonable to

release from the Green Belt.
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Medium
performing site

for
employment

use.
Performance
against both
accessibility

and
constraints is

medium.

Within land parcel F of GB
Review Part 1 which performs

strongly against purposes 2 & 3
and relatively strongly against

purpose 1. Further refined
parcel finds that site is

completely surrounded by urban
development and no potential

for urban sprawl and that its role
in meeting purpose 2 has

already been compromised.

The site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints for an
employment use. The site performs relatively strongly against all Green Belt

purposes, but further refinement reveals that development would not
compromise purpose 2 and the site is surrounded by urban development with
no potential for sprawl. As such, it is considered that the development of the
site for employment needs outweighs protection of the Green Belt as in this

instance releasing the site would not adversely affect the overall integrity, role
or function of the Green Belt. The site is identified as a housing reserve site in
the 2001 Local Plan but has limited potential for housing given the constraints
on site and which limits its capacity. However, the site has potential to deliver
‘less vulnerable’ uses from a flood risk perspective and therefore lends itself to

a potential employment site.


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Within land parcel 5 of GB
Review Part 1 which scored
weakly against purpose 2,

moderately against purpose 1
and strongly against purpose 3.
GB Review Part 2 scores the
sub-area (104) weakly against
purpose 2 but strongly against

purposes 1 and 3. The site
performs strongly against

preventing sprawl and is unspoilt
in character, with loss resulting
in harm to the wider strategic

Green Belt.

Site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints but
performs strongly against Green Belt purposes, especially purposes 1 & 3

playing a strong role in preventing sprawl. Whilst the site performs medium in
terms of accessibility and constraints, given its Green Belt performance and

role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs is not considered
to outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release would therefore
adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and

would not promote sustainable patterns of development.
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overall with
medium-high
accessibility

and low-
medium

constraints.

Within land parcel B in GB
Review Stage 1 which performs
relatively highly against purpose

3, relatively weakly against
purpose 1 and not at all against

purpose 2. Further refined
parcel finds that development
would not have an adverse
effect of the strategic gap

between Chertsey & Egham or
cause further encroachment into
the countryside including a small
enlargement to the reserve site

from a triangular piece of land to
the south west.  GB Review Part

2 considered further
enlargement of the site to

accommodate Grange Farm
(sub-area 56) which performed
weakly against purposes 2 & 3

and moderately against purpose
1 playing a lesser role in the

wider Green Belt as a result of
limited openness and loss would
not harm integrity of surrounding

GB.

The site performs medium-high against accessibility with low-medium
constraints. The reserve site extended by a triangular piece of land to the south
west performs relatively weakly or not at all against Green Belt purposes 1 & 2

to check unrestricted sprawl and prevent neighbouring towns merging but
relatively strongly against Green Belt purpose 3 to assist in safeguarding the

countryside from encroachment. However, further refinement reveals that
development would not compromise purpose 2 or 3. At a local level, including
the area at Grange Farm, the site plays a lesser role in the wider Green Belt

and its release would not harm integrity of the Green Belt. As such, it is
considered that the development of the site for sustainable development needs

outweighs protection of the Green Belt as in this instance releasing the site
would not adversely affect the overall integrity, role or function of the Green

Belt and would promote sustainable patterns of development. The site is partly
identified as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan.
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High
performing site

in terms of
both

accessibility
and

constraints.

Within land parcel 35 of GB
Review Part 1 and performed

moderately against purposes 1
& 2 and weakly against purpose
3. The GB Review Part 2 also

scores the sub-area (46)
moderately against purposes 1
& 2 and weakly against purpose
3. The site is considered to be
integral in strategic terms to
maintaining the gap between
Chertsey & Addlestone and
openness with loss harming
wider strategic Green Belt.

Site performs highly against both accessibility and constraints, but performs
moderately against Green Belt purposes and is considered to be integral to

maintaining the gap between Addlestone and Chertsey. Whilst it is noted that
the site is highly accessible with low constraints, given its Green Belt

performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs
is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release
would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the

Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of development.
Release would have a significant negative impact on the general pattern of

urban areas and maintaining the distinction/individual characteristics of
different settlements of the Borough.
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Medium-high
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 28 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 which scores

very highly against purpose 1
and relatively highly against

purposes 2 & 3. However, at the
local level the Green Belt

Review Part 2 scores the sub-
area (13) weakly against

purposes 1 & 2 and moderately
against purpose 3 because the

sub-area does not prevent
sprawl and makes a lesser

contribution to overall openness
and gap between settlements,
with loss unlikely to harm wider
strategic Green Belt, although

boundaries would need
strengthening.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints
and at a local level performs a lesser role in the wider strategic Green Belt.
However, the site is located to the south west of Ottershaw, is small in scale
and would form backland development between Brox Road and Guildford

Road. It is considered that this would appear as incongruous to the general
settlement pattern and would not form a rounding off of the settlement,

especially given that the land to the north of the site is not recommended
through either of the Green Belt Reviews as suitable for removal from the

Green Belt (which would be required to form a more logical extension to the
urban area by bringing the settlement edge up to the A320 Guildford Road).

As such, whilst the site performs well in terms of accessibility and constraints, it
is considered on balance that greater weight should be given to protection of
the Green Belt given the characteristics of the settlement pattern in this area.
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Medium
performing site

overall with
low

accessibility
and low

constraints.

Area north of the M3 within land
parcel 21 of Green Belt Review

Part 1 which does not score
against any of the Green Belt

purposes at all. Further refined
parcel finds that there may be

scope for durable boundaries to
protect surrounding Green Belt
from further sprawl and prevent
coalescence with Virginia Water

with further consideration of
whether development would

compromise wider non-
fragmented swathe of Green

Belt.

Area south of the M3 within land
parcel 22 of the Green Belt

Review Part 1 scores
moderately against purpose 3,
but relatively weakly against
purposes 1 and 2. Further

refined parcel finds that there
may be scope for durable

boundaries to protect
surrounding Green Belt from

further sprawl with further
consideration as to whether

development would compromise
wider non-fragmented swathe of

Green Belt.

The site performs low in terms of accessibility but with low constraints.
However the site as a potential new Garden Village would be large enough to
improve accessibility and provide on-site local services and facilities and the

Government has given its support to the site as a location for such a
settlement. The area north of the M3 does not meet any of the Green Belt

purposes at all and south of the M3 performs moderately against purpose 3 to
assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment but only relatively or
very weakly against purposes 1 & 2 to check unrestricted sprawl and prevent

neighbouring towns from merging. The refined land parcels found that
consideration should be given to whether development would compromise the
non-fragmented swathe of Green Belt between Runnymede & Surrey Heath.

The area north of the M3 is already largely developed with an existing
employment use and is now under construction for a mixed use development

including 79,000sqm of employment space and 200 residential units. The area
south of the M3 is already partially developed. As such, the site cannot entirely

be defined as open, which is one of the fundamental characteristics of the
Green Belt. In this respect the site has already fragmented the Green Belt in
this location in reality and loss would not compromise this further.  The gap to

other settlements moving westwards into Surrey Heath is considerable with the
nearest settlements at Chobham and Windlesham some 2km and 4km

respectively.  Northwards to Sunningdale the gap is 1.3km and south and east
to Ottershaw and Chertsey some 2.7km and 3.7km respectively. Whilst the gap

to Virginia Water to the north is only some 200m it is considered that the
distinction between a new settlement and Virginia Water can be retained. On

balance, it is considered that given the low impacts on constraints, possibility of
improving accessibility and that Green Belt purposes are predominantly only
weakly met, that developing the site to meet sustainable development needs

outweighs protection of the Green Belt. Release would not adversely affect the
overall integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and promote sustainable

patterns of development.
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Medium
performing site

overall.
Accessibility is
medium and

constraints are
low.

Within land parcel 28 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
highly against purpose 1 and

moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Green Belt Review Part 2

scores the sub-area (14)
moderately against all three
purposes. The sub-area is

considered to form part of the
wider essential gap between
Addlestone and Ottershaw

preventing the erosion of an
already narrow gap and

contributing to openness. Its
loss is considered harmful to the
wider integrity of the Green Belt.

Site performs medium against accessibility with low constraints. However
performance against Green Belt purposes is either moderate or strong with the

site playing an integral role in preventing erosion of the narrow gap between
settlements. Whilst the site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low
constraints, given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt,

delivery of development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt
protection in this instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall

integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and would not promote
sustainable patterns of development.
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Medium
performing site

in terms of
both

accessibility
and

constraints.

Within land parcel 5 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores

highly against purpose 3,
moderately against purpose 1
but weakly against purpose 2.

Green Belt Review Part 2 scores
the sub-area (95) moderately
against purposes 1 & 2 and

weakly against 3. The sub-area
has limited openness and semi-

urban character with limited
contribution to preventing

encroachment and sense of
separation from the countryside
and loss would not harm wider

integrity of Green Belt.

The site is medium performing in terms of both constraints and accessibility.
The site scores moderately well against most Green belt purposes but its
sense of separation from the wider countryside and semi-urban character

means that in reality, the site plays a limited role in meeting Green Belt
purposes. The sub-area is also strongly bounded by defensible and durable

features. As such, given the sites moderate level of accessibility and medium
constraints, it is considered that the delivery of development needs on the site

is considered to outweigh Green Belt protection. It is not considered that
development would adversely affect the overall integrity, role or function of the
Green Belt and would promote sustainable patterns of development given the

sub-areas limited role in the wider Green Belt.
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Medium
performing site

overall.
Accessibility is
medium and

constraints are
low-medium.

Within land parcel 22 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purposes 1
& 3 and weakly against purpose
2. Site falls within 3 sub areas in
Green Belt Review Part 2, sub-
area 43, 44 & 45. Sub-area 43
performs moderately against all

three purposes. Sub-area 44
scores highly against purposes
1 & 3 and sub-area 45 weakly

against purpose 1 but
moderately against purpose 2

and highly against purpose 3. All
three sub-areas play an

important role in preventing
coalescence with sub-areas 44

& 45 also preventing sprawl
and/or encroachment into the
countryside. The loss of any of
the sub-areas would be harmful

to the wider strategic Green
Belt.

Site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low-medium constraints.
However performance against Green Belt purposes is predominantly either

moderate or strong with the site playing an important role in preventing
coalescence and sprawl/encroachment into the countryside. Whilst the site

performs moderately in terms of accessibility with medium constraints, given its
Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of

development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this
instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role

and function of the Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of
development.
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Medium-High
performing site

overall.
Accessibility is
medium-high

and
constraints

low.

Within land parcel 35 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderate-high against purpose
1, moderately against purpose 2
and weakly against purpose 3.

Green Belt Review Part 2 scores
the sub-area (41) highly against
purpose 2, moderately against

purpose 1 and moderately-weak
against purpose 3. Sub-area
provides a barrier to further

sprawl and plays a heightened
role in maintaining separation

between Chertsey &
Addlestone. Sub-area plays a

fundamental role in wider Green
Belt and loss would be
significantly harmful.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.
However, the site also performs strongly against Green Belt purposes, playing
a fundamental role in preventing the coalescence of settlements and its role in

preventing sprawl. Whilst the site is highly accessible with low constraints,
given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of
development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this

instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role
and function of the Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of

development, especially given the negative impact on maintaining the
distinction/individual characteristics of different settlements of the Borough.
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Medium
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility
and medium
constraints.

Within land parcel 30 in GB
Review Part 1 which performs

strongly against purposes 1 & 2
and relatively strongly against
purpose 3. Site falls within sub
area 23 in Green Belt Review

Part 2 with a small area in sub-
area 22. Sub-area 23 scores
highly against purposes 1 & 2

and moderately against purpose
3 with sub-area 22 scoring
highly against purpose 1,

moderately against purpose 2
and moderately-weak against
purpose 3. Sub areas 22 & 23

play an integral role in
preventing sprawl and

maintaining openness within a
narrow gap between

settlements. Loss would be
harmful to Green Belt at

strategic level.

The site is medium-high performing in terms of accessibility with medium
constraints. The site scores highly against Green Belt purpose 1 & 2 and is

considered to be integral to preventing sprawl with potential to narrow the gap
between settlements. Whilst it is noted that the site performs medium-high

against accessibility with medium constraints, given its Green Belt performance
and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs whether for

housing or employment is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in
this instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity,

role and function of the Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns
of development.





Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 267

SLAA
Site Stage 3&4 Green Belt Review Comments

Take
Forward
to Stage

6?

21
2

–
H

om
e 

Fa
rm

, S
tro

ud
e 

R
oa

d

Medium High
performing site

overall with
medium high
accessibility

and low-
medium

constraints.

Within land parcel 9 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purpose 1,
weakly against purpose 2 and
moderately against purpose 3.

Green Belt Review Part 2 scores
the sub-area (65) weakly against

purpose 1 and moderately
against purposes 2 & 3. Loss of
the sub-area would harm wider

Green Belt by promoting
encroachment into an open and
sensitive area of countryside.

Site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility and constraints. However,
performance against Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 is moderate and is considered

to play an important role in preventing encroachment into a sensitive area of
countryside. Whilst the site performs well in terms of accessibility and

constraints, given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt,
delivery of development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt

protection in this instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall
integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and would not promote

sustainable patterns of development.
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Medium-High
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 25 of GB
Review Part 1 which performs
strongly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Further refined parcel finds
that as part of a wider strategic

gap, development would not
lead to the merging of

settlements and with an existing
semi-urban character its role in
meeting purpose 3 has already
been compromised. GB Review
Part 2 scores the sub-area (35)
moderately against purposes 1
& 3 but weakly against purpose

2, preventing merging of
settlements. However the sub-

area has a sense of
containment, would not see

outward expansion or
significantly reduce the gap
between settlements and as

such overall plays a limited role
with respect to the wider Green

Belt and loss would not be
harmful.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.
The wider land parcel performed relatively highly against Green Belt purpose

1, however the commentary for the refined parcel states that strong boundaries
will prevent further sprawl, the strategic gap would not lead to merger of

settlements and the semi-urban character has already compromised open
countryside and its role in meeting purpose 3. The sub-area is also only

considered to play a limited role in the wider GB. As such, given the sites
relatively high level of accessibility and limited impact on constraints, and

generally weak performance against Green belt purposes, it is considered that
the delivery of development needs on the site outweighs Green Belt protection.

It is not considered that development would adversely affect the overall
integrity, role or function of the Green Belt and would promote sustainable

patterns of development given the sub-area’s limited role in the wider Green
Belt.
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Medium
performing site

for both
accessibility

and
constraints

Within land parcel 9 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purposes 1
& 3 and weakly against purpose

2. Green Belt Review Part 2
scores the sub-area (92) weakly
against all three purposes. The

sub-area plays no role in
preventing sprawl, a small role

in preventing coalescence and is
urban in character and overall
plays a limited role in the wider

Green Belt.

Site performs medium against both accessibility and constraints and only
weakly against Green Belt purposes playing a limited role in the wider Green

Belt. However, the site is located on the edge of Egham but with a gap formed
from Royal Holloway University of London (RHUL) and public open space
between it and the urban boundary to the north. The sub-areas containing

RHUL and the open space (97, 98 & 99) have also been identified as weaker
or moderately performing with loss not considered harmful to the wider Green
Belt. However, consideration needs to be given to the cumulative loss of all 4
areas, given that the loss of sub-area 92 only would create an ‘island’ of urban
area in the Green Belt, severed from the existing urban area. The site area of

sub-areas 92, 97, 98 & 99 amount to around 60ha, with sub-area 92
contributing some 6.5ha and therefore only 11% of the land area would be
developable for housing. As such, it is considered that the amount of Green

Belt that would need to be released to accommodate what would be a limited
amount of developable land is disproportionate. Whilst the site performs

moderately against constraints and accessibility and weakly against Green Belt
purposes, because of the disproportionate nature of the GB release to secure

development, it is not considered to promote sustainable patterns of
development as required by paragraph 84 of the NPPF. As such greater weight

has been given to protection of the Green Belt in this instance.
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Medium
performing site
both in terms

of accessibility
and

constraints.

Within land parcel 16 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores

highly against purposes 1,
moderately against purpose 3
but weakly against purpose 2.

Green Belt Review Part 2 scores
the sub-area (57) highly against
purpose 1, moderately against
purpose 3 and weakly against
purpose 2. Sub-area plays a
heightened role in preventing
sprawl with limited potential to
reduce harm. Loss would be
harmful to wider Green Belt.

The site is medium performing in terms of both accessibility and constraints but
performs strongly against purpose 1 and moderately against purpose 3,
playing an important role in preventing sprawl. Whilst the site performs
moderately against accessibility and constraints, given its Green Belt

performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs
is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release
would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the

Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of development.
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High
performing site

overall.
Medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints

Within land parcel 35 of GB
Review Part 1 and performed

moderately against purposes 1
& 2 and weakly against purpose

3. The GB review Part 2 also
scores the sub-area (46)

moderately against purposes 1
& 2 and weakly against purpose
3. The site is considered to be
integral in strategic terms to
maintaining the gap between
Chertsey & Addlestone and
openness with loss harming
wider strategic Green Belt.

Site performs high against accessibility with low constraints, but performs
moderately against Green Belt purposes and is considered to be integral to

maintaining the gap between Addlestone and Chertsey performing a strategic
role. Whilst it is noted that the site is highly accessible with low constraints,

given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of
development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this

instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role
and function of the Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of
development especially given the significant negative impact on maintaining

the distinction/individual characteristics of different settlements of the Borough.
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Medium-High
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility
and medium
constraints.

Within land parcel 35 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderate-high against purpose
1, moderately against purpose 2
and weakly against purpose 3.

Green Belt Review Part 2 scores
the sub-area (41) highly against
purpose 2, moderately against

purpose 1 and moderately-weak
against purpose 3. Sub-area
provides a barrier to further

sprawl and plays a heightened
role in maintaining separation

between Chertsey &
Addlestone. Sub-area plays a

fundamental role in wider Green
Belt and loss would be
significantly harmful.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with medium
constraints. However, the site also performs strongly against Green Belt
purposes, playing a fundamental role in preventing the coalescence of

settlements and its role in preventing sprawl. Whilst it is noted that the site is
highly accessible with medium constraints, given its Green Belt performance

and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs is not
considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release would
therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the Green
Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of development, especially
given the significant negative impact on maintaining the distinction/individual

characteristics of different settlements of the Borough.
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performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility

and low-
medium

constraints.

Within land parcel 26 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
weakly against purpose 1 but

moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Green Belt Review Part 2
scores the sub-area (38) as

weakly, relatively weakly against
purposes 2 & 3 but moderately
against purpose 1. Sub area

does not represent
characteristics of wider land

parcel with limited contribution to
purpose 3 and makes lesser
contribution to gap between
settlements. Sub-area plays
limited role in wider strategic

Green Belt and loss would not
be harmful.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low-medium
constraints. The wider land parcel performed moderately well against purposes
2 & 3, but the smaller sub-area is also only considered to play a limited role in
meeting purposes 2 & 3 and loss would not be harmful to wider Green Belt. As
such, given the sites relatively high level of accessibility and limited impact on

constraints, it is considered that the delivery of development need on the site is
considered to outweigh Green Belt protection. It is not considered that

development would adversely affect the overall integrity, role or function of the
Green Belt and would promote sustainable patterns of development given the

sub-areas limited role in the wider Green Belt.
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Medium
performing site
with medium
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 28 of GB
Review Part 1 which scores very

highly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Further refined land parcel

finds that in general
development of refined area

would not compromise purpose
1. Green Belt Review Part 2

scores the sub-area (7) weakly
against purposes 1 & 2 and

moderately against purpose 3.
Sub-area makes lesser

contribution to separation of
settlements at local level due to

enclosed nature of northern
section of sub-area. Loss of sub-

area would not be harmful to
wider Green Belt as it is

predominantly infill, but south
western part of sub-area plays a

more critical role, preventing
further ribbon development and
significant mitigation would be

required.

The site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low constraints. Whilst
the wider land parcel performs very highly or moderately against all three

purposes the refined parcel is not considered to compromise any of the three
purposes. At the local level the sub-area performs weakly against purpose 1 &

2 and moderately against purpose 3. Given the sub-area’s lesser role in
preventing sprawl and coalescence, due in part to being infill in nature, loss

would not harm wider Green Belt. However, as has been acknowledged in the
Part 2 Review, the south western part of the sub-area does play a more critical

role in the wider Green Belt. It is considered that development of the south
western part of the sub-area would begin to push the settlement pattern of
Rowtown further southwards beyond existing settlement limits which would

physically and to some extent perceptually reduce the gap between Rowtown
and Woodham. This will be heightened when the old Rodwell Nursing Home
has been demolished. Whilst the access track into the Veterinary Laboratory

site from Woodham Park Road lying to the south of the sub-area would form a
defensible/durable boundary, one can also be formed further northward by a
row of thick vegetation separating field boundaries. As such, given the infill

nature of the northern part of the sub-area and its weak performance against
purposes 1 & 2, along with limited constraints and moderate accessibility, it is
considered release of the northern parcel outweighs Green Belt protection and
that meeting development need would not adversely affect the overall integrity,

role or function of the Green Belt and would promote sustainable patterns of
development. However, given the nature of the south western part of the sub-

area and its stronger performance against Green Belt purposes, it is not
considered that release of this area for development would not outweigh Green

Belt protection and its loss would be harmful to the overall integrity, role and
function of the Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of
development. As such, only the northern part of the sub-area to be taken

forward for release.
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Medium-high
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility

and low-
medium

constraints

Within land parcel 25 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
strongly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Further refined parcel finds
that as part of a wider strategic

gap, development would not
lead to the merging of

settlements and with an existing
semi-urban character its role in
meeting purpose 3 has already
been compromised. Green Belt
Review Part 2 scores sub-area

(40) moderately against
purposes 1 & 3 and weakly

against purpose 2. Sub-area
fundamentally plays lesser role
in preventing sprawl and much

lesser role in preventing
coalescence with lesser role
against encroachment into

countryside. Loss would not be
harmful to wider Green Belt.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low-medium
constraints. Whilst the wider land parcel performs strongly or moderately

against all three purposes the refined parcel states that strong boundaries will
prevent further sprawl and the strategic gap would not lead to merger of

settlements and the semi-urban character has already compromised open
countryside and its role in meeting purpose 3. This also reflects the findings of

the Part 2 Review of the sub-area and its loss would not be harmful to the
wider Green Belt. As such, given the sites accessibility and limited impact on
constraints, it is considered that the delivery of development needs on the site
outweighs Green Belt protection as loss would not adversely affect the overall
integrity, role or function of the Green Belt and promote sustainable patterns of

development.
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Medium
performing for

both
accessibility

and
constraints

Within land parcel 25 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
strongly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Further refined parcel finds
that as part of a wider strategic

gap, development would not
lead to the merging of

settlements and with an existing
semi-urban character its role in
meeting purpose 3 has already

been compromised. Part 2
Green Belt Review scores sub-
area (37) moderately against
purposes 1 & 3 and weakly

against purpose 2. Sub-area
fundamentally plays lesser role
in preventing sprawl and a small

part of the essential gap
between settlements. Lesser

contribution against
encroachment into countryside

when considered as part of
wider Green Belt. Loss would
not be harmful to wider Green

Belt.

The site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints. Whilst
the wider land parcel performs strongly or moderately against all three

purposes the refined parcel states that strong boundaries will prevent further
sprawl and the strategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements and the
semi-urban character has already compromised open countryside and its role

in meeting purpose 3. This also reflects the findings of the Part 2 Review of the
sub-area and its loss would not be harmful to the wider Green Belt. As such,

given the sites moderate accessibility and impact on constraints, it is
considered that the delivery of development needs on the site outweighs

Green Belt protection as loss would not adversely affect the overall integrity,
role or function of the Green Belt and promote sustainable patterns of

development.
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Medium
performing for

both
accessibility

and
constraints

Within land parcel 25 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
strongly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Further refined parcel finds
that as part of a wider strategic

gap, development would not
lead to the merging of

settlements and with an existing
semi-urban character its role in
meeting purpose 3 has already

been compromised. Part 2
Green Belt Review scores sub-
area (37) moderately against
purposes 1 & 3 and weakly

against purpose 2. Sub-area
fundamentally plays lesser role
in preventing sprawl and a small

part of the essential gap
between settlements. Lesser

contribution against
encroachment into countryside

when considered as part of
wider Green Belt. Loss would
not be harmful to wider Green

Belt.

The site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints. Whilst
the wider land parcel performs strongly or moderately against all three

purposes the refined parcel states that strong boundaries will prevent further
sprawl and the strategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements and the
semi-urban character has already compromised open countryside and its role

in meeting purpose 3. This also reflects the findings of the Part 2 Review of the
sub-area and its loss would not be harmful to the wider Green Belt. As such,

given the sites moderate accessibility and impact on constraints, it is
considered that the delivery of development needs on the site outweighs

Green Belt protection as loss would not adversely affect the overall integrity,
role or function of the Green Belt and promote sustainable patterns of

development.
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Medium-high
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 11 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purpose 1

but weakly against purposes 2 &
3. Refined land parcel finds that

there may be scope for small
development without

compromising meeting purposes
2 & 3, but consideration should

be given to impact on purpose 1.
Green Belt Review Part 2 scores

sub-area (101) weakly against
all three purposes. Sub-area
plays no role in preventing

coalescence and loss would
have limited harm to wider

Green Belt.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.
The wider land parcel performs relatively strongly against purpose 1 but weakly

against 2 & 3 with the refined parcel not compromising purposes 2 & 3 but
consideration should be given to purpose 1. At the local level the sub-area

performs weakly against all three purposes. It is considered that the northern
boundaries of the site can form a permanent physical boundary which is

durable and defendable and therefore would not impact upon purpose 1. As
such, given the sites relatively high accessibility and low impact on constraints,

it is considered that the delivery of development needs on the site is
considered to outweigh Green Belt protection as it is not considered that

development would adversely affect the overall integrity, role or function of the
Green Belt and promote sustainable patterns of development.
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Medium-high
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 11 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purpose 1

but weakly against purposes 2 &
3. Refined land parcel finds that

there may be scope for small
development without

compromising meeting purposes
2 & 3, but consideration should

be given to impact on purpose 1.
Green Belt Review Part 2 scores

sub-area (101) weakly against
all three purposes. Sub-area
plays no role in preventing

coalescence and loss would
have limited harm to wider

Green Belt.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.
The wider land parcel performs relatively strongly against purpose 1 but weakly

against 2 & 3 with the refined parcel not compromising purposes 2 & 3 but
consideration should be given to purpose 1. At the local level the sub-area

performs weakly against all three purposes. It is considered that the northern
boundaries of the site can form a permanent physical boundary which is

durable and defendable and therefore would not impact upon purpose 1. As
such, given the sites relatively high accessibility and low impact on constraints

and overall Green Belt performance, it is considered that the delivery of
development needs on the site is considered to outweigh Green Belt protection

and would not adversely affect the overall integrity, role or function of the
Green Belt and would promote sustainable patterns of development.
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Medium-high
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility
and medium
constraints.

Within land parcel 10 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 which scores
moderately against purposes 1

and 3 but weakly against
purpose 2. Refined land parcel

finds that permanent site
boundaries could be defined

which would prevent sprawl and
would not risk merging

settlements. The sites role in
meeting purpose 3 has already
been compromised. Green Belt
Review Part 2 scores the sub-
area (94) moderately against
purpose 1 and weakly against
purposes 2 & 3. Sub-area of

moderate importance to
preventing sprawl with M25

restricting outward growth. Sub-
area of no importance to

preventing coalescence. Loss
would not harm wider Green

Belt.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility and medium in terms
of constraints. The wider land parcel performs relatively strongly against

purposes 1 & 3 but weakly against purpose 2 with the refined parcel stating
that development would not compromise purposes 1 & 2 and that purpose 3

has already been compromised. At the local level the sub-area also performed
weakly against purposes 2 & 3 with M25 restricting outward growth with no role

in preventing coalescence of settlements. As such, given the sites relatively
high accessibility and medium impact on constraints and overall Green Belt
performance, it is considered that the delivery of development needs on the
site outweighs Green Belt protection as development would not adversely

affect the overall integrity, role or function of the Green Belt and would promote
sustainable patterns of development.
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Medium
performing site
with medium
accessibility

and low-
medium

constraints.

Within land parcel 8 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purpose 3

but weakly against purposes 1 &
2. Refined land parcel finds that

there may be scope for
development adjacent to Virginia

Water with site partially
contained within existing urban

area and bounded by permanent
physical features preventing

further encroachment into the
countryside and not

compromising purpose 2. Green
Belt Review Part 2 scores sub-

area (70) weakly against
purposes 1 & 2 and moderately

against purpose 3. Sub-area
does not contribute to strategic

role and plays limited role in
wider to wider Green Belt and

loss would not be harmful.

The site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low-medium
constraints. The wider land parcel performs moderately against purposes 3 but
weakly against purposes 1 & 2 with the refined parcel stating that development
would not compromise purpose 2 or 3. At the local level the sub-area performs

weakly against purposes 1 & 2 and moderately against purpose 3 but plays
only a limited role in wider Green Belt. As such, given the sites moderate

accessibility and low-medium impact on constraints and the overall
performance of Green Belt, it is considered that the delivery of development

needs on the site outweighs Green Belt protection and that development would
not adversely affect the overall integrity, role or function of the Green Belt and

promote sustainable patterns of development.
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Medium
performing site

for both
accessibility

and
constraints.

Within land parcel 7 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores

weakly against all three
purposes. Further refined parcel
finds scope for development in
two areas which are partially

contained within existing
development, checked by

permanent features and no
adverse impact on the strategic
gap between Sunningdale and
Virginia Water or cause further

encroachment into the
countryside. Site falls within two

sub-areas in the Green Belt
Review Part 2 (59 & 60). Sub-

area 59 scores weakly/relatively
weakly against all three

purposes with sub-area 60
scoring weakly against purposes

1 & 2 but moderately against
purpose 3. Sub areas 59 & 60
are considered to play a limited

role in wider Green Belt and
although sub-area 60 plays a

heightened role against purpose
3 its role at the strategic level is

limited.

The site performs medium against accessibility and constraints. The wider land
parcel performs weakly or not at all against all three purposes, with the refined
parcel stating that development would not compromise purposes 2 or 3. At the
local level sub-area 59 performs weakly against all three purposes and plays

no role in the wider Green Belt. Sub-area 60 performs weakly against purposes
1 & 2 but moderately against purpose 3, although its role at the strategic level

is limited. As such, given the sites moderate accessibility and impact on
constraints and the overall performance of Green Belt, the delivery of

development needs on the site is considered to outweigh Green Belt protection
and development would not adversely affect the overall integrity, role or

function of the Green Belt and promote sustainable patterns of development.
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Within land parcel 7 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores

weakly against all three
purposes. Further refined parcel
finds scope for development in
two areas which are partially

contained within existing
development, checked by

permanent features and no
adverse impact on the strategic
gap between Sunningdale and
Virginia Water or cause further

encroachment into the
countryside. Green Belt Review

Part 2 scores sub-area (52)
weakly against purposes 1 & 2

and moderately against purpose
3. Sub-area plays little or no role

to preventing sprawl or
coalescence and plays limited

role in wider Green Belt.

The site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low-medium
constraints. The wider land parcel performs weakly or not at all against all
three purposes, with the refined parcel stating that development would not

compromise purposes 2 or 3. At the local level the sub-area performs weakly
against purposes 1 & 2 and moderately against purpose 3, but is considered to

play only a limited role in the wider Green Belt. As such, given the sites
moderate accessibility and low-medium impact on constraints as well as

overall performance of Green Belt, the delivery of development needs on the
site is considered to outweigh Green Belt protection and that development
would not adversely affect the overall integrity, role or function of the Green

Belt and would promote sustainable patterns of development.


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Site Stage 3&4 Green Belt Review Comments
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performing site
overall with

medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 28 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 which scores

highly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Further refined land parcel

finds that in general
development of refined land

parcel would not compromise
purpose 1 and given site

partially contained and bounded
by physical features does not

adversely impact gaps between
Ottershaw, Addlestone, New
Haw/Woking or cause further

encroachment. Site falls within
two sub-areas in the Green Belt
Review Part 2 (10 & 11). Sub-
area 10 scores weakly against
purposes 1 & 2 and moderately
against purpose 3 although its

scale of built form limits its
contribution to rurality and loss
would not be harmful to wider

Green Belt. Sub-area 11 scores
weakly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Eastern part of sub-area

plays a more substantive role in
preventing coalescence, with
western area more enclosed

and less important at a strategic
level. Loss of western part of

site would not harm wider Green
Belt.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.
The wider land parcel performs strongly or relatively strongly against all three
purposes with the further refined parcel not considered to compromise any of
the three purposes. At the local level both sub-areas 10 and 11 do not play a

role in preventing sprawl with sub-area 10 playing no role in preventing
coalescence and limited role in preventing encroachment. The western part of
sub-area 11 also does not play a role in preventing coalescence and is more
infill in nature and less important at the strategic level. As such, release of the

western part of the site is not considered to be harmful to the wider Green Belt.
However, the area east of the footpath is considered to be more fundamental
to the wider Green Belt in preventing coalescence of settlements and its loss
would be harmful to the wider Green Belt. It is considered that the footpath
which runs north-south through the site can form a defensible and durable

boundary and is the logical separation between the east and west areas of the
site, where the western area would form a natural rounding off of the

settlement. Because, sub-area 10 falls on the eastern side of the footpath it is
also logical to retain this sub-area in the Green Belt. As such, given the
relatively high accessibility and low impact of constraints and Green Belt

performance, delivery of development needs is considered to outweigh Green
Belt protection and development would not adversely affect the overall

integrity, role or function of the Green Belt and promote sustainable patterns of
development on the western area of the site. The eastern area of the site (east
of the public footpath) plays a more fundamental role in the wider Green Belt

and should be retained in the Green Belt along with sub-area 10.


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Medium
performing site

overall with
medium

accessibility
and low

constraints.

Within land parcel 28 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 which scores

highly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Further refined land parcel
did not include the site. Green
Belt Review Part 2 scores the

sub-area (1) moderately against
purpose 1 and weakly/relatively
weakly against purposes 2 & 3.
Sub-area plays a limited role in

preventing sprawl and forms
small part of wider gap between

settlements with limited
contribution to openness.

However site prevents further
sprawl in absence of defensible
boundaries and would protrude

into countryside visually
reducing gap between

settlements.

The site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low constraints. The
Green Belt Review Part 2 found the sub-area to perform either weakly or

moderately against Green Belt purposes, however, because of the site’s role in
preventing further sprawl in the absence of defensible boundaries to the south
and preventing coalescence of settlements the sub-area is considered to play
a strong role in the wider Green Belt. Although the site performs moderately in

terms of accessibility and has low constraints, given its Green Belt
performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs
is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release
would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the

Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of development.


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Medium
performing site

overall with
medium

accessibility
and low

constraints.

Within land parcel 28 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 which scores

highly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Further refined land parcel
did not include the site. Green
Belt Review Part 2 scores the
sub-area (19) strongly against

purpose 1 and moderately
against purposes 2 & 3. Sub-

area plays a strong role in
preventing sprawl in the
absence of defensible

boundaries and would further
reduce an already narrow gap

between settlements. Loss
would be harmful to wider Green

Belt.

Site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low constraints. However
performance against Green Belt purposes is either moderate or strong with the

site playing an integral role in preventing erosion of the narrow gap between
settlements and preventing sprawl. Whilst the site performs moderately in

terms of accessibility with low constraints, given its Green Belt performance
and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs is not

considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release would
therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the Green

Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of development.


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Medium
performing site

overall with
medium

accessibility
and low

constraints.

Within land parcel 8 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purpose 3

but weakly against purposes 1 &
2. Further refined land parcel did
not include the site. Green Belt
Review Part 2 scores the sub-

area (71) strongly against
purpose 3 and weakly against

purposes 1 & 2. Sub-area plays
important role in preventing

encroachment into countryside
and at strategic level maintain
openness of Green Belt. Loss

would be harmful to wider Green
Belt.

Site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low constraints. However,
performance against Green Belt purpose 3 is strong and is considered to play
an important role in preventing encroachment into countryside and maintaining
openness. Whilst the site performs moderately in terms of accessibility with low
constraints, given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt,

delivery of development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt
protection in this instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall

integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and would not promote
sustainable patterns of development.


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Medium-high
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility

and low
constraints.

Within land parcel 26 in Green
Belt Review Stage 1 and scores

weakly against purpose 1 but
moderately against purpose 2

and strongly against purpose 3.
Site falls within two sub-areas in
Green Belt Review Part 2 (24 &
34). Sub-area 24 scores weakly
against purpose 1 but strongly
against purposes 2 & 3, playing
a role in preventing coalescence

at a strategic level and
preventing encroachment into
the countryside. Sub-area 34

scores weakly against purposes
1 & 2 but strongly against
purpose 3 playing a role in

preventing encroachment into
the countryside. The loss of both

sub-areas 24 & 34 would be
harmful to the wider Green Belt.

Site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.
However, performance against Green Belt purpose 3 is strong for both sub-

areas and is considered to play an important role in preventing encroachment
into countryside and at a strategic level is also considered to prevent the
coalescence of settlements. Whilst the site performs medium-high high in

terms of accessibility with low constraints, given its Green Belt performance
and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs whether for

housing or employment is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in
this instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity,

role and function of the Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns
of development.


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Medium-High
performing site

overall with
medium-high
accessibility

and low-
medium

constraints.

Within land parcel 29 of Green
Belt Review Stage 1 and scores
moderately against purpose 1

and strongly against purposes 2
& 3. Green Belt Review Stage 2
scores sub-area (20) strongly

against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Sub-area plays a role in

preventing sprawl and
preventing encroachment into
countryside. Loss would be
harmful to wider Green Belt.

Site performs medium high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.
However, performance against Green Belt purpose 1 is strong and is

considered to play an important role in preventing sprawl and encroachment
into countryside. Whilst the site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility

with low constraints, given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider
Green Belt, delivery of development needs is not considered to outweigh

Green Belt protection in this instance. Release would therefore adversely affect
the overall integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and would not promote

sustainable patterns of development.


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Medium
performing site

overall with
medium

accessibility
and low-
medium

constraints.

Within land parcel 5 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purpose 1,
weakly against purpose 2 and

strongly against purpose 3.
Green Belt Review Part 2 scores
the sub-area (105) moderately

against purpose 1, weakly
against purpose 2 and relatively
weakly against purpose 3. Sub-
area plays an important role in
preventing sprawl strategically
and loss would be harmful to

wider Green Belt.

Site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low-medium constraints.
However, performance against Green Belt purpose 1 is strong and is

considered to play an important role in preventing sprawl strategically. Whilst
the site performs moderately well in terms of accessibility with low constraints,
given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery of
development needs is not considered to outweigh Green Belt protection in this

instance. Release would therefore adversely affect the overall integrity, role
and function of the Green Belt and would not promote sustainable patterns of

development.



29
3

–
La

nd
 N

or
th

 o
f K

in
gs

 L
an

e,
En

gl
ef

ie
ld

 G
re

en

Medium
performing site

in terms of
both

accessibility
and

constraints.

Within land parcel 5 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purpose 1,
weakly against purpose 2 and

strongly against purpose 3.
Green Belt Review Part 2 scores

the sub-area (103) strongly
against purposes 1 & 3 and

weakly against purpose 2. Sub-
area plays important role in

preventing sprawl and
preventing encroachment into
countryside. Loss would be
harmful to wider Green Belt.

Site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints. However,
performance against Green Belt purposes 1 & 3 is strong and is considered to

play an important role in preventing sprawl and encroachment into the
countryside. Whilst the site performs moderately well in terms of accessibility

with medium constraints, given its Green Belt performance and role in the
wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs is not considered to outweigh
Green Belt protection in this instance. Release would therefore adversely affect
the overall integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and would not promote

sustainable patterns of development.


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Medium
performing site

in terms of
both

accessibility
and

constraints.

Within land parcel 9 in Green
Belt Review Part 1 and scores
moderately against purpose 1,
weakly against purpose 2 and
moderately against purpose 3.

Green Belt Review Part 2 scores
the sub-area (65) weakly against

purpose 1 and moderately
against purposes 2 & 3. Loss of
the sub-area would harm wider

Green Belt by promoting
encroachment into an open and
sensitive area of countryside.

Site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints. However,
performance against Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 is moderate and is considered

to play an important role in preventing encroachment into a sensitive area of
countryside. Whilst the site performs moderately well in terms of accessibility

and constraints and it is noted that planning permission has been granted
under RU.15/1899 for 10 dwellings, given its Green Belt performance and role

in the wider Green Belt, delivery of development needs is not considered to
outweigh Green Belt protection in this instance. Release would therefore

adversely affect the overall integrity, role and function of the Green Belt and
would not promote sustainable patterns of development. Further, the area of

land which would need to be released to form defensible and durable
boundaries is not considered to be proportionate to the level of development

which could be delivered, given the level of ancient and non-designated
woodland on site which it would be favourable to retain. Whilst, this could be
overcome if combined with site 212, this does not outweigh the harm to the

Green Belt.


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High-Medium
performing site

in terms of
both

accessibility
and

constraints

Within land parcel 28 of Green
Belt Review Part 1 which scores

highly against purpose 1 and
moderately against purposes 2
& 3. Further refined land parcel

finds that in general
development of refined land

parcel would not compromise
purpose 1 and given site

partially contained and bounded
by physical features does not

adversely impact gaps between
Ottershaw, Addlestone, New
Haw/Woking or cause further

encroachment. Site falls within
sub-area 11 in the Green Belt
Review Part 2. Sub-area 11

scores weakly against purpose 1
and moderately against

purposes 2 & 3. Eastern part of
sub-area plays a more

substantive role in preventing
coalescence, with western area

more enclosed and less
important at a strategic level.
Sub-area refined to parcel 11i

which finds that existing
residential development in north

east of parcel further reduces
linkages with more rural open
areas and its loss would not
reduce overall scale of gap

between settlements.

The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.
The wider land parcel performs strongly or relatively strongly against all three
purposes with the further refined parcel not considered to compromise any of

the three purposes. At the local level sub-area 11 does not play a role in
preventing sprawl. The western part of sub-area 11 also does not play a role in

preventing coalescence and is more infill in nature and less important at the
strategic level. However, the area east of the footpath is considered to be more
fundamental to the wider Green Belt in preventing coalescence of settlements
and its loss would be harmful to the wider Green Belt. Sub-area 11 was further
refined to parcel 11i and the release of the north east area this parcel, which

includes site 323, was not considered to reduce the scale of gap between
settlements given the existing development at Bousley Rise.

It is considered that the footpath which runs to the west of the site can form a
defensible and durable boundary and is the logical separation between the

east and west areas of sub-area 11 and the refined parcel at 11i. Whilst Arup
considered the north eastern area of sub-parcel 11i could be released from the

Green Belt this is one of few instances where the Council disagree with the
consultants. It is considered that the footpath running north-south remains the
most defensible and durable feature to demark the Green Belt from the urban
area. Whilst it is acknowledged that Bousley Rise is already developed to a

certain degree, the site itself would form a pocket of development with Green
Belt surrounding it to the north, south and east almost forming an incongruous
small island of urban area surrounded by Green Belt which would threaten the

permanence of boundaries especially south west of the site. Even if the site
were to come forward with other properties at Bousley Rise, the irregular

boundary pattern of properties at Bousley Rise and the features that form them
are not considered to be defensible and durable boundaries with a degree of
permanence.  As such, whilst the site performs relatively highly in terms of

accessibility with low impact of constraints and Green Belt purposes, it is not
considered that defensible or durable boundaries could be derived which would
threaten the permanence boundaries. As such, the site (and area in north east

of parcel 11i) should remain in the Green Belt.


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Appendix 9 – Sustainability Objectives
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Sustainability Objectives
1. To conserve and enhance biodiversity, habitats and species
2. To protect and improve the health and well-being of the population and reduce

inequalities in health
3. To protect soil and minerals resources
4. To improve water quality and efficiency
5. To increase resilience to climate change, including flood risk
6. To reduce air and noise pollution
7. To reduce greenhouse gas emissions
8. To sustain economic growth and competitiveness across the Borough
9. To ensure the provision of high quality, sustainable constructed and affordable homes

and necessary community infrastructure
10. To protect and enhance the Borough’s historic assets
11. To protect and enhance open space and the landscape character of the Borough
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Appendix 10 - Table of Representations on First Draft Site
Selection Methodology & Assessment (2016) with Officer
Responses
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Representor/Site Representor Comments Runnymede Response Actions

Ottershaw Properties Ltd

Land to rear of 232 Brox
Road, Ottershaw (Site 77)

The site and all the surrounding area is designated Green
Belt, including that which is already developed. The Council
is considering removing from the Green Belt other parcels of
land in the vicinity of Brox Road. It is suggested that as part
of its Borough-wide review, the council also rescind this site’s
Green Belt designation and include its curtilage within the
settlement boundary so that it could be considered for
planning permission for residential development.

There is a designated public footpath to the south of the site
which leads a short distance to the established settlement on
Brox Road which is on a bus route which connects in turn
with Woking about 4km to the south. The M25 and the M3
are both within a few minutes’ drive of the site. Also within a
short level walking distance of the site are local shops, a
school, pub and other community facilities. St Peter’s
Hospital is about 1km to the north.

The site itself is of limited environmental value having been
for very many years a mono-culture of grass pasture.
However it does benefit from being surrounded by mature
trees and hedgerows, already much taller than any likely new
buildings that might be created by a residential development.
This total tree screen means the site is not overlooked from
any directions and in turn none of the adjoining properties
can be seen from the site. The access to Guilford Road
however offers good straight sight-lines in both directions,
north and south. All existing trees would be preserved and
additional indigenous landscaping could be provided across
the site to improve the local environment and bio-diversity.

The Runnymede draft Site Selection Methodology &
Assessment considered the site at 232 Brox Road having
had regard to the sites performance against Green Belt
as indicated in the Green Belt Review (2014) and
sustainability. The SSMA concluded that the site should
not be preferred for development.

Comments regarding the site are noted as are the
accessibility credentials of the site and performance
against constraints which have again been considered in
this SSMA along with performance against Green Belt
purposes as indicated by the Stage 1 and Stage 2 Green
Belt Reviews. For the reasons set out in this assessment
in Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 it is considered that greater
weight be attached to protection of the Green Belt and
the site at 232 Brox Road not taken recommended for
allocation.

No action.

Ashill

Land at Fox Hills Road,
Ottershaw (Site 284 known
as Christmas Tree Site,
Ottershaw)

The site has been assessed using the site selection
methodology and the site performs well (appendix two of the
representation on the Runnymede IOPA gives further detail).

This site was not considered within the draft Site
Selection Methodology & Assessment as the site was not
known to the Council at the time of assessment.
However, the site has now been considered within this
version of the SSMA and within the Stage 2 Green Belt
Review. Although the site performs well in terms of
accessibility and constraints, for the reasons set out in

Assess site in Final
Draft SSMA.
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Representor/Site Representor Comments Runnymede Response Actions

Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 of this assessment greater
weight has been attached to protection of the Green Belt
and the site is not recommended for allocation.

Berkeley Homes

Crockford Bridge Farm (Site
205)

The draft site selection methodology, which only takes
Resultant Land Parcels forward to stage 6 is flawed because
it fails to prioritise the most suitable sites for development
and it relies upon the indicative number of dwellings given to
each site to be deliverable. Sustainability criteria were not
considered in the Green Belt Review and Crockford Bridge
Farm is sustainable.

In relation to the RLPs as strategic allocations, there is no
evidence which ‘automatically’ shows that indicative capacity
of the RLPs can realistically be provided. For example, sites
97, 99, 255 and 257 are directly adjacent to the M25 and M3
and densities of 35-45 dwellings per gross hectare are
unrealistic given the buffer, public open space and
landscaping areas that would be required to deliver a quality
development. Furthermore, this density does not allow for
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspaces (SANGs) to be
provided on site.

There is no mention of site capacity in the draft SSMA or
this version of the SSMA and at no stage does it use
capacity as a method to assess the suitability of a site.
Further, the draft and this SSMA considers sites in the
round to ensure that the performance of sites are
compared to one another, rather than only taking some
sites forward and not others.

In any event the site at Crockford Bridge Farm has been
appraised in this assessment for its performance against
accessibility and constraints and although the site
performed reasonably well, for the reasons set out in
Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 of this assessment greater
weight has been attached to protection of the Green Belt
and the site is not recommended for allocation.

The Council have undertaken further more detailed site
capacity work since the publication of the IOPA which
takes account of constraints such as M25/M3 and the
need to provide SANG on or off site. This capacity work
will be published alongside this version of the SSMA.

No action.

IQ Planning Consultants

The Old Chalet, Callow Hill

New site identified through consultation. This site was not considered within the draft SSMA as the
site was not known to the Council at the time of
assessment. The site has now been appraised in this
version of the SSMA and for the reasons set out in Table

Assess site in Final
Draft SSMA.
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Representor/Site Representor Comments Runnymede Response Actions

(Site 277) 5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has been attached to
protection of the Green Belt and the site is not
recommended for allocation.

Surrey Wildlife Trust Support the use of criteria including proximity to SNCI and
Ancient woodland, as well as alerts to potential loss of
Natural and Semi-Natural Urban Green Space, within the
‘Non-absolute constraint analysis’. Incidentally, we observe
that there appear to be very few direct tensions regarding
impact/loss of SNCI/AW.

A similar consideration of proximity to Biodiversity
Opportunity Areas might also have been useful, as an early
recognition of opportunities within the development planning
process for achieving their respective objectives/targets,
which appears to include Site 254 (Veterinary Laboratory
Site, Rowtown) as having part of a BOA R04 (River Wey &
tributaries) and Former DERA site, Longcross Road is wholly
within BOA TBH01 (Chobham Commons North),or similarly
BOA TBH02 (Chobham Commons South). The Surrey
Nature Partnership has always harboured strong hopes that
this situation would dictate a clear policy requirement to
achieve significant Priority habitat restoration and/or creation
(here Lowland heathland and Acid grassland) within and/or
beyond both these sites. This might prove an opportunity for
a test case of the effectiveness of strategic planning policy
around BOAs in Surrey.

Support for criteria in the SSMA noted and welcomed.

A similar consideration of proximity to BOAs is
considered to be unnecessary as a sifting exercise as a
BOA is a non-statutory designation and development on
these areas is permitted. Whilst it is noted that the impact
on a BOA should be taken into account (as it has been in
Stage 4 of this SSMA) it is likely that if a site were
allocated within a BOA or close to it, it should make a
contribution to achieving their objectives/targets and
consider priority habitat restoration. This would be true of
the Vet Labs Site (Site 254) and the DERA site south,
although DERA site north is already under construction
(Sites 97 & 99 known as Longcross Garden Village). The
Local Plan could make this clear for individual allocations.

No action for
SSMA.

Steadman Consulting

47 Howards Lane,
Addlestone (Site 274 known
as Allington & 37, 47, 57
Howard’s Lane, Rowtown)

Is there a reason why the land adjacent to SLAA site 154
(Land at Howards Lane, Row Town) was not included in the
Site Selection Assessment? The same selection criteria
apply should a Technical Review of the Green Belt be
forthcoming.

This site was not considered within the draft SSMA as the
site was not known to the Council at the time of
assessment. The site has now been appraised in this
version of the SSMA and for the reasons set out in Table
5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has been attached to
protection of the Green Belt and the site is not

Assess site in Final
Draft SSMA.
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Representor/Site Representor Comments Runnymede Response Actions

recommended for allocation.

Nexus Planning Ltd

Villa Santa Maria, Chertsey
(Site 219)

Analysis of the Site in the ‘’Sustainability Appraisal of the
Issues and Options’’ document (July 2016) confirms that the
Site scores positively against a number of Sustainability
Appraisal objectives. It concludes in summary that the Site is
currently in residential use so development is likely to have a
neutral impact on landscape character. It further suggests
that if the Site provided open space it would score positively
with regard to protecting and enhancing open space.

The Site has no role when assessed against Green Belt
purposes, 2, 4 and 5. Against purposes 1 and 3 it is clear
that the Site performs only very weakly. The Site when
viewed in isolation contains clear and defensible boundaries.
Furthermore, it would see a significant gap retained to the
B389, it would not represent ribbon development and would
not result in the merging of settlements.

The Site Selection Methodology concluded that the Site is
medium performing in terms of accessibility and constraints.
Central Government research states that distances of less
than 2km are suited to journeys on foot whilst the Institute of
Highways and Transportation Guidelines suggest a
maximum ‘acceptable’ walking distance for pedestrians
without mobility impairment is 2km. Central government
research also explains that for journeys of less than 5km,
cycling has the potential to replace trips by car.  Site is within
acceptable walking distance of a wide range of key facilities
whilst a host of additional facilities, including the Chertsey
Health Centre, are well within an acceptable 5km cycling
distance.

Bus routes 446 and 461 operate less than a 10 minute walk

Comments on the sustainability appraisal are noted, but
this is not the only determining factor when allocating
sites.

A finer grained Stage 2 Green Belt Review has been
undertaken which considers smaller sub-areas of land
including the sub-area covering site 219. The Stage 2
Green Belt Review continues to conclude that the site
performs strongly against Green Belt purposes and loss
would be harmful to the wider Green Belt.

The Institute of Highways & Transportation guidance
mentioned is presumably the document titled ‘Providing
for Journeys on Foot’ and dates from 1999-2000. This
sets out suggested acceptable walking distances for a
range of facilities with a preferred maximum for
commuting & schools as 2km but for elsewhere 1.2km.
Further guidance from 2015 also sets out walk distances
to bus stops and rail stations as 400m & 800m
respectively (ref 14) and the Manual for Streets considers
800m as an accessible walking distance. As such the use
of 2km for all facilities is not an indication of accessibility.
The SSMA also uses a distance to facilities by taking the
visual centre of a site and then measuring shortest route
by path not as the crow flies. There is no reference in the
representation as to whether this methodology has been
employed.  In terms of the cycle distance to health

Review
accessibility &
constraints
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from the Site providing regular bus services to a range of
centres including Weybridge, Staines, Woking, Kingston-
upon-Thames and Addlestone. Staines with its wide range of
shops, leisure and employment opportunities is only 5km
away and can be reached in approximately 15 minutes either
by bus or bicycle. Chertsey Railway Station is situated just
over 1km from the Site. When assessed in accordance with
the methodology used in the Site Selection document, we
consider that the Site should be given a score of ‘medium-
high’ rather than ‘medium’ as concluded within the analysis
included at Appendix 3. On that basis the accessibility of the
Villa Santa Maria is no lower than the majority of the RLPs
from the Arup work and higher than those at the former
DERA site and Virginia Water South and Virginia Water
West.

The Draft Site Selection Methodology and Assessment
states that there is a landfill within 250m of the Site.
However, there is no known landfill within this distance and
this is assumed to be an error.

centres, not all users of a health centre will necessarily be
able to cycle due to infirmity or because it is not practical.
The distance to secondary education has been measured
to Sir William Perkins School which is a private single sex
school and as such not a suitable comparator.

Nevertheless, the accessibility and constraints at the site
were re-appraised in this assessment and confirm that
the site performs medium in terms of accessibility and
constraints and for the reasons set out in Table 5-4 and
Appendix 8 greater weight has been attached to
protection of the Green Belt and the site is not
recommended for allocation.

Noted. This has been checked and no issues highlighted
so reference removed from Stage 4 assessment.

Bracknell Forest Council Draft Site Selection Methodology includes a section on the
assessment of sites and the Green Belt Review – paragraph
4.55 should be amended in light of the level of need for
development in Runnymede. NPPF makes clear that Green
Belt boundaries can be altered in exceptional circumstances.
BFBC feels that the restrictive nature of national policy
relating to the Green Belt is being over emphasised.

The draft SSMA and this version of the SSMA considered
both the sustainability of sites in terms of accessibility and
constraints as well as performance against Green Belt
purposes. In other words it considers the balance
between sustainability and Green Belt purposes and this
is set out in paras 4.50-4.63 of this SSMA. Whilst the
level of housing need in Runnymede is noted, paragraph
47 of the NPPF sets out that full OAN should be met as
far as is consistent with policies set out in the Framework
and para 14 that OAN should be met unless specific
policies in the framework indicate development should be
restricted (this includes Green Belt). As such the
restrictive nature of national policy in terms of Green Belt

No action.
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is not being over emphasised.

Therefore the ability of Runnymede to meet OAN will
need to take account of policies in the NPPF which
constrain development but seek to balance growth with
the need to do so sustainably.

Turley Associates

Parcel A – Chertsey Bittams
(Site 255A)

Supportive of the multi-step approach undertaken with regard
to identifying positive and negative impacts that may arise
from a development, and relating Green Belt considerations
to the delivery of sustainable development.

The site (Parcel A of ID255) directly abuts the existing
settlement boundary of Chertsey South, which is identified as
an existing urban area within RBC’s adopted Local Plan
which provides a range of local facilities and is within easy
access of Chertsey itself by bus or on foot, with the train
station providing onward services to Reading or London
Waterloo. The site provides an opportunity to deliver an
extension to the existing urban boundary, infilling the existing
land between the settlement and the M25 to the east. Access
to the site can be gained from Green Lane which can feed
into the wider strategic highway network around Chertsey.

RBC has assessed the ID255 through its Sustainability
Appraisal IOPA 2016 at Appendix 2. As such, we have
provided an updated table, in line with the Council’s own
methodology to assist in demonstrating that Parcel A of
ID255 should continue to be promoted for allocation albeit
with the potential for it to come forward in isolation to the
wider Chertsey Bittams allocation within the New Local Plan.

Through these representations our Client seek to confirm the
availability and deliverability of the land over the plan period
and would be willing to meet to discuss the opportunities for

Noted.

Noted.

Noted. The findings of the IOPA SA have now fed into
this version of the SSMA, including individual parcel A at
Chertsey Bittams.

Availability of the site is noted.

No action.
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the site to come forward separately to the wider ID255 site
and earlier in the plan period.

ECA Architects

Land at Ten Acre Lane,
Thorpe (Site 42 known as
CEMEX 1, Ten Acre Lane,
Thorpe)

We have the following specific objections to the Draft Site
Allocation Selection Methodology and Assessment (the
assessment) and attach a table of detailed comments on the
assessment of some sites, highlighting irregularities. Our
research indicates that the Assessment is unsound on the
following grounds:

1. Smaller sites on the edge of Thorpe are proposed for
removal from the Green Belt. In the proposed boundary
change and for the purposes of assessment, these green
belt sites have therefore been considered as part of the
urban area. But this is highly inconsistent with the
methodology used to assess other sites in the green belt and
is also not consistent with all sites adjoining Thorpe Village,
including the TREG site on Ten Acre Lane.

1. The GBVR Stage 2 does not consider the small areas
on the edge of Thorpe as ‘sites’. The GBVR Stage 2
identified these areas through consideration of how each
area of the village as set out in the map tiles in appendix
1 of the GBVR performs against Green Belt purposes. As
such, the process for assessing where the most logical
and defensible boundary should be placed between the
village and Green Belt. How large sites which could be
allocated for development are considered in the SSMA
rather than where a village boundary should sit, is not
comparable. At no point in the GBVR Stage 2 are the
small areas around Thorpe considered to form part of the
‘urban area’ but are assessed on their merits in
accordance with the methodology set out in the GBVR
Stage 2 which complements the wider Stage 1 Green
Belt Review. Whilst it is noted that the SSMA identifies
these areas as ‘urban sites’, this is only for the purposes
of identifying the buffer around settlements for the Stage
1 sift of sites in the SSMA. As such, this is not
comparable to the assessment in the GBVR Stage 2
which looks at the location for a village boundary. If the
SSMA had found that one of the larger sites on the edge
of Thorpe could be allocated for development, then the
GBVR Stage 2 would have taken this into account when
considering options for the location for the village

Review site in Final
Draft SSMA.
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2. The assessment was informed by the Stage 2 Green Belt
Villages Review, but this part of the evidence base
inappropriately designates Thorpe Industrial Estate as part of
the green belt and open countryside. This is wholly
inconsistent with not only its existing built up character but
also its current designation within the urban area on the
current Local Plan Policies Map. This methodology is
therefore unsound as it is contrary to the NPPF which no
longer allows for ‘Major developed Sites’ in the green belt. It
is extremely built up and does not serve the five main
purposes of the green belt and should therefore be
considered as part of the urban area for assessment
purposes. It is also within walking distance to Egham and
Thorpe.

3. A more detailed critique of the individual sites
assessments is attached as Table 1 and specific objections
in relation to Site 42, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe are set out
below. These confirm that the assessment is unsound as it
makes some completely incorrect assumptions at each stage
as follows:

• Stage 1: Initial Sift: The site passes this stage which
confirms that it is completely comparable with other large
strategic sites;

• Stage 2: SEA of Sites: The SEA is not used to exclude sites
at this stage in the process. The site therefore passes this
stage. 39 potential housing sites and 6 employment sites are

boundary.

2. The GBVR Stage 2 does not state that the Thorpe
Industrial Estate is Green Belt or a ‘Major Developed Site’
in the Green Belt and neither does the SSMA. Neither
does the NPPF set out how areas such as the industrial
estate should be considered when selecting sites for
allocation and therefore the methodology cannot be
contrary to it. Again, the reason for not considering the
Thorpe Industrial Estate as part of the urban area for the
purposes of the SSMA is that the industrial estate is not a
stand-alone settlement with its own services and facilities
but is an employment area only. To consider a stand-
alone area designated as urban area but which has no
facilities or services and performs no residential function
as a suitable area to expand for housing would be
nonsensical. As such the buffer used for the Stage 2
Green Belt Review and Stage 1 of this SSMA does not
include Thorpe Industrial Estate as part of the urban area.
However, Site 42 passed Stage 1 of this SSMA.

3. Noted, the site passed Stage 1 as it fell within a 200m
buffer of the village of Thorpe.

Noted, however scoring between sites is not considered
to be inconsistent.



Runnymede Local Plan 2030: Final Site Selection Methodology and Assessment (Dec 2017) 300

Representor/Site Representor Comments Runnymede Response Actions

selected and assessed. This seems to be a sufficient amount
and the sites are reasonable alternatives. However the
scoring between the sites is inconsistent.

• Stage 3: Accessibility and Significant Non-Absolute
Constraints: We object to the scoring methodology which
should be weighted for some constraints. We object to the
‘Constraints Impact’ score of ‘Medium-High’ which is based
on the site scoring poorly in 2/6 criteria. No weight is given to
the fact that it scores far higher than other sites on other
criteria. For example, in relation to ‘Major Centres Journey
Time and/or Walk Time from Public Transport to
Employment, the site scores ’19 minutes to Staines and 250
metres to the bus stop’ which is the 3/39 sites assessed. We
agree that the site is relatively inaccessible to a Health
Centre, but we do not agree that a Health Centre could not
be provided in any redevelopment of the site. We have
experience of providing health care on redevelopment sites
and consider this to be a viable option here. No health centre
will be provided in conjunction with other development sites
in Thorpe which have been allocated. The site could easily
provide this and make this site together with the
neighbouring Thorpe Village a more sustainable location for
development.

Stage 4: Assessment of Significant Non-Absolute
Constraints- The site receives a Red score as it is states that
it is ‘Grade 1 or 2’ Agricultural. Our recent report confirms
that it is Grade 3 Agricultural Land Value and the scoring and
therefore the assessment is unsound and not sufficiently
robust. This table also states that ‘100% of the site is within a
minerals safeguarded area and constrained by previous or
potential extraction’. Minerals have never been extracted
from the site and planning permission was previously refused

Noted, however each constraint has been considered
qualitatively based on the information available at the
time of assessment. In concluding how a site performs
either in terms of  ‘accessibility’ or ‘constraints’ it is the
balance across all parameters that was considered and
each site was considered on its merits in the round rather
than the scoring of points for comparison. Weighting of
constraints/accessibility is not therefore considered to be
necessary or reasonable. The site has been reappraised
in this version of the SSMA with a medium impact on
constraints, taking account of information submitted to
Runnymede with respect to minerals and agricultural land
value, but continues to score low-medium in terms of
accessibility, not only because of access to health but
also because of poor bus services, accessibility to rail
and secondary education facilities. In terms of the site
being able to provide health facilities no viability evidence
has been submitted to corroborate this and no evidence
of discussions with relevant health authorities has been
submitted.

Submission of agricultural report and minerals report
noted and scoring has been re-assessed on this basis as
set out above. However, consideration of agricultural land
value and minerals is still part of Stage 3 not Stage 4 of
this SSMA.
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for mineral extraction. There is no potential in the future as it
is surplus to Cemex requirements and was sold by them.

The site should therefore have been taken forward to Stage
5.

The site has been reassessed and was sifted out of the
SSMA process at Stage 3 given its overall low-medium
score. In any event should the site have passed through
to stage 5, the Stage 2 Green Belt Review found that the
sub-area performed strongly against all Green Belt
purposes.

Boyer Planning

Stroude Road Farm, Virginia
Water (Site 13)

Representation contains several appraisals of sites in the
draft SSMA including appraising accessibility and
constraints.

Appraisals noted, however all sites appraised within this
version of the SSMA have been considered on a
consistent basis in line with the methodology set out. It is
noted that the scoring methodology in the Boyer
representations is different to the SSMA and as such is
not comparable. Site 13 passed through stages 1, 3 and
4 and although performed reasonably well in terms of
accessibility and constraints for the reasons set out in
Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has been
attached to protection of the Green Belt and the site is not
recommended for allocation.

No action

OSP Architecture

Charnwood Nurseries,
Woodham (site 29)

The site falls from the methodology at stage 5 due to the
conclusion that “if [the site were] developed [it] would
adversely affect the integrity, role and function of the Green
Belt”.

Given the conclusions of section 4 of this document this
conclusion is challenged. Particular weight appears to be
given to the potential for urban sprawl and this does not
reflect that fact that the site already contains built form and is
largely screened from the wider landscape (issues on which
the site performs better than the allocated Ottershaw East
site).

It would therefore be contended that the site should have

Comments noted. Site 29 passed through stages 1, 3 and
4 of this SSMA and has been considered again in Stage
5 in light of the findings of the Green Belt Review Stage 2
which considers smaller sub-areas of land within the
Green Belt such as site 29. Whilst the site performed well
against accessibility and constraints, for the reasons set
out in Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has been
attached to protection of the Green Belt and the site is not
recommended for allocation. The Green Belt Review
Stage 2 highlighted the sub-area as performing strongly
against all 3 Green Belt purposes.

No action
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progressed further in the draft site selection methodology
and assessment process and that the criteria have been
inaccurately applied to the site in this regard.

Mr & Mrs Holdaway

Land at Howards Lane,
Rowtown (Site 154)

Land at Howards Lane site or part of site should be
reconsidered in the site selection methodology and taken
forward for allocation. The site could accommodate more
than 10 dwellings and could be classified as infill.
Representation includes comments about the 2014 Arup
Green Belt Review.

Common land for general recreation is located only two
minutes from the site and the public footpath which runs
along-side is a shortcut to Ottershaw CofE School.

Three infant/junior schools in walking distance. Ongar Place
0.7miles; Holy Family 0.7miles, Grange Infants/New Haw
Junior 1.2miles and Ottershaw CofE 1.5miles via Howards
Lane. Secondary Schools are Fullbrook 1.5miles and Jubilee
High 1mile. Local convenience stores are Ongar Parade
0.5miles and Co-Op at The Broadway, New Haw 1.2miles.
Large children's playing space is 5 min walk along Rowtown
and another 1 mile away in New Haw.

Nearest Health Centre is Crouch Oak in Addlestone 1.4miles
away with nearest train station at Addlestone 1.7miles , West
Byfleet 2.6miles and Woking 4.1miles.

All 'services' are in place.

Noted. The draft SSMA and this version of the SSMA
already recognises that the site is capable of delivering
10 or more dwellings. In terms of Green Belt a Stage 2
Review has been undertaken which considered smaller
sub-areas of land including site 154.

Distance to local services highlighted in the response are
noted, however standards to various services have been
set out in the draft SSMA and refined in this draft final
version of the SSMA and are taken from best practice or
recognised standards in terms of sustainability i.e. 10
minute walk times.

The site has been re-appraised in line with these
standards to ensure that distances to local services are
correct. The point regarding the public footpath through to
Ottershaw is noted, however, to be considered as a route
through to services in Ottershaw, it would have to be a
formal footpath, given that adverse weather conditions,
especially in the winter months could render the route
inaccessible, especially to those with restricted mobility or
young families. Making the public footpath into a formal
pedestrian footway may not be appropriate given its
purpose as access to the countryside and its Green Belt
setting.

As such the site passed through to stage 5 of this SSMA
and although the site performs reasonably well against
accessibility and constraints for the reasons set out in
Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has been
attached to protection of the Green Belt and the site is not

Re-appraise site
against
accessibility.
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recommended for allocation.

Hadley Cooper

Land at Norlands Lane,
Thorpe (Site 220)

SLAA site 220 did not pass through Stage 1 as it was
deemed not to be in 'close proximity' to a settlement or
capable of forming its own settlement.

If site 220 had proceeded to Stage 3, it could be inferred that
site 220 would have a medium score for Accessibility
performance. Looking at the reference sites it would appear
that they were not taken forward to Stage 4 essentially
because there were significant non-absolute constraints in
the form of either minerals or grade 1 and 2 agricultural land.
As the subject site has neither of these constraints – it could
be inferred that the site would have a medium score.

In stage 5 of the process, the site would have been assessed
against the purposes of the Green Belt. The Green Belt
Review took a relatively high level view of the General Area
12, within which site 220 lies. The review correctly identified
constraints within this large area but the site 220 represents
less than 10 percent of the General Area. Site 220 does not
have any of the constraints identified. So if a 'finer grained
review of the Green Belt sites' was undertaken the site could
be released for development and taken forward to Stage 6.

Within Stage 6 the site would have been assessed for
Availability and Achievability. The commentary within the
Final Interim SLAA June 2016 makes reference to
Developability/Deliverability/ Availability & Achievability. The
site would score highly on each of these items. Discussions
are well advanced with the Lands Trust in respect of the
development and on-going management of the proposed

Comments regarding proximity to urban area noted.
Stage 1 has now employed a buffer around urban areas
and as the site falls within 200m of Thorpe Village, it has
passed through to Stage 2.

Site 220 has proceeded to Stage 3 and scored low-
medium overall with a medium level of accessibility but
medium-high impact on constraints, largely due to 63% of
the site being within Flood Risk Zone 2 where
sequentially there may be preferable sites which can
avoid flood risk or are sited on less area within flood zone
2. Minerals were also an issue where it is unknown if the
constraint can be overcome and no evidence to the
contrary has been submitted.

If the site had passed through to stage 5 the Stage 2
Green Belt Review found that the sub-area performed
strongly against Green Belt purposes 1 & 2 and
moderately against purpose 3 and loss would be
considered harmful to wider Green Belt.

Noted.

Assess site in Final
Draft SSMA.
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parkland and arrangements to pay for this on-going
management have been discussed such that no costs would
fall as an obligation to any public body. The site is in single
ownership with certain short term lettings of the four
residential dwellings and although the gas monitoring station
is still required this could be moved within the site so as not
to affect the remainder of the site.

Appreciated that the site selection process has to adhere to
a defined methodology, has to be consistent and out of
necessity has to be relatively high level and as such any
comments made above are not intended as any form of
criticism. Site 220 is available, deliverable and as envisaged
is suitable for release from the Green Belt, which makes it no
different to other sites that have been identified as resultant
land parcels suitable for allocation in the Local Plan. The site
would be suitable for a high quality sustainable residential
scheme that will make a significant contribution to an
acknowledged housing shortfall within the Borough.

Noted.

White Young Green

Land North of Green Lane,
Addlestone (Site 24 known
as Land at Prairie Road,
Hatch Close & Hatch Farm,
Addlestone)

Representation contains several appraisals of preferred sites
in the IOPA and considers these to be inferior in terms of
sustainability credentials to site 24 and that this is confirmed
in the draft SSMA which acknowledges site 24 as medium-
high performing in terms of accessibility with no absolute or
non-absolute constraints.

Noted. Site 24 continues to perform medium-high in this
version of the SSMA and although performing well in
terms of accessibility and constraints for the reasons set
out in Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has been
attached to protection of the Green Belt and the site is not
recommended for allocation.

No action
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Turley Planning on behalf
of Taylor Wimpey

Rep 651

Parcel A, Chertsey
Bittams

With regard to the Site Selection Methodology (Version 2)
which has been published to support this consultation, the
document assesses the site in the form of a high level
Sustainability Appraisal which highlights the high level of
accessibility of the site. In addition, it further demonstrates
the relatively unconstrained nature of the site to
accommodate development with any potential noise, air
quality or flood risk implications able to be mitigated through
careful design. In addition, it sets out that there are strong
existing site boundaries which will prevent further sprawl and
avoid the merging of settlements. The prevailing area is
noted as being sub-urban in character which has diminished
the quality of the site as open countryside. On the basis of
the above, the Council concluded that great weight is
attached to meeting development needs and thus the site is
proposed as a residential allocation through Green Belt
release. This position is supported by our Client.

Noted, although the SSMA takes account of the SA rather
than being a high level SA in its own right.

No action

DPDS on behalf of Smech
Properties Ltd

Rep no 675

Longcross Garden Village

Table 5-2 of the SSMA V2 May 2017 sets out the overall
performance of housing sites against accessibility and
constraints and finds the DERA accessibility performance as
low – which is the lowest possible rating to the scoring
system.

Based on this evidence it is hard to understand why the
Council are persisting with the idea that the site will be a
sustainable location.

Map submitted with representation showing all services in
Runnymede within 1km, 2km and 3km of the site.

SSMA V2 May 2017 also identifies the DERA north land
parcel as containing possible features within the site which
reflect BOA objectives and a ‘current planning permission for
the site would have considerable biodiversity issues’

There are many other, currently non-preferred sites, which
the Council have overlooked in favour of pursuing the DERA
site, illustrated with our Appendix 1 that there are many other
sites located in more accessible locations.

The Council can confirm that it has assessed all potential
site allocations through its Site Selection Methodology
and Assessment and this work has guided the Council in
its selection of sites for allocation in the Local Plan. The
Council continues to work with land owners and site
promoters to ensure that that the
deliverability/developability of sites is clearly understood.
Whilst it is acknowledged by the Council that at the
current time the Longcross site is less sustainable than a
number of the other allocations proposed through the
Local Plan, this site is considered to offer a unique
opportunity to provide a new exemplar settlement in the
Borough over the period of the Local Plan which would
epitomise good practice in the delivery of sustainable new
communities and their supporting infrastructure. Should
the site continue to be proposed for allocation in the Local
Plan, a detailed policy will be produced for the site which
will set out the Council’s vision for the site and the
specific policy requirements to ensure that the site will be
a sustainable new settlement. This is likely to require that
the settlement contains a range or facilities and services
to serve its new population, a range of employment
opportunities, and a range of sustainable and active
travel choices both within the village and linking to other
settlements in the area.

No action
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The Council is of the opinion that its approach to site
section has been proactive and thorough. The Council’s
Site Selection work supports that the allocations
consulted on in the ASO consultation as the most
appropriate and sustainable areas for growth over the
period of the Local Plan.

Carter Planning Ltd on
behalf of the Gribble
Family

Rep 1215

Chilsey Green Farm,
Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey

Site passed through all stages of SSMA and is proposed for
allocation and SSMA concluded that any negative effects
could be mitigated and was considered viable and available.
Submit that these conclusions hold good for land to the rear
or south of Grange Farm and that this should be included in
the Local Plan to provide greater certainty to housing land
supply.

Comments made regarding the conclusions drawn in the
SSMA are noted. In regard to the comments made about
the area of the site considered in the SSMA, the area of
the preferred allocation at the time of the production of
this evidence base study was assessed. The SSMA will
be amended as necessary to reflect any subsequent
alterations that are made to the area of this allocation or
any other allocations being proposed by the Council.

Update SSMA to
include larger site

Armstrong Rigg Planning
on behalf of Oakford
Homes

Rep 1234

Barrsbrook Cattery,
Chertsey

The SSMA said the amount of Green Belt that would need to
be release to accommodate what would be a limited amount
of developable land is disproportionate.

The site could accommodate 30-36 dwellings and make a
valuable contribution to the council’s consistent undersupply
of housing.
-level of housing on site not considered disproportionate as
the sites do not meet NPPF Green Belt objectives

Version 2 of the SSMA concludes that the site should not
be taken forward, in part as it would be a disproportionate
amount of land removed for residential development and
greater weight was attached to the Green Belt and the
Council are still of this opinion.

No action

Mrs J Tregellis

Rep 1266 & Separate
Reps made on
SSMA/SLAA in July &
November 2017

79 Woodham Park Rd &
79 to 87a Woodham Park
Rd

SLAA site ID122 does have capacity for 10 or more dwellings
and should be included within the site selection process for
allocation as a standalone site not incorporated with SLAA
ID268.

Comments made by Arup in Green belt Review Part 2 should
not have been regurgitated and incorrectly attributed to SLAA
ID268 at Stage 5 in the site selection process. ID268 has not
been assessed in isolation and it would be impossible for the
site and the Arup parcel to have the same overall
assessment due to difference in size and topography.

SLAA ID268 scored on par or more positively within stages 1-

Comment is noted. A site layout plan submitted to the
Council by the proponents with their correspondence and
shows a layout with 11 dwellings (10 net). Whilst it is
noted that the layout is only indicative, given the overall
size and shape of the site and location of on-site features
such as trees worthy of retention, the Council does not
consider that the site is capable of delivering 10 net
additional units if allocated and brought into the urban
area.

Whilst comments regarding appropriateness of attributing
Arup comments on sub-area 1 to site 268 are noted, it
was felt by Arup that the site’s western boundary was not
strongly established, regular and consistent to form a
sub-area in its own right. As such, it is considered that the
Arup comments on sub-area 1 in the Stage 2 GBR are
applicable in that it is not appropriate to disaggregate
sub-area 1 into smaller parcels because of the lack of a

No action
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4 than sites SLAA ID254 (Parcel B, Vet Labs, Rowtown) and
ID263 (Ottershaw East) but failed stage 5 of the process with
the content in the comments section a regurgitation from
Arup’s Green Belt Review Part 2 for sub-area 1, incorrectly
applied to ID268.

The Sustainability Appraisal shows site ID268 as a more
favourable sustainable site for development than ID254 and
ID263.

All sites within ID268 are previously developed and fulfil the
criteria for land to be allocated for housing and are judged
sustainable. There is no encroachment into countryside and if
suggested otherwise this places too high a burden on the
land in respect of this. The definition of countryside is ‘land
and scenery of a rural area’ which befits ID254 and ID263
more than ID268 which is all on previously developed land,
has the benefit of a main road frontage, described as semi-
urban in character with an urban feel and is more
sustainable.

Development of ID268 would not cause sprawl or encroach
into the countryside as development would be retained within
existing curtilages. Arup point out that southern boundary of
sub-area 1 needs strengthening on southern boundary and
this can be readily overcome by way of strategic planting.
SLAA ID122 already has a defensible boundary.

Any negative effects attributed to SLAA ID254 or ID263 in GB
Review Part 2 or in the SA have either been overlooked or
minimised by others, irrespective of the conclusions reached
from the evidence leaving the impression that development is
preferred on these sites regardless of findings.

SLAA ID122 and ID268 are the only suitable areas of Green
Belt in Woodham which fulfil the criteria for housing

defensible/durable boundary. The Council concurs with
Arup’s response, the full version of which can be found
on the same web-page as the Council’s response to
representations made at the Additional Sites and Options
consultation of the Local Plan.

Comment noted, however Sustainability Appraisal needs
to be considered in the context of other Local Plan
evidence, including the Site Selection Methodology &
Assessment and Green Belt Reviews.

Comment noted. Arup have responded to this point and
comment that at a strategic level, the regularisation of
development within the site (and those adjacent) would
'negatively impact the strategic green belt by protruding
into the countryside and visually reducing the distance
between settlements', thus undermining Purpose 2 in a
more strategic sense. In terms of the definition of
countryside, this is not the only consideration in whether
an area of land meets Green Belt purposes.

As stated above it is not considered that SLAA site 122 is
capable of delivering 10 net additional units and would
not be considered in isolation.

Noted, however the findings of the Sustainability
Appraisal need to be considered in the round with other
evidence supporting the Local Plan including the Green
Belt Reviews which have recommended that sites 254
and 263 could be released from the Green Belt. Further,
the SA sets out that where negative effects occur these
could be mitigated and Stage 6 of the SSMA considers
this. As such, negative effects have not been overlooked
or minimised.

Noted, however the Council is not aware of
representations raising concerns of a lack of housing
allocations in Woodham other than site promoters.
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allocation. There is genuine concern there has been no
allocation for housing within Woodham.

Tarmac

Rep 1475

Land North of Thorpe
Industrial Estate

The site selection methodology and assessment carried out
in 2017 makes note within the 'Assessment of Significant
Non-Absolute Constraints (Employment)' that:

a. 'There are some flood risks on site but these are largely
outside of fluvial flood zones and could be mitigated by
drainage/SuDS design."
A flood risk assessment would be carried out prior to any
planning application with plans to mitigate any flood risk.
b. "Archaeological importance could be dealt with by
condition."
Any planning application would include plans maintain and
protect the area of archaeological significance.
c. 'The site is identified within a mineral safeguarding area
constrained by previous extraction. This could be a major
constraint to development and will require more in depth
consideration, but at this time it is not known whether
constraint could be overcome."
The history of the site has been noted and Tarmac are
carrying out studies to ascertain the condition of the site. Any
planning application will be supported by the results of the
investigation to show the areas whereby built development is
deliverable.
d. 'The whole site is also considered to be open space which
would be lost to development. However development could
retain some of this on site, but land of lesser environmental
value should be preferred."
The indicative schemes put forward note that an area of open
space would be retained to the northern boundary of the site
which would allow access to the wider countryside to the
east. This would include additional landscaping and planting
to create an area that would feel 'open'.

Comments on constraints are noted and will be taken into
account in the final SSMA, although without further
evidence on the minerals constraint this is likely to remain
unchanged.

The SSMA also considered the accessibility of the site for
residential or employment use and considered this to be
low-medium with poor access to a number of local
facilities such as health, primary education and retail
facilities. This, along with the performance of constraints,
particularly the minerals issue which still remains to be
concluded, the site was not taken forward for further
analysis of its performance against Green Belt as it is not
considered to be a sustainable location.

Update constraints
section of SSMA

CBRE on behalf of Ashill
Developments Ltd

Rep 1481

Xmas Tree Farm,
Ottershaw

CBRE has concerns regarding the site selection methodology
used in the Council’s SSMA and considers there is a lack of
transparency in respect of final site selection which results in
a lack of clarity and ultimately undermines the soundness of
the proposed plan. The Council have applied an 8 stage
approach for the site selection assessment.

Concerns noted, however the Council considers that its
SSMA fairly weighs up the sustainability credentials of a
site in terms of its accessibility and constraints and its
performance against Green Belt purposes and the
permanence of proposed boundaries.

No action
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The NPPF at paragraph 84 states that when drawing up or
reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities
should take account of the need to promote sustainable
patterns of development. The consideration of the site in
proximity to key settlements and accessibility to facilities is
assessed early on in the process.

The Ottershaw site reached stage 5 of the assessment
(Assess sites taken forward from stages 1, 3 and 4 with
findings of the Green Belt Reviews) until it was discounted on
account of the findings in Green Belt Review Part 2 (2017).
The SSMA notes that the site is a medium-high performing
site against accessibility with low constraints but the need to
provide housing or employment land did not outweigh the
harm to the Green Belt. The balancing exercise, for not only
this site but the majority of others assessed in the SSMA, is
unduly limited. For example, the analysis does not weigh up
the significant benefits the scheme would bring in terms of
delivery of housing and essential infrastructure as set out in
the following section of our representations.

Recent case law has demonstrated that Councils need to put
forward a robust case to demonstrate whether exceptional
circumstances exist to release a site from the Green Belt,
including the nature and extent of harm to the Green Belt,
and to what extent the impacts can be mitigated. There is no
clear and/or sufficiently detailed rationale in the SSMA from
the Council demonstrating exceptional circumstances to
release the preferred housing sites in the Green Belt. There
is a lack of transparency with respect to the plan.

Reference to para 84 of the NPPF is noted, however it is
not considered that releasing sites in locations which
perform strongly against Green Belt purposes would
create sustainable patterns of development in line with
the NPPF. As such the balancing exercise for each site is
not considered to be limited and has been consistently
applied taking account of the need to deliver sustainable
development whilst taking account of Green Belt
performance.

In terms of exceptional circumstances the Council will be
preparing a background document on its approach to
exceptional circumstances at the Regulation 19 stage of
consultation.

Savills on behalf of the
Crown Estate

Rep 1491

Land south of St David’s
Drive & Robert’s Way,
Englefield Green

The Site must be re-assessed under the SSMA due to
incorrect Green Belt Review analysis. Other sites taken
forward under SSMA (e.g. Blay’s House) also performed
moderately against accessibility/ constraints but weakly
against the purposes of the Green Belt and are proposed as
‘Additional Preferred Sites’. On this basis the TCE land
should be allocated.

The SSMA considers the site to be medium performing
against accessibility and constraints, however was not
taken forward for allocation or release due to its
performance against the Green Belt. The Arup Stage 2
Green Belt Review considered the sub-area of land
performed strongly against Green Belt purposes and as
such its allocation or release would not form sustainable
patterns of development. Arup have responded to their
scoring of the sub-area and the Council concur with their
response. On that basis it is not proposed to re-evaluate
the site in the SSMA.

No action
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Pegasus Groups on
behalf of St Edward

Rep 1498

Land at Great Grove Farm

Do not consider the Council’s approach to be robust. There
are two underlying reasons for this:
i. The sites have not been properly assessed, meaning the

additional allocations are not the most appropriate
i. Assessment of Sites
-The principle of a further Green Belt Review (GBRP2) being
undertaken, with a more finely grained approach to assess
sites which make up part of a larger parcel, is supported.
- The Council have suggested they will use the findings of the
GBRP2 to inform their subsequent allocations. However, the
Council’s Site Selection Methodology & Assessment has
failed to give proper consideration to such findings. This is
clearly illustrated by the Council’s consideration of SLAA site
46 in the SSMA (sub area 25 in the GBRP2).
-Site 46 was identified within the GBRP2 as only having a
moderate overall score against the Green Belt purposes, as
were the two subsequent additional allocations at Blays
House and St Peters Hospital. Site 46 actually had an
identical score (of 6) as St Peters Hospital, and was very
similar to Blays House (5). All 3 sites were therefore part of
the 45 areas that the GBRP2 recommended to the Council
for further consideration -ie they had been identified as not
being the best performing sites in the Green Belt, and their
allocation for development, would not detract significantly
from the Green Belt.
-The GBRP2 did not confirm they should be allocated, due to
the need to consider other matters in the balancing exercise,
but in terms of the impact upon the Green Belt, their
allocation was considered justified.
-The SSMA is broken down into a number of sieving stages,
the general principle of which is not objected to. At Stage 3 of
the SSMA, Site 46 is categorised as ‘Medium-High’ (when
High is best) in terms of its Accessibility Performance, and
‘Low-Medium’ (when Low is best) in terms of constraints. This
effectively ranks the site as more appropriate for
development than 73% of the others being considered at
Stage 3. Of interest, it also scores better than the eventually
allocated site at Blays House, which scores Medium against
both Accessibility and Constraints.
-Site 46 is taken forward to be assessed at Stage 4 of the
SSMA, which considers Non-Significant Non-Absolute
Constraints. The site is found acceptable in this respect, with

The Council consider their approach to site selection to
be robust and the additional sites to be the most
appropriate given the findings of the Site Selection
Methodology & Assessment (SSMA) the methodology of
which is noted as being broadly supported in principle by
the representor. Sites have been considered in the round
in the SSMA against a number of accessibility and other
physical constraints as well as their performance against
Green Belt purposes as reviewed by Arup in the Green
Belt Review Stages 1 & 2. The SSMA has taken account
of the findings of the Arup Stage 2 GBR in its
consideration of the site at Great Grove Farm. This can
be seen in Stage 5 of the selection process. Whilst it is
noted that Arup consider that a small parcel of land in the
south west corner of the site performs more weakly
against Green Belt purposes and could be released (sub-
area 25i), this was not true of the larger site area (sub-
area 25) which was not recommended for release in its
entirety. This is one of a very few instances where the
Council disagrees with Arup’s conclusions and as set out
in the SSMA, the Council does not consider releasing the
site at Great Grove Farm (either sub areas 25 or 25i) to
be a rounding off of the settlement and would push the
built envelope of the village further north, reducing the
important gap between Ottershaw & Chertsey.

No action
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the comment made that the ‘design will need to
incorporate/enhance features which make a positive
contribution to landscape principles…’ .
-The site is therefore considered as part of Stage 5 of the
SSMA, which is described as considering how the sites
perform in terms of Green Belt purposes, as informed by the
Runnymede Green Belt Review Parts 1 and 2. Site 46 was
considered in great detail by the GBRP2, against the Green
Belt purposes, and its release from the Green Belt was found
to be appropriate in such terms. It therefore seems
unreasonable that the Council have chosen to dismiss the
site at Stage 5 of the SSMA due to it not ‘representing a
rounding-off of the urban area pushing settlement boundaries
north beyond existing defensible GB boundaries and
physically closing gap between Ottershaw/Chertsey. Greater
weight attached to protection of Green Belt’
The purpose of the GBRP2 was to assess the performance of
more detailed sites against the purposes of the Green Belt.
Site 46 was found by the GBRP2 to be appropriate for
development in this respect, yet the Council’s subsequent
SSMA has considered it inappropriate for allocation due to its
impact on Green Belt purposes despite it performing well in
terms of the accessibility and constraints criteria. It is an
inconsistent approach, and one that results in less
appropriate sites passing through Stage 5 of the SSMA.
-The importance and relevance of the Stage 5 ‘sieve’ in the
SSMA is that 20 of the 21 sites which pass it, are
subsequently allocated for development. The only one which
was not subsequently allocated (V Water West) was due to a
number of different landowners being involved and part of the
site being unavailable. It is therefore reasonable to believe
that had Site 46 passed through Stage 5, it would have
subsequently been recommended for allocation by the
SSMA.
-It would be understandable if a site considered to be
appropriate for release by the GBRP2 was subsequently not
allocated due to other planning considerations which form
part of the overall balance. However, in this instance, Site 46,
and other sites, have not been taken forward due to their
alleged impact on the Green Belt, when the GBRP2 has
found such impact to be acceptable.
-Site 46 should be considered appropriate for removal from
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the Green Belt and allocated for development because it is
within a sustainable location, available now and there are no
constraints that may otherwise prevent or delay development
from coming forward. The potential benefits associated with
the development of this site include a new country park /
SANG, a new primary school, a new civic space, new
community facilities, strategic infrastructure improvements
The SSMA, and subsequent allocations identified cannot
therefore be considered to be robust, and the approach
needs to be amended to reflect this.

Do not consider the allocation at Blays House, Englefield
Green to be justified. The Council’s site selection process has
identified that there are more appropriate sites for residential
development than Blays House. The site registered ‘medium’
scores against Accessibility criteria and Constraints as part of
Stage 3 of the Council’s SSMA. As a result it was not
considered to be as appropriate to accommodate residential
development as other sites, such as Site 46 at Ottershaw,
which were also classed as having a moderate impact on the
Green Belt purposes, as part of the GBRP2.

Comments noted, however, it is considered that the
release of Blay’s House is consistent with the SSMA
when considering sites in the round and with the
Council’s overall spatial strategy for development over
the plan period.

Cunnane Town Planning The land is infill, within 250m of Ottershaw and does not fulfil The SSMA has considered the site and whilst it No action
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on behalf of Ottershaw
Cacti Nursery

Rep 1507

Ottershaw Cacti Nursery

purposes of Green Belt. This is supported by the
sustainability assessment, Habitat Regulations assessment.
Seeks the site to be included within ‘Ottershaw East’
allocation.

performed well in terms of accessibility, constraints and
performance against the Green Belt, it is considered that
the site if released from the Green Belt on its own or with
other sites at Bousley Rise east of the public footpath
would either appear as an incongruous form of
development almost entirely surrounded by Green Belt on
its own and threaten the permanence of Green Belt
boundaries given the irregular boundary pattern and form
of properties within Bousley Rise.

Kitewood

Rep 1508

Wey Manor Farm

The site is well served by public transport and there is a
convenience store within 450m. In the context of the
settlement as a whole and the accessibility to service centres,
not aware of any site being promoted could be considered to
have better accessibility than this site.

There are no significant infrastructure improvements that
would be required to facilitate site access and no significant
upgrades would be needed in the wider highway network to
deliver the site in the short-term.

Agree with the Council’s assessment that the Wey Manor
Farm site is not subject to any absolute constraints that would
restrict development. However, the Council’s report could not
be considered sound in relation to assessment of non-
absolute constraints because it does not reflect the most
recent evidence relating to the Wey Manor Farm site. The
site is not valuable in terms of mineral, agricultural land
quality or open space. The only applicable non- absolute
constraints are the site’s proximity to the SPA and the small
area of the site which falls into Flood Zones 2 and 3. The
impact on the SPA is proposed to be mitigated on-site and
any planning applications would be supported by a Flood
Risk Assessment.

Approximately half of the site area in sub-area 6 is located
within flood zones 2 and 3. If the site were to be developed
independently of sub-area 12, an FRA including a sequential
assessment would be undertaken to justify the quantum of
proposed development. A very small proportion of sub- area

Comments are noted. The site will be re-assessed in the
final SSMA to support the Reg 19 consultation giving
consideration to the particular constraints noted, although
further evidence will still be required with respect to
minerals safeguarding. In terms of flood risk as the SSMA
already states, areas within flood risk zone 2/3 could be
mitigated through use as green space and this has been
taken into account. The green space point is noted and
whilst this is not a designated green space which is
publically accessible, it does perform a visual amenity
role which has been taken into account. This is consistent
with how the Council has considered other sites with non-
accessible green space in the SSMA. With respect to the
site not requiring any significant infrastructure the
Council’s Strategic Highways Assessment Report does
indicate a congestion hot spot at the junction of Liberty
Lane/Brighton Road//Garfield Road which may need to
be mitigated through highway improvements.

Update constraints
section of SSMA
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12 is located within flood zone 2 and the site could therefore
be fully developed without any risk of flood.

The Wey Manor Farm site is located within a ‘mineral
safeguarding area’ although it doesn’t form part of the
Addlestone Quarry site to the north which is controlled by
Cemex.  Have been in liaison with Cemex and they have
advised the following in relation to the potential for mineral
deposit; “We believe it to be of poor quality bearing in mind
we worked the adjoining land. We certainly would not be
interested to work it”. Notwithstanding this, if there is proved
to be a viable quantum of mineral on the site, this doesn’t
restrict the allocation of the site for housing. It would however
mean that prior extraction may be required. On the matter of
prior extraction, but understand that the mineral could be
removed and worked off-site which means that there would
be no delay to the delivery of housing.

Agricultural Land Classification:
A detailed Soils and Agricultural Land Classification (ALC)
survey of the site was carried out by RPS in May 2016. This
could therefore be considered the most up-to- date available
evidence and the Council’s assessment should therefore by
updated to reflect this information. The survey found that
approximately 76% of the proposal site was Grade 3a land
and 24% Grade 3b land. None of the land comprises Grade
2.
A copy of the report is enclosed.

The final non-absolute constraint to be considered is the
allocation of the site as ‘urban green space’. There are no
public rights of way across the site and it is therefore not
publicly accessible. In 2015, we were advised by RBC, that
the site will not be given open space status due to its physical
inaccessibility to the public. The urban green space allocation
is therefore no longer applicable to the Wey Manor Farm site.

WYG on behalf of Re
Creo

Rep 1509

Land North of Green

The Green Lane site should be part of the additional
provision the Council is now intending to make. This site
meets all of the requirements for inclusion in a Local Plan as
well as performing well in in Green Belt terms in comparison
with sites that the Council is proposing be allocated. It could
deliver about 250 dwellings, including 100 affordable units,

The site referred to has been considered and assessed
through the SSMA. Whilst it is a medium-high performing
site against accessibility and constraints, it performs
strongly in Green Belt terms. The site is sensitive in terms
of its Green Belt location between the built up areas of
Addlestone and Chertsey and therefore greater weight is

No action
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Lane, Addlestone and do so in the first five years of the Local Plan. attached to the protection of the Green Belt, in line with

national policy. The site was therefore not taken any
further forward in the site selection process.

DP9 Ltd on behalf of
Elysian Residences

Rep 1510

Home Farm, Virginia
Water

Runnymede SSMA conducts a 7 stage assessment with
qualitative judgements made on positive or negative impacts
on certain criteria. Site 212 was discounted at stage 3 on the
basis of non-absolute constraints regarding minerals
safeguarding.

DP9 have carried out their own site selection assessment of
the consolidated site at Home Farm based on the Council’s
methodology and taken the site through to later stages of
assessment including comparison against Green Belt and
Sustainability Appraisal.

Comments on the consolidated site at Home Farm are
noted as well as the site selection appraisal undertaken
by DP9. The Council will consider these points when
updating its Site Selection evidence to support the
Regulation 19 Consultation including the sites reappraisal
at Stage 3.

Update constraints
section of SSMA

WS Architecture on behalf
of Windsor Homes

Rep 1534

Ottershaw East

Council’s assessment in SSMA that greater weight is
attached to the protection of Green Belt on eastern part of the
site (east of public footpath) is erroneous and not based on
any landscape visual impact assessment. The topography of
the site and natural boundaries should also be taken into
consideration on top of the location of the footpath.

The SSMA has considered a range of physical and policy
constraints in determining which sites are better
performing and could be allocated in the Local Plan. This
includes a consideration of the recommendations in the
Stage 2 Green Belt Review undertaken by Arup. The
Stage 2 GBR did not recommend that the entirety of the
Ottershaw East site be released and considered that it
could subject to further sub-division. The GBR Stage 2
review comments that the south east area (east of the
footpath) performs more strongly against Green Belt
purposes. The Council has taken this recommendation
into account in considering where site allocation
boundaries should be set. As such, greater weight has
been attached to the performance of the site against
Green Belt purposes east of the footpath and determined
that the footpath is the most logical, defensible and
durable boundary.

In terms of a landscape visual impact assessment, the
quality (or lack of) landscape quality is not a reason for
designating or de-designating Green Belt as it is not one
of its fundamental purposes. Whilst this is a consideration
in the overall sustainability of the site, greater weight has
been given to protection of the Green Belt and its local
and strategic role given the performance against Green
Belt purposes.

No action
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Whilst the Stage 2 GBR recommends that the northeast
area of the Ottershaw East site could be released, the
Council are of the opinion that this would not form
defensible and durable boundaries given the irregular
pattern and form of boundaries in this area particularly
where this adjoins the south east parcel of land.

CBRE on behalf of Ashill
Developments Ltd

Rep 1537

Stroude Road Farm

The representor has concerns regarding the site selection
methodology used in the Council’s Site Selection
Methodology Assessment (SSMA) and considers that there is
a lack of transparency in respect of final site selection which
results in a lack of clarity and ultimately undermines the
soundness of the proposed plan. Specifically it is commented
that the balancing exercise, for not only this site, but the
majority of other others assessed in the SSMA is unduly
limited. For example, the analysis does not consider the
significant benefits the scheme would bring in terms of
delivery of housing and essential infrastructure.

There is no clear and/or sufficiently detailed rationale in the
SSMA from the Council demonstrating exceptional
circumstances to release the preferred housing sites in the
Green Belt.

The proposed growth strategy in Virginia Water is to focus
growth on two Green Belt sites at Virginia Water North and
Virginia Water South. Both of these proposed sites are
constrained with respect of access, are in multiple
ownerships and are not sustainably located with respect to
the existing settlement of Virginia Water and key
infrastructure (i.e. Virginia Water Station). Stroude Farm is
considered a preferable option as it is in single ownership,
has safe means of access, provides significant community
benefits and is significantly more sustainable in respect of
existing infrastructure.

Concerns noted, however the Council considers that its
SSMA fairly weighs up the sustainability credentials of a
site in terms of its accessibility and constraints and its
performance against Green Belt purposes.

Alongside its regulation 19 (draft plan) consultation, the
Council will be publishing its exceptional circumstances
for amending Green Belt boundaries in the Borough.

The Council’s evidence, in particular its Site Selection
Methodology and Assessment supports that Virginia
Water North and South are preferable sites for allocation
in the Local Plan than the Stroude Farm site.

No action
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	1.Introduction& Background Evidence
	1.Introduction& Background Evidence
	1.Introduction& Background Evidence

	1.1The Runnymede Local Plan 2030will be the document which allocates land in theBorough for a variety of uses, but primarily new housing, employment and retaildevelopment.
	1.1The Runnymede Local Plan 2030will be the document which allocates land in theBorough for a variety of uses, but primarily new housing, employment and retaildevelopment.
	1.2Runnymede has undertaken a number of evidence studies toidentifyits developmentneeds and its potential land supply to meet these.Evidence has also been compiledtoassesshowwellthe Green Belt in theBorough performs.
	1.3This is the third and finalversion of the Site Selection Methodology and Assessment(SSMA)whichinformshousing and employment allocations in the Local Plan. Twodraft versions of the SSMA weresubject to consultation at the same time as the LocalPlan Issues, Options and Preferred Approaches (IOPA)and the Additional Sites &

	Options (ASO) consultations in 2016 & 2017 respectively.The comments made on thedraftversions of theSSMA and how they have been taken into account in this finalversion are set out in Appendices10& 11.
	Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
	1.4The joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) commissioned by Runnymedeand Spelthorne Borough Council’s sets out the level of objectively assessed housingneed (OAN) across the twoBoroughs which form theHousing Market Area (HMA).TheSHMAhas been updated since its first iteration and over the period 2016-2030finds anOANfor Runnymede of 498 dwellings per annum.
	1.4The joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) commissioned by Runnymedeand Spelthorne Borough Council’s sets out the level of objectively assessed housingneed (OAN) across the twoBoroughs which form theHousing Market Area (HMA).TheSHMAhas been updated since its first iteration and over the period 2016-2030finds anOANfor Runnymede of 498 dwellings per annum.

	Strategic Land Availability Assessment (SLAA)
	1.5Runnymede has undertaken aStrategicLandAvailability Assessment (SLAA) to informthe preparation of the Local Plan. The SLAA sets out the evidence for potential landsupply in the Borough for housing and employment sites after having undertaken a callfor sites in September 2015and October 2016. The sites identified from the call forsites and previous land availability assessments (where thesesitesare stillconsideredto be available) were set out withinan initial SLAAsitebook1to support the Local PlanIssues,O
	1.5Runnymede has undertaken aStrategicLandAvailability Assessment (SLAA) to informthe preparation of the Local Plan. The SLAA sets out the evidence for potential landsupply in the Borough for housing and employment sites after having undertaken a callfor sites in September 2015and October 2016. The sites identified from the call forsites and previous land availability assessments (where thesesitesare stillconsideredto be available) were set out withinan initial SLAAsitebook1to support the Local PlanIssues,O
	1.6The sites considered in the SLAA have been assessed as towhether theyaredeliverable andwhether they are suitable. The assessment of suitability takes intoaccount a numberofabsolute constraints which cannot be overcome, even if mitigationis proposed.This includes constraints such as functional floodplainand sites ofinternational importance for nature conservation such as the Thames Basin HeathsSpecial Protection Area.The SLAA also considers the suitability of sites against anumber of non-absolute constrai

	1Runnymede Initial SLAA Sitebook (2016) RBC. Available at:
	1Runnymede Initial SLAA Sitebook (2016) RBC. Available at:

	https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-
	https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-

	previously-known-as-the-SHLAA
	2
	2
	2
	Link

	Runnymede SLAA Final Methodology (2015) RBC. Available at:

	https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-
	https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/10103/Strategic-Land-Availability-Assessment-SLAA-

	previously-known-as-the-SHLAA
	previously-known-as-the-SHLAA
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	Spelthorne Borough Council sets out details of the absoluteand non-absoluteconstraints considered through the SLAA process.
	Spelthorne Borough Council sets out details of the absoluteand non-absoluteconstraints considered through the SLAA process.
	1.7However, the role of the SLAA is to consider thepotential land supplyto help meetdevelopmentneedsin Runnymede, but it is not the evidence which considers which ofthe submittedsites perform more stronglyor sustainablythan others and which shouldbe taken forwardto allocation. That is the role ofthe Local Plan supported bythismethodology and assessment, other evidenceand the Sustainability Appraisal.
	1.7However, the role of the SLAA is to consider thepotential land supplyto help meetdevelopmentneedsin Runnymede, but it is not the evidence which considers which ofthe submittedsites perform more stronglyor sustainablythan others and which shouldbe taken forwardto allocation. That is the role ofthe Local Plan supported bythismethodology and assessment, other evidenceand the Sustainability Appraisal.
	1.8The SLAA did not consider the Green Belt as an absolute constraint but as a policyconstraint.SLAA sites which were identified in the Green Belt have been appraisedthrough this assessment having regard to the Stage 1 and Stage 2 Green Belt Reviewsand the sifting process set out in the methodology of this assessment.As such, onlythose Green Belt sites which are recommended for allocationin this assessmenthavebeenconsidered suitableto meet development needs (unless the sites were found tobe previously devel

	Employment Land Review (ELR)
	1.9TheRunnymede Employment Land Review (ELR) considers the need for additional
	1.9TheRunnymede Employment Land Review (ELR) considers the need for additional

	employment floorspace across the Borough to 2035. Based on projected labour supply,there is estimated to be a surplus of 30,957sqm of office floorspace but a deficit of105,797sqm ofstorage & distribution (use class B8) floorspace.This is based on ahousing figure of 466 dwellings per annum.However evidence as updated in theSHMA considers the employment projections in the ELR to be too optimistic and that alower level of employment floorspace is required over the plan period to 2030.
	Green Belt Review
	1.10TheGreen Belt Review (GBR)Part 1undertaken by consultants Arup on behalf of theBorough Council considered whether the whole of the Green Belt in Runnymede stillmeets the purposes of the Green Belt as set out in paragraphs 79 and 80 of theNational Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).ThePart1 GBRsplit the Green Belt intoa number of land parcels and considered how each of these performed against anumber of criteria which were developed by the consultants and through Duty toCooperate discussions.This included 
	1.10TheGreen Belt Review (GBR)Part 1undertaken by consultants Arup on behalf of theBorough Council considered whether the whole of the Green Belt in Runnymede stillmeets the purposes of the Green Belt as set out in paragraphs 79 and 80 of theNational Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).ThePart1 GBRsplit the Green Belt intoa number of land parcels and considered how each of these performed against anumber of criteria which were developed by the consultants and through Duty toCooperate discussions.This included 
	1.11ThePart1 GBRidentified a number of land parcels whichwhen refinedeither onlyweakly met Green Belt purposes or which did not meet purposes at all.These wereidentified as Resultant Land Parcels (RLPs)which the Councilcouldlook to removefrom the Green Belt, and which could then be used to meet development needs.
	1.12The first iteration of theSite Selection Methodology & Assessment considered thefindings of the Part1 GBR in determining how sitesperformed against Green Beltpurposes and aided in considering the balance between protection of the Green Beltand need for sustainabledevelopment. Following consultation of the Local Plan Issues,Options and Preferred Approaches Document in 2016a number of representationscommented that the land parcels in the Part1 GBR were too large to determinewhether smaller areas could be 


	1.13As such, Runnymede commissioned Arup to undertake a finer grained review of the
	1.13As such, Runnymede commissioned Arup to undertake a finer grained review of the
	1.13As such, Runnymede commissioned Arup to undertake a finer grained review of the

	Green Belt (Part2 GBR) to ensure that smaller parcels of land could be considered.However, the Part2 GBR did not re-examineevery land parcel from the Part1 GBRbut considered smaller parcelswhere they fell into definedbuffer zonesaround existingurban settlements in Runnymede. This methodology of only considering areas withinbuffer zonesor sites which are large enough to form their own settlementhas alsobeen adopted in this assessment as an initial sifting exercise and further detailscan befound in the method
	1.14In considering which sites to take forward from the SLAAfor potential allocation,Runnymede needs to consider the performance of each site and how they compare toone another. As such, a methodology is required that can assess sites in a consistentand robustway to ensure that the best performing sites are takenforward. As such,this methodology and assessment seeks to build on the evidence in the SLAA byapplying a more rigorous approach to constraints and sustainability issues as well ashow a site performs
	1.14In considering which sites to take forward from the SLAAfor potential allocation,Runnymede needs to consider the performance of each site and how they compare toone another. As such, a methodology is required that can assess sites in a consistentand robustway to ensure that the best performing sites are takenforward. As such,this methodology and assessment seeks to build on the evidence in the SLAA byapplying a more rigorous approach to constraints and sustainability issues as well ashow a site performs
	1.15As stated inparagraph 1.6, it is not the role of the SLAA to consider which sitesperform better than others and as such each siteidentified in theSLAAwithin thebuffer zones around urban settlements havebeen considered in this assessment toensure that all sites are considered in the round.It is clear from the initial and finalSLAA sitebookthat insufficient sites within the urban areas of Runnymede will comeforward to meet development needsover the Plan period (2015-2030). As such, andproviding ‘exception
	1.16A second iteration of the SSMA was published in May 2017 which took account of thesmaller sub-areas identified in the Part 2 GBR.During consultation of the ASO somecomments remainedthat the sub-areas considered by Arup in the Part 2 GBR are stilltoo large and should be refined further to what would be a site level assessment. Aruphas responded to these comments and considers that the sub-areas consideredin thePart 2 GBR remain the most appropriate and the Council therefore considers that theseare reason
	1.17It should also be noted that although the Council is in the main,fully supportive ofArup’s Green Belt Reviews, there areafew instances where the Council does notentirely agree with the findings of the Part 2 GBR. Where this is the case, the Councilhas taken account of the findings of the Part 2 GBR and sets out why it disagrees withthe findingsfor that particular site or sub-area.


	The Local Plan & Brownfield Register
	The Local Plan & Brownfield Register
	1.18Section 150 of the Housing &Planning Act 2016, provides for the making ofDevelopment Orders which can either grant permission in principle for sites which havebeen allocated in a qualifying document or by application to the Council. A qualifyingdocument can include a brownfield register. The brownfield register is a register of allpreviously developed land in the borough, which the Council considers suitable andavailable for housing led development. This can include previously developed land inthe Green
	1.18Section 150 of the Housing &Planning Act 2016, provides for the making ofDevelopment Orders which can either grant permission in principle for sites which havebeen allocated in a qualifying document or by application to the Council. A qualifyingdocument can include a brownfield register. The brownfield register is a register of allpreviously developed land in the borough, which the Council considers suitable andavailable for housing led development. This can include previously developed land inthe Green
	1.19Runnymede BoroughCouncil tookpart in the government’s pilot project for preparingbrownfield registersin 2016and thefirst brownfield register must be published by 31stDecember2017in accordance with Regulation 3(2) ofthe Brownfield RegisterRegulationsApril 20173.Since the publication of the Regulations the government hasalso published Planning Practice Guidance Notes on Brownfield Land Registers andPermission in Principle.
	1.20As such,somesites that are included within the brownfield register can be allocated fordevelopment with permission in principle automatically granted irrespective of locationhaving regard to national policy. The detailed impacts of any development proposed ata site granted by permission in principle are then considered by the Council through aTechnical Details application. The Technical Details application would not reconsiderthe principle of development as this will already have been granted by the per
	1.21Therefore, in order to inform potential sites for allocation through the Local Plan,consideration needs to be had to opportunities for allocating sites through a brownfieldregister instead.The Council has taken account of the Brownfield Register Regulationsand PPG notes on Brownfield Land Registers and Permissionin Principle andconsiders that inthe main it cannot include sites within the register and automaticallygrant permission in principle. This is either because a site falls within the 5km zone ofin
	1.22There are a number of sites identified in the interim and final SLAA sitebookwithin theGreen Belt which are partially developed. Whilst the developed areas of these sitescould be allocated through the brownfield register (subject to the issues highlighted inparagraph 1.21 above)their allocation through a Local Plan could potentially yieldhigher levels of development as the whole site would be included not just the areaconsidered to be previously developed. As such,thosesitesin the Green Beltwhicharepart
	1.23The former DERA site at Longcrosshas been confirmed by government to be one ofthe first 14 garden villages in England, although its allocation through the Local Plan isrequired to enable this. The area of the DERA site south ofthe M3is considered to bepartially previously developed and the area north of the M3 is now under constructionfor 200 residential units and 79,000sqm of employmentfloorspaceand other uses.The

	3The Town & Country Planning (Brownfield Land Register) Regulations 2017. Available at:
	3The Town & Country Planning (Brownfield Land Register) Regulations 2017. Available at:

	http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/403/contents/made
	http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/403/contents/made
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	site is considered to be large enough to create its own settlement and as such hasbeen considered in the round with all other sites in this SSMA.
	site is considered to be large enough to create its own settlement and as such hasbeen considered in the round with all other sites in this SSMA.
	1.24All sites within the urban area have not been considered through this site selection
	1.24All sites within the urban area have not been considered through this site selection

	assessment.In terms of both housing and employment sites there is a presumption infavour of development within existingurban areas and housing sites could be allocatedthrough the brownfield registersubject to para 1.21 above.As such, there isnoneed toconsiderurbanbrownfield housing/employment siteswithin this SSMA. This allows theLocal Plan to concentrate on those largersitesin the Green Beltwhich arefundamental to delivery of the spatial strategy.
	Thorpe
	1.25Runnymede has undertaken a Green Belt Villages Review. Stage 1 of the reviewconsidered whether any of the developedareas considered as villages within theRunnymede Green Belt should be returned to the urban area when assessed againstparagraph 86 of the National Planning PolicyFramework (NPPF). Stage 1 onlyrecommended thatthe village of Thorpe should be returned tothe urban area.
	1.25Runnymede has undertaken a Green Belt Villages Review. Stage 1 of the reviewconsidered whether any of the developedareas considered as villages within theRunnymede Green Belt should be returned to the urban area when assessed againstparagraph 86 of the National Planning PolicyFramework (NPPF). Stage 1 onlyrecommended thatthe village of Thorpe should be returned tothe urban area.
	1.26Stage 2 of the Green Villages Review considered where the detailed village boundaryshould be located around Thorpe. The boundaryreview recommendsa number ofsmall land parcelsaround the villagebe brought into the urban area andfor thepurposes of this site selection methodology the village of Thorpewith the additionalland parcels identified in the boundary review havebeen considered as part of theurban area.This means that those small land parcelsas set out in the Stage 2GreenBelt Villages Reviewand ident
	1.27It should also be noted that the Thorpe Industrial Estate is designated as urban area onthe current Local Plan Polices Map. However, the industrial estate isnotpart of any ofRunnymede’sresidentialsettlements, being detached from the settlements of bothEgham and Thorpe. Neither does the industrial estate have any of its own facilities orservices but is purely an employment area.As such to include the ThorpeIndustrialEstate asanurban area when it performs no residential function would beunreasonable.There
	1.28The Local Plan will allocate sites for retail/mixed usein the Borough’s town and localcentres, however,as these sites are all located in the urban area, alternatives for thistype of allocationhave not been considered within this methodology and assessment.


	2.Policy Context
	2.Policy Context
	National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)4
	2.1The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the overarching nationalpolicy for Local Plan making in England. It sets out a presumption in favour ofsustainable development and in paragraph 14 states that local planning authoritiesshould positively seek opportunities to meet thedevelopment needs of their area andthat Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impactsof doing so outweigh the benefits or where the NPPF indicates development should berestricted.
	2.1The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the overarching nationalpolicy for Local Plan making in England. It sets out a presumption in favour ofsustainable development and in paragraph 14 states that local planning authoritiesshould positively seek opportunities to meet thedevelopment needs of their area andthat Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs unless any adverse impactsof doing so outweigh the benefits or where the NPPF indicates development should berestricted.
	2.2Paragraph 157 bullet4of the NPPF states that Local Plans should indicate broadlocations for strategic development and bullet 5,that Local Plans shouldallocate sitesto promote development and flexible use of land, bringing new land forward wherenecessary. One of the tests of soundness forLocal Plans as set out in paragraph 182of the NPPF is that to be justified they should bebased onthe most appropriatestrategy when assessed against the reasonable alternatives. As such, the assessmentof sites and how they
	2.3The NPPF sets out guidance ona range of matters which is considered to be relevantto this methodologyand assessmentincluding:
	2.3The NPPF sets out guidance ona range of matters which is considered to be relevantto this methodologyand assessmentincluding:
	Accessibility–The NPPF supports patterns ofdevelopment which, wherereasonable to do so, facilitates the use of sustainable modes of transport (para29), ensures that development generating significant amounts of traffic are locatedwhere the need to travel is minimised (para 34) and where practical within large
	Accessibility–The NPPF supports patterns ofdevelopment which, wherereasonable to do so, facilitates the use of sustainable modes of transport (para29), ensures that development generating significant amounts of traffic are locatedwhere the need to travel is minimised (para 34) and where practical within large



	scale developments locate key facilities within walking distance of most properties.Planning should actively manage patterns of growth to make the fullest possibleuse of public transport, walking and cycling (para 17, bullet 11);
	Protection of Green Belt–TheNPPF sets out that Green Belt boundaries shouldonly be altered in exceptional circumstances(para 83),that if reviewing boundarieslocal planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainablepatterns of development (para 84)and that when defining boundaries localplanning authorities should ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy formeeting identified requirements for sustainable development, not include landunnecessary to keep permanently open, safegua
	Protection of Green Belt–TheNPPF sets out that Green Belt boundaries shouldonly be altered in exceptional circumstances(para 83),that if reviewing boundarieslocal planning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainablepatterns of development (para 84)and that when defining boundaries localplanning authorities should ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy formeeting identified requirements for sustainable development, not include landunnecessary to keep permanently open, safegua
	Land–Allocations of land for development should prefer land of lesserenvironmental value (para 17 bullet 7)with least environmental amenity value(para 110)and planning should encourage the effectiveuse of land by reusingland which has been previously developed (para 17 bullet 8 & 111).Lossofagricultural land should be of poorer quality rather than higher quality (para 112)and planning should protect and enhance valued landscapes, geologicalconservation interests and soils (para 109);
	Open Space–NPPF sets out that open space, sports and recreation buildings andland, including playing fields should not be built on subject to criteria (para 74) and

	4NPPF (2012) CLG. Available at:http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/
	4NPPF (2012) CLG. Available at:http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/
	4NPPF (2012) CLG. Available at:http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/



	designated Local Green Spaces will only be subject to development in very specialcircumstances (para 76);
	designated Local Green Spaces will only be subject to development in very specialcircumstances (para 76);
	Climate Change–NPPF sets out that local planning authorities should adoptproactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change taking account of floodrisk (para 94) and support locations for development which reduce greenhousegas emissions (para 95);
	Climate Change–NPPF sets out that local planning authorities should adoptproactive strategies to mitigate and adapt to climate change taking account of floodrisk (para 94) and support locations for development which reduce greenhousegas emissions (para 95);
	Natural Environment–TheNPPF seeks tominimise impacts on biodiversity andachieve net gains (para 109 bullet 3),promote the preservation, restoration and re-creation of priority habitats and ecological networks and protection of priorityspecies (para 117 bullet 3) and sets outprotection for designated sites (para 113 &

	118 bullet 6)as well as setting general protection for irreplaceable habitats,including ancient woodland (para 118 bullet 5);
	118 bullet 6)as well as setting general protection for irreplaceable habitats,including ancient woodland (para 118 bullet 5);

	Flood Risk–The NPPF sets out that inappropriate development in areas of floodriskshould be avoided and Local Plans should apply a sequential, risk basedapproach to the location of development (para 100);
	Flood Risk–The NPPF sets out that inappropriate development in areas of floodriskshould be avoided and Local Plans should apply a sequential, risk basedapproach to the location of development (para 100);
	Environmental Protection–TheNPPF seeks to avoid the risk to/from developmentof soil, air, water or noise pollution (para 109 bullet 5) and in preparing plans tomeet development needs the aim should be to minimise pollution and otheradverse effects on the local and natural environment (para 110).
	Heritage–Great weight should be given to the conservation of a heritage assetwith harm to assets exceptional or wholly exceptional depending on theirsignificance(para 132);
	Minerals–Local planning authorities should define Mineral Safeguarding Areasand adopt policies in order to ensure that mineral resources of local and nationalimportance are not sterilised (para 143 bullet 3).

	2.4The NPPF also sets out that Local Plans should be aspirational but realistic and that
	2.4The NPPF also sets out that Local Plans should be aspirational but realistic and that

	housingsites should either be deliverable or developable. The footnotes to paragraph47 bullets 1 & 2 state that to be deliverable sites should be available now, offer asuitable location for development and be achievable with a realistic prospect thathousing will be delivered on site in 5 years and is viable. To be developable a siteshould be in a suitable location for housing with a reasonable prospect that the site isavailable and is viable.
	2.5Paragraph 173 of the NPPF also sets out that Local Plans should be deliverable andthe sites and scale of development identified should not be subject to a scale ofobligationsor policy burdens so that development viability is threatened.
	2.5Paragraph 173 of the NPPF also sets out that Local Plans should be deliverable andthe sites and scale of development identified should not be subject to a scale ofobligationsor policy burdens so that development viability is threatened.

	National Planning Policy for Waste (NPPW)5
	2.6The NPPW sets out national planningpolicy onwaste related matters. The NPPW setsout that waste planning authorities should identify in their LocalPlans sites and/orareas for new or enhanced waste management facilities and consider a broad range oflocations, giving priority to the re-use of previously developed land.
	2.6The NPPW sets out national planningpolicy onwaste related matters. The NPPW setsout that waste planning authorities should identify in their LocalPlans sites and/orareas for new or enhanced waste management facilities and consider a broad range oflocations, giving priority to the re-use of previously developed land.
	2.7Surrey County Council is the waste authority for theRunnymede area and as such isresponsible for preparing the Waste Local Plan.

	5NPPW (2014) CLG. Available at:
	5NPPW (2014) CLG. Available at:
	5NPPW (2014) CLG. Available at:
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-
	policy-for-waste



	National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)6
	National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)6
	2.8The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) supports the NPPF and adds additionalguidance to some of the policy areas set outwithin it.
	2.8The Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) supports the NPPF and adds additionalguidance to some of the policy areas set outwithin it.
	2.9The PPG note onHousing & Economic Land Availability Assessmentssets out themethodology to be used when preparing Strategic Land Availability Assessments(SLAA). The PPG note advocates a 5 stage approachand this has already beenundertaken by Runnymede Borough Council in terms of stages 1 and 2 with thepublication of the draftandpreparation of thefinalSLAA sitebook.
	2.10The PPG advises that at Stage 2 plan makers should identify:
	2.10The PPG advises that at Stage 2 plan makers should identify:
	Physical limitations or problems such as access, infrastructure, ground conditions,flood risk, hazardousrisks, pollution or contamination;
	Physical limitations or problems such as access, infrastructure, ground conditions,flood risk, hazardousrisks, pollution or contamination;
	Potential impacts including the effect upon landscapes including landscape features,nature and heritage conservation;
	Appropriateness and likely market attractiveness for the type of developmentproposed;
	Contribution to regenerationofpriority areas;
	Environmental/amenity impacts experienced by would be occupiers andneighbouring areas.



	2.11The PPG note onLocal Planssets out that policies in a Local Plan should recognisethediverse types of housing needed in their area and where appropriate identifyspecific sites for all types of housing to meet anticipated housing requirements.
	2.11The PPG note onLocal Planssets out that policies in a Local Plan should recognisethediverse types of housing needed in their area and where appropriate identifyspecific sites for all types of housing to meet anticipated housing requirements.

	6PPG (2014) CLG. Available at:
	6PPG (2014) CLG. Available at:
	6PPG (2014) CLG. Available at:
	http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/
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	3.Comparative Studies
	3.Comparative Studies
	3.1In order to propose a robust and credible methodology for assessing sites forallocationin the Runnymede Local Plan, a review of comparative studies has been undertaken tocheck for any best practice or consistent approaches. Table 3-1 sets out the detailsofa number of studies for comparison.
	3.1In order to propose a robust and credible methodology for assessing sites forallocationin the Runnymede Local Plan, a review of comparative studies has been undertaken tocheck for any best practice or consistent approaches. Table 3-1 sets out the detailsofa number of studies for comparison.

	Table 3-1: Comparative Studies
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Authority Area

	TD
	Figure
	Methodology


	Blaby District
	Blaby District
	Blaby District
	Council
	Site Selection
	Methodology7

	Sets out a 5 stage approach as follows:-
	Sets out a 5 stage approach as follows:-
	Stage 1-Initial site identification for sites meeting minimumsize threshold
	Stage 2–Sites considered against sustainability criteriaincluding social, economicand environmental factors. Eachfactor assessed against a range of standards
	Stage 3–Compliance with Core Strategy locationalprinciples
	Stage 4–Sustainability Appraisal
	Stage 5–Conclusions and recommendations
	No weighting given to individual sustainability factors andscoring is qualitative based on traffic light approach tostandards.


	Ryedale District
	Ryedale District
	Ryedale District
	Council
	Site Selection
	Methodology8

	Sets out a 3  stageapproach as follows:
	Sets out a 3  stageapproach as follows:
	Stage 1–Initial sift of sites which do not fit with Local PlanStrategy and which have significant constraints such asdesignated sites, heritage assetsand floodplain.
	Stage 2–Made up of three different assessments
	1)Considerskeystrategicconsiderationssuchasaccessibility, highways and flood risk;
	1)Considerskeystrategicconsiderationssuchasaccessibility, highways and flood risk;
	2)  Considers groups of thematic considerations whichinfluence merits of each site;
	3)  Considers the deliverability ofeachsite in terms ofphysical, commercial, legal andother factors

	Stage 3–Represents the outcome of stages 1 & 2
	Differentweighting applied to different assessments atstage 2 with assessment 1 given more significant weight.
	Scoring system is not on points but on a rating system usingpositive or negative effects.


	Selby District
	Selby District
	Selby District
	Council

	Sets out a 4 stage approach as follows:-


	7Site Selection Methodology (2016) Blaby District Council. Available at:
	7Site Selection Methodology (2016) Blaby District Council. Available at:

	http://www.blaby.gov.uk/about-the-council/strategies-plans-policies/environment-and-planning/local-
	http://www.blaby.gov.uk/about-the-council/strategies-plans-policies/environment-and-planning/local-

	plan/local-plan-delivery-dpd/
	8
	8
	8
	Link

	Site Selection Methodology (2014) Rydale District Council. Available at:

	http://www.ryedaleplan.org.uk/local-plan-sites
	http://www.ryedaleplan.org.uk/local-plan-sites
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	A Framework forSite Selection9
	A Framework forSite Selection9
	Stage 1–Initial sift of sites to account for absoluteconstraints such as floodplain, designated sites and otherissues such as proximity tourban areas.
	Stage 2–Qualitativeassessment based on accessibility toa range offacilities as well as flood risk, physical &infrastructureconstraintsandimpactoninternational/national sites (SPA, SAC, SSSI).
	Stage 3–Qualitative assessment against a range of non-absolute constraints.
	Stage 4–Deliverability considered in terms of availabilityand achievability.
	The methodology uses a criteria based approach usingstandardsdevelopedfromevidence/guidance/goodpractice. Each site is scored against standards using atraffic light system to describe positive or negative results.
	South StaffordshireCouncil
	Site AllocationsDocument:MethodologyPaper10
	Contains a number of stages of which the most relevantinclude:-
	Stage 1–Starting pointare SHLAA sites in compliance withthe spatial strategy. Sites not adjoining village boundariesexcluded. Sites with absolute constraints excluded.
	Stage 2–Applies a site size threshold according to adoptedpolicy (10 or more dwellings or 0.3ha for mainserviceareas).
	Stage 3–Sites assessed against two tiers of selectioncriteria. Sites ranked against tier 1 criteria including GreenBelt impact with top 2-3 taken forward for assessmentagainst tier 2 criteria with remaining sites considered in theround.
	West BerkshireBorough Council
	Housing SiteAllocations DPD–Background Paper11:Approach toHousing SiteAllocations
	Appendix B sets outa two stage approach focussing onsites considered to be potentially developable in theSHLAA. Stages are as follows:
	Stage 1–Initial sift of sites excluding those with absoluteconstraints andwhich did not meetsite sizethreshold. Siteswithin settlement areas also excluded on the basis thatthere is a presumption in favour of development and noneed to allocate.
	Stage 2–Sites not excluded by stage 1 are consideredagainst a range of further constraints and criteria. All sites
	9A Framework for Site Selection (2015) Arup. Available at:
	9A Framework for Site Selection (2015) Arup. Available at:
	9A Framework for Site Selection (2015) Arup. Available at:
	http://www.selby.gov.uk/plan-selby-site-
	allocations-draft-framework-site-selection

	10Site Allocations Document: Methodology Paper (2014) South Staffordshire Council. Available at:

	http://www.sstaffs.gov.uk/your_services/strategic_services/planning_policy_-
	_local_plans/site_allocations/initial_issues_and_options.aspx
	_local_plans/site_allocations/initial_issues_and_options.aspx

	11West Berkshire Housing Site Allocations DPD Background Paper (2015) West Berks Borough
	11West Berkshire Housing Site Allocations DPD Background Paper (2015) West Berks Borough
	11West Berkshire Housing Site Allocations DPD Background Paper (2015) West Berks Borough
	Council. Available at:
	http://info.westberks.gov.uk/index.aspx?articleid=32494
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	Part
	Table
	TR
	not excluded by stage 1 were subject toSustainabilityAppraisal.

	Woking Borough
	Woking Borough
	Woking Borough
	Council
	Site Assessment
	Methodology12

	Sets out a2 stage approach as follows:-
	Sets out a2 stage approach as follows:-
	Stage 1–Identifies sites from the Strategic Housing LandAvailability Assessment and Employment Land Review.Sites of fewer than 10 units or500sqm commercialfloorspace excluded.Sites excluded on basis of absoluteconstraints including zone 3 flood risk, designated sites ormitigation for designated sites.
	Stage 2–Reasonable alternative site options supported aspreferred sitesor rejected on the basis of sustainabilityappraisal and associated tests which include arange ofnon-absolute constraints.The SA framework is used toscore each site in terms of its likely impact either (positive ornegative) rather than point scoring. Deliverability of sitesassessed and preferred sites in the Green Belt will beassessed against the purposes of the Green Belt informedby Green Belt Review.



	3.2The above comparator reviews highlight a number of similar stages in a site selectionmethodology. Allmethodologiesreviewedhave an initial stage of sifting sites so thatthose with known constraints which cannot be overcome are excluded early in theprocess. Three of thesixmethodologies also exclude sites which do not adjoin or layadjacentto existing urban/settlement areasandfourexcludesome sitesbased onasite sizethreshold.Only one of the methodologies uses weighting of differentconstraints as a factor, but
	3.2The above comparator reviews highlight a number of similar stages in a site selectionmethodology. Allmethodologiesreviewedhave an initial stage of sifting sites so thatthose with known constraints which cannot be overcome are excluded early in theprocess. Three of thesixmethodologies also exclude sites which do not adjoin or layadjacentto existing urban/settlement areasandfourexcludesome sitesbased onasite sizethreshold.Only one of the methodologies uses weighting of differentconstraints as a factor, but

	12Site Selection Methodology (2015) Woking Borough Council. Available at:
	12Site Selection Methodology (2015) Woking Borough Council. Available at:

	http://www.woking2027.info/allocations
	http://www.woking2027.info/allocations
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	4.Site Selection Methodology
	4.Site Selection Methodology
	4.1Given the findings from the review of comparator methodologies, it is clearthat a multi-step approach to site assessment is required. Whilst there were some differencesbetween the methodologiesreviewed in section 3there are also a number ofsimilaritieswhich can be taken forward.
	4.1Given the findings from the review of comparator methodologies, it is clearthat a multi-step approach to site assessment is required. Whilst there were some differencesbetween the methodologiesreviewed in section 3there are also a number ofsimilaritieswhich can be taken forward.
	4.2The majority ofthemethodologiesrevieweddid not assess sites through a pointscoring exercise, rather they were assessed on positive or negative impactsand a

	qualitative assessment madeon officer judgement. This methodology will use the sameapproach by considering whether sites have positiveor negative impacts on certaincriteria based on performance against a range of standards where appropriate.In themain, the methodologies also assessed both housing and employment sites againstthe same criteria with some tweaks or additional criteria.
	4.3The reason for not choosing a point scoring exercise is that scores can sometimes bemisleading or not represent the true impact of a site. There may be occasions where asite could score highly, but there may be a fundamental constraint which cannot beovercome and which would not be reflected in the score. Whilst weighting could beapplied to the scoring exercise for a range of constraints, this again could still result inanomalous results.
	4.3The reason for not choosing a point scoring exercise is that scores can sometimes bemisleading or not represent the true impact of a site. There may be occasions where asite could score highly, but there may be a fundamental constraint which cannot beovercome and which would not be reflected in the score. Whilst weighting could beapplied to the scoring exercise for a range of constraints, this again could still result inanomalous results.
	4.4The conclusions of the Runnymede Green Belt Review Parts1 & 2are also consideredin this methodology with sites considered against these.
	4.5Therefore the following stages for the site selection assessment are as follows:

	Stage 1:Aninitial sift of sites;
	Stage 2:Undertake SA/SEA of all sites carried forward fromStage 1as anindependent assessment;
	Stage3:Assessment ofaccessibility &comparesites againstsignificantnon-absoluteconstraintsas identified in the Green Belt Reviews;
	Stage 4:Compare sites againstnon-significant andnon-absolute constraints identifiedin the Green Belt Reviews;
	Stage 5:Assesssites taken forward from stages 1, 3 &4 with findings of the GreenBelt Reviews;
	Stage 6:Consider the performance of sites in this assessment and the SustainabilityAppraisal and recommend sites for allocation;
	Stage 7:Deliverability of sites taken forward from stage 6;Stage 8:Consider capacity of sites taken forward from stage 713.
	13Capacity analysis of sites set out in a separate evidence study available at:https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/12181/Site-Selection-and-Capacity-Work
	13Capacity analysis of sites set out in a separate evidence study available at:https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/12181/Site-Selection-and-Capacity-Work
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	4.6In order to ensure that only those sites which could beconsidered reasonablealternatives,Stage 1 of this methodologycontainsan initial sift of sites.
	4.6In order to ensure that only those sites which could beconsidered reasonablealternatives,Stage 1 of this methodologycontainsan initial sift of sites.
	4.6In order to ensure that only those sites which could beconsidered reasonablealternatives,Stage 1 of this methodologycontainsan initial sift of sites.
	4.7For housing,all SLAA sites will beconsidered aside from those where the SLAAproforma indicatesa use other than housing.For employment, only those siteswherethe SLAA site proforma indicatedthat an employment use might be considered orwhere sites are undeveloped housing reserve siteshavebeenconsidered. If the SLAAsite proforma didnot indicate thathousing/employment use would beconsidered by theland owner/promoter, then it is considered that the site is notavailable forhousing/employmentusesand is not there
	4.8To ensure consistency between this methodology andthe Green Belt Reviews, Stage1will include the same absolute constraints as the Green Belt Reviews, with theexception of Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) given thatthis designationdoes not occur in Runnymede. From the review of comparator methodologies a

	number of other criteriawillalsobe included at thisstage, some ofwhich were notincluded in the Green Belt Reviews. As such,there is considered to be merit inconsidering a number of additional criteria for consideration in the stage 1 sift. Theseare outlined in the paragraphs below.
	4.9The initial siftwillfocus on those sites which are entirely covered by an absoluteconstraint or other criteriaor which fallentirelyoutside of an urban buffer area (seeparagraphs4.11 to 4.15below). Thiswillensure that sites arenot excluded in theirentirety in Stage 1 where alterations to a site boundarycould bemadeto removeabsolute constraintsor where areas of absolute constraint could be consideredforother uses i.e. open space.
	4.9The initial siftwillfocus on those sites which are entirely covered by an absoluteconstraint or other criteriaor which fallentirelyoutside of an urban buffer area (seeparagraphs4.11 to 4.15below). Thiswillensure that sites arenot excluded in theirentirety in Stage 1 where alterations to a site boundarycould bemadeto removeabsolute constraintsor where areas of absolute constraint could be consideredforother uses i.e. open space.
	4.10The initial sift will therefore focus on:

	Proximity to Settlement
	4.11The draft SSMA focused on an initial sift of sites with thosenot adjoiningthe urbanareas of Runnymedeexcluded at Stage 1 unless they wereof a size which couldformtheir ownsettlement.Following on from the Part2 Green Belt Review work thisparticular criteria for an initial sift has been amended and now considers sites based onwhether they fall within a ‘buffer’ which has been placed aroundeach urban areaof theborough or whether they would be large enough to form their own settlement.
	4.11The draft SSMA focused on an initial sift of sites with thosenot adjoiningthe urbanareas of Runnymedeexcluded at Stage 1 unless they wereof a size which couldformtheir ownsettlement.Following on from the Part2 Green Belt Review work thisparticular criteria for an initial sift has been amended and now considers sites based onwhether they fall within a ‘buffer’ which has been placed aroundeach urban areaof theborough or whether they would be large enough to form their own settlement.
	4.12The buffer approach was developed in response to a number of representations madeat the IOPA stage of Local Plan preparation which stated that the land parcelsconsideredin the Part1 Green Belt Review were too large and that if smaller areashad been considered then a different outcome may have been reached. However,rather than re-visiteach land parcel from the Part1 work and splitinto smaller parcels,the Part2 workhas focussed on buffer ‘zones’placed around each urban area inRunnymede.
	4.13The buffer approach is consideredto bemore spatially focussed and aproportionateresponse to assessingsmaller land parcels in theBorough and isjustified given theseriously fragmented nature of the Green Belt in North West Surrey. Using widerbuffers would alsotosome degree duplicate the Part1 work.
	4.14In developing the extent of buffers to place around Runnymede’s urban areas regardhas beenhad to comparable studies carried outin other authority areas,tothefragmented nature of the Green Belt in North West Surrey and toRunnymede’s centre
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	hierarchy. This resulted in a buffer ‘zone’ extending 400m out from areas with Town orKey Service Centres and 250m from areas with only Local Service Centres andsurrounding urban areas. Table 4-1 sets out the buffer zonesapplied to each urbanarea.
	hierarchy. This resulted in a buffer ‘zone’ extending 400m out from areas with Town orKey Service Centres and 250m from areas with only Local Service Centres andsurrounding urban areas. Table 4-1 sets out the buffer zonesapplied to each urbanarea.
	Table 4-1:Identified Buffer Zones
	Town Centre/Key Service Centre (400m
	Town Centre/Key Service Centre (400m
	Town Centre/Key Service Centre (400m
	Local Service Centre andSurrounding

	Addlestone
	Addlestone
	Addlestone
	Chertsey/Chertsey South
	Egham
	New Haw/Woodham
	Virginia Water

	Englefield Green
	Englefield Green
	Ottershaw
	Thorpe Village



	4.15In undertaking the initial sift based on buffer zones any site wholly or partially fallingwithin thezone has been taken forward to Stage 2, provided other criteria in the initialsift have also been passed (see below).
	4.15In undertaking the initial sift based on buffer zones any site wholly or partially fallingwithin thezone has been taken forward to Stage 2, provided other criteria in the initialsift have also been passed (see below).

	Flood Risk
	4.16The NPPF and PPG clearly set out that development for housing/employmentis notappropriate in the floodplain.Any siteswhich fall entirelywithin Flood Risk Zone 3b(functional floodplain) havethereforebeenexcluded.
	4.16The NPPF and PPG clearly set out that development for housing/employmentis notappropriate in the floodplain.Any siteswhich fall entirelywithin Flood Risk Zone 3b(functional floodplain) havethereforebeenexcluded.

	Sites ofInternational,Nationaland LocalImportance
	4.17The European Birds and Habitats Directives and the Conservation of Natural Habitats& SpeciesRegulations set out strong levels of protection for a number of designatedsites.Although, locally protected Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) andLocal Nature Reserves (LNR) arealsoconsidered to be important areas for localwildlife and biodiversity.As such,sites will be excluded if they arewholly within aninternational,nationalor localdesignation for nature conservation importance including:
	4.17The European Birds and Habitats Directives and the Conservation of Natural Habitats& SpeciesRegulations set out strong levels of protection for a number of designatedsites.Although, locally protected Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) andLocal Nature Reserves (LNR) arealsoconsidered to be important areas for localwildlife and biodiversity.As such,sites will be excluded if they arewholly within aninternational,nationalor localdesignation for nature conservation importance including:
	4.17The European Birds and Habitats Directives and the Conservation of Natural Habitats& SpeciesRegulations set out strong levels of protection for a number of designatedsites.Although, locally protected Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) andLocal Nature Reserves (LNR) arealsoconsidered to be important areas for localwildlife and biodiversity.As such,sites will be excluded if they arewholly within aninternational,nationalor localdesignation for nature conservation importance including:
	Special Protection Areas(SPA);
	Special Protection Areas(SPA);
	Special Areas of Conservation (SAC);
	Ramsar Sites;
	Sitesof Special Scientific Interest (SSSI);
	National Nature Reserves;
	Sites of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI);
	Local Nature Reserve (LNR).


	4.18Further, anysite considered forhousingthat is entirelywithina400mzoneof theThames Basin Heaths SPA, including parts of the Thursley, Ash, Pirbright andChobham SAC will not be taken forward due to recreational and urbanising impactswhich cannot be avoided.The basis for thishas been set out in the Thames BasinHeaths Delivery Framework14. Employment sites within 400m will not be excluded atthis stage.
	4.19To avoid impacts arising from residential development within 400m-5km of the ThamesBasin Heaths SPA, a series of avoidance measures have been agreed by all

	14Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Delivery Framework (2009) Thames Basin Heaths
	14Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Delivery Framework (2009) Thames Basin Heaths
	14Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Delivery Framework (2009) Thames Basin Heaths
	Joint Strategic Partnership. Available at:
	https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/article/5251/Thames-Basin-
	Heaths-Special-Protection-Area-TBH-SPA-policy-documents-and-guidance
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	authorities affected by the SPA and Natural England.The avoidance measures are inthe form of Suitable Accessible Natural Greenspace (SANG), which are alternativeareas for recreation. Therefore, any site which is entirely within a designated SuitableAlternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) will also be excluded.
	authorities affected by the SPA and Natural England.The avoidance measures are inthe form of Suitable Accessible Natural Greenspace (SANG), which are alternativeareas for recreation. Therefore, any site which is entirely within a designated SuitableAlternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) will also be excluded.
	Ancient Woodland:
	4.20Para 118 bullet 5 of the NPPF gives strong protection to irreplaceable habitatsincluding ancient woodland and therefore a sitewholly covered by ancient woodlandwill be excluded.
	4.20Para 118 bullet 5 of the NPPF gives strong protection to irreplaceable habitatsincluding ancient woodland and therefore a sitewholly covered by ancient woodlandwill be excluded.

	Heritage Assets:
	4.21The NPPF states that harm orloss of a Grade II Registered Park or Garden should beexceptional or wholly exceptional in terms of Grade II* and I Registered Parks orGardens(para 132).Therefore ifall orthe majority of a site is within a Historic Park andGardenit will be excludedunless harm could be overcome.
	4.21The NPPF states that harm orloss of a Grade II Registered Park or Garden should beexceptional or wholly exceptional in terms of Grade II* and I Registered Parks orGardens(para 132).Therefore ifall orthe majority of a site is within a Historic Park andGardenit will be excludedunless harm could be overcome.
	4.22The NPPF states that harm to or loss of Scheduled Monuments should be whollyexceptional (para 132).Therefore if all or the majority of a site is within a ScheduledMonument it will be excludedunless harm could be overcome.
	4.23The impact of development on the setting of allotherdesignated and non-designatedheritage assets will be considered at a later stage, as it is not considered to be areason for exclusion at this stage.

	Site Access
	4.24If physical access cannot be gainedto a site from a highway, the site will be excluded.For employment sites an assessment will also be made of accessibility to the strategichighway network,to ensure a location is suitablefor storage & distribution uses (B8).This will also take into account routes to the strategic highway network to ensure thattraffic movements in the main, remain on routes with an A classification and can avoidmoving throughresidential streets. Sites more than5km(3 miles)from a strategi
	4.24If physical access cannot be gainedto a site from a highway, the site will be excluded.For employment sites an assessment will also be made of accessibility to the strategichighway network,to ensure a location is suitablefor storage & distribution uses (B8).This will also take into account routes to the strategic highway network to ensure thattraffic movements in the main, remain on routes with an A classification and can avoidmoving throughresidential streets. Sites more than5km(3 miles)from a strategi

	Site Size
	4.25Sites which do not fall into the definition of a major development15willbe excluded.Thiswillalso include larger sites, where due toabsolute constraints the site area isreduced below the definition of major development.
	4.25Sites which do not fall into the definition of a major development15willbe excluded.Thiswillalso include larger sites, where due toabsolute constraints the site area isreduced below the definition of major development.
	4.26For housing sites major development is defined as where the number of dwellinghouses to be provided is 10 or more or the development site is 0.5ha or more in area.For employment the definition is where the floorspace of buildings to be created wouldbe 1,000sqm or more or the development site is 1ha or more in area.
	4.27Part of this stage will include planning judgement to be exercised in order to sensecheck site boundaries. This will enable an understanding of whether sites failing on anyof the abovecriteria would benefit fromredrawing their site boundaries to enable themto progress through the sifting process.

	15Major development as defined in Part 1 of the Town & County Planning (Development ManagementProcedure)(England) Order 2015. Available at:
	15Major development as defined in Part 1 of the Town & County Planning (Development ManagementProcedure)(England) Order 2015. Available at:

	http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
	http://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2015/595/contents/made
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	4.28All siteswhich werenot sifted out of the processat this stage in this version of theSSMA wereappraised througheitherthe initial Sustainability Appraisalwhichaccompanied the IOPA document or further Sustainability Appraisal whichaccompanied the further options consultation in May 2017.Thisensured thatallreasonable alternatives wereproperlyconsidered wheresitespassed through the initialsift.
	4.28All siteswhich werenot sifted out of the processat this stage in this version of theSSMA wereappraised througheitherthe initial Sustainability Appraisalwhichaccompanied the IOPA document or further Sustainability Appraisal whichaccompanied the further options consultation in May 2017.Thisensured thatallreasonable alternatives wereproperlyconsidered wheresitespassed through the initialsift.
	4.28All siteswhich werenot sifted out of the processat this stage in this version of theSSMA wereappraised througheitherthe initial Sustainability Appraisalwhichaccompanied the IOPA document or further Sustainability Appraisal whichaccompanied the further options consultation in May 2017.Thisensured thatallreasonable alternatives wereproperlyconsidered wheresitespassed through the initialsift.
	4.29A list of all sites (excluding brownfield/urbansites) which were subject to theinitial siftanddetails ofhow they were assessedat Stage 1are included within Appendices 1 &2.

	Stage 2–Undertake SA/SEA of Sites
	4.30All sitesthat werecarried forward from Stage 1 of the assessment have beensubjectto Sustainability Appraisal (SA).All sites assessedin the SAhavebeen carried forwardto stage 3 andaccount of the SAfindings have been considered in Stage7 of the siteselection process.As such, the initial sift in Stage1consideredwhich sites could betermed ‘reasonable alternatives’ to go forward for appraisal in the SA.
	4.30All sitesthat werecarried forward from Stage 1 of the assessment have beensubjectto Sustainability Appraisal (SA).All sites assessedin the SAhavebeen carried forwardto stage 3 andaccount of the SAfindings have been considered in Stage7 of the siteselection process.As such, the initial sift in Stage1consideredwhich sites could betermed ‘reasonable alternatives’ to go forward for appraisal in the SA.

	Stage 3:Assessment ofAccessibilityand Significant Non-Absolute Constraints
	4.31The NPPF aims to promote patterns of development which make the fullest possibleuse of public transport, walking and cycling and which can minimise the need to travel.As such, Stage 3 of the methodologywillconsider the accessibility of sites to majorservice and employment centres as well as a range of services and facilities.
	4.31The NPPF aims to promote patterns of development which make the fullest possibleuse of public transport, walking and cycling and which can minimise the need to travel.As such, Stage 3 of the methodologywillconsider the accessibility of sites to majorservice and employment centres as well as a range of services and facilities.
	4.32In order to consider the accessibility of sites, they will be assessed against a range ofaccessibility standards. For majorservice centresand major employment centres,accessibility will be based on journey time calculated by using the Council’s GISmapping and details of public transport services and timetables including both busesand trainsin peak hours. Journey times will be calculatedby combiningthe walk timefrom a site to a public transport node (bus stop or rail station)with thetimetakentoreach then
	4.33For the purposesof this methodology a major service centre isone which contains amain town centre of primary/secondary regional importance.There are no centres atthis level in Runnymede with theclosest in neighbouring authority areasatStaines-upon-Thames, Windsorand Woking.In terms of centres of employment this againincludes Staines-upon-Thames, Windsorand Woking as well as the Brooklands Estatein Woking/Elmbridge which lies adjacent to the Borough boundary to the south. Majoremployment centres within R

	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	16

	Table 4-2: Major Employment Centres in Runnymede
	Table 4-2: Major Employment Centres in Runnymede
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Site

	TD
	Figure
	Floorspace (sqm)


	The Causeway & Pine Trees BusinessPark, Egham
	The Causeway & Pine Trees BusinessPark, Egham
	107,444

	Thorpe Industrial Estate, Thorpe
	Thorpe Industrial Estate, Thorpe
	75,313

	Weybridge & Bourne Business Park andWaterside Trading Estate, Addlestone
	Weybridge & Bourne Business Park andWaterside Trading Estate, Addlestone
	47,038

	Hillswood Business Park, Ottershaw
	Hillswood Business Park, Ottershaw
	21,571

	Longcross Enterprise Zone
	Longcross Enterprise Zone
	71,765

	Chertsey Town Centre
	Chertsey Town Centre
	45,245


	4.34In further refining this standard, account has also been had tothedistance to abusstop orrail stationwith a very good or good level of service.Whilst journey time is agood indicator of accessibility to major centres this may disguise thelevel oftransportservice providedandwalkabilityto transport services more generally.The criteria forassessingthe level ofbusserviceshas been taken from the Runnymede CentreHierarchy paper and is set out in Table 4-3.This has also been used formajor centresof employment.T
	4.34In further refining this standard, account has also been had tothedistance to abusstop orrail stationwith a very good or good level of service.Whilst journey time is agood indicator of accessibility to major centres this may disguise thelevel oftransportservice providedandwalkabilityto transport services more generally.The criteria forassessingthe level ofbusserviceshas been taken from the Runnymede CentreHierarchy paper and is set out in Table 4-3.This has also been used formajor centresof employment.T
	4.35The ‘Very Good’ or ‘Good’ level of service is considered to offer the mostbenefits formaximisingsustainable transportoptions and as such bus stops or rail stationswhichonly offer a limited or reasonable level of service have not been considered in theassessment of site accessibility. Anystop/stationcloserto a site than one with a ‘VeryGood’ or ‘Good’ level of service, will be noted for information.For potential employmentsites, it will be the walk time from the nearest transport node with a ‘Very Good’ 

	Table 4-3: BusService Levels
	No Service
	No Service
	No Service
	No bus or railservice.

	LimitedService
	LimitedService
	One direct route to a major centreormajor centre of employment
	One direct route to a major centreormajor centre of employment
	Monday–Friday
	Service(s) commence after 9am.


	Reasonable Service
	Reasonable Service
	One direct route to a major centreormajor centre of employment
	One direct route to a major centreormajor centre of employment
	Monday-Friday and a limited service to aSaturday
	Service(s) commence before 8.30am andrun until after 6pm (Monday–Friday)with at least 1 service in the am & pmpeak.



	16Planning for Walking (2015) CIHT. Available at:
	16Planning for Walking (2015) CIHT. Available at:
	16Planning for Walking (2015) CIHT. Available at:
	http://www.ciht.org.uk/en/document-
	summary/index.cfm/docid/082BEF1B-0FD2-44F4-90A0B31EB937899A
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	Good Service
	Good Service
	One direct route to a major centreormajor centre of employment
	Mon-Sat Service
	Service(s) commence before 8am andrun until after 6.30pm (Monday–Friday)with at least 2 services in the am & pmpeak.
	Very Good Service
	More than one direct route to a majorcentreor major centre of employment
	Every day service(Mon-Sun)
	Service(s) commence before 7am andrun until after 7pmwith more than 2servicesin the am and pm peak.
	4.36For accessibility by cycling to potential employment sites, this has been based onassessing the approximate percentage of an urban area which lies within the radius ofanemployment site as measured from its centre. This is considered to give anindication of the potential population which live within standard cycle distances to anemployment siteandwhich couldtravelto work more sustainably.The standards usedare set out in Table 4-4.
	4.36For accessibility by cycling to potential employment sites, this has been based onassessing the approximate percentage of an urban area which lies within the radius ofanemployment site as measured from its centre. This is considered to give anindication of the potential population which live within standard cycle distances to anemployment siteandwhich couldtravelto work more sustainably.The standards usedare set out in Table 4-4.
	4.37For more local services such as schools,health centres/GP surgeries andlocalshopping provision (day to day needs),accessibilitywill bebased on walk times.Although cycling will form an important alternative travel mode, it is considered that forlocal services a walk time is more appropriate. This is because not everyone who willlive ata potential site will be capable of cycling or itmay not be appropriate for them todo so.For employment sites, accessibility to local schools has not been considered butacc
	4.38Details of how the standards have been arrived at are contained within Table 4-4. Forthe accessibility of sites thedistance to/from sites will be taken fromthe visual centre ofeach site includingthe calculation of journey time and based on following maderoads/paths not ‘as the crow flies’ or unmade public footpaths.
	4.39Stage 3 also contains an assessment against significantnon-absolute constraints.Thesewillbe based on the absolute constraints set out in Stage 1 where sitesarein,but not entirely covered by an absolute constraint. Any significant but non-absoluteconstraints as identified in Table 5.9 of thePart1Green Belt Reviewhavealsobeenincluded along with a considerationof the degree of the constraint.As withaccessibility,sites will be appraised against a range of standards for each constraint.The standards and how 
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	4.40Commentary on the overall suitability of a site focussing on accessibility andconstraintshavebeenmade for each site appraised in stage 3 and a recommendationmade asto whether they should betaken forward to stage 4.If, due to constraints asite would be reduced in sizebelow the threshold set out in stage 1, the site will beautomatically excluded.
	4.40Commentary on the overall suitability of a site focussing on accessibility andconstraintshavebeenmade for each site appraised in stage 3 and a recommendationmade asto whether they should betaken forward to stage 4.If, due to constraints asite would be reduced in sizebelow the threshold set out in stage 1, the site will beautomatically excluded.
	4.40Commentary on the overall suitability of a site focussing on accessibility andconstraintshavebeenmade for each site appraised in stage 3 and a recommendationmade asto whether they should betaken forward to stage 4.If, due to constraints asite would be reduced in sizebelow the threshold set out in stage 1, the site will beautomatically excluded.
	4.41In this stage, sites which only scored ‘low’or ‘low-medium’overallwere excluded fromfurtherconsideration and not taken forward to stage 4.
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	Table 4-4: AccessibilityStandards
	Table 4-4: AccessibilityStandards
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Selection

	TD
	Figure
	Standard & Score

	TD
	Figure
	Standard Derived From


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Criteria


	Journey Timeto/fromMajorCentresorCentres ofEmploymentinpeak hours(Housing SitesOnly)
	Journey Timeto/fromMajorCentresorCentres ofEmploymentinpeak hours(Housing SitesOnly)
	TD
	Figure
	Within 30min

	Within 30min
	Within 40min
	TD
	Figure
	Within 40min

	Over 40min
	Comparator methodologies.Peak hoursconsidered to be 7am-9am and 4pm-6pm Mon-Fri.

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	2 or moremajor
	2 or moremajor


	TD
	Figure
	ofat least one

	TD
	Figure
	2 or more
	2 or more


	TD
	Figure
	at least one

	TD
	Figure
	fromany


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	centresor

	TD
	Figure
	majorcentre

	TD
	Figure
	majorcentres

	TD
	Figure
	major centre or

	TD
	Figure
	majoror


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	employment

	TD
	Figure
	employment

	TD
	Figure
	employment

	TD
	Figure
	centre in peak

	TD
	Figure
	centre by


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	centresin peak

	TD
	Figure
	centre in peak

	TD
	Figure
	centresin

	TD
	Figure
	hours by public

	TD
	Figure
	public


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	transport

	TD
	Figure
	public

	TD
	Figure
	public

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure


	TR
	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	transport

	TD
	Figure
	transport

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure


	TR
	TD
	Figure


	Distance toBus Stop withVery Good orGood level ofservice(Housing &EmploymentSites)
	Distance toBus Stop withVery Good orGood level ofservice(Housing &EmploymentSites)
	TD
	Figure
	Within 400m

	TD
	Figure
	401m-800m

	TD
	Figure
	801m-1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.21km–1.6km

	TD
	Figure
	Over 1.6km

	CharteredInstituteforHighwaysandTransportation(CIHT)14
	CharteredInstituteforHighwaysandTransportation(CIHT)14
	CharteredInstituteforHighwaysandTransportation(CIHT)14

	indicateacceptable
	walking distances for bus stops 400m and railstations 800m.Runnymede Centre Hierarchysets out criteria for level of bus servicefor ‘VeryGood’or ‘Good’ serviceand these definitionshavebeen used in this methodology.


	Distance to
	Distance to
	Distance to
	Rail Stationwith Very Goodor Good levelof service(Housing &EmploymentSites)

	TD
	Figure
	Within 800m

	TD
	Figure
	801m-1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.21km-

	TD
	Figure
	1.61km-2km

	TD
	Figure
	Over 2km

	CharteredInstituteforHighwaysandTransportation(CIHT)14
	CharteredInstituteforHighwaysandTransportation(CIHT)14
	CharteredInstituteforHighwaysandTransportation(CIHT)14

	indicateacceptable
	walking distances for bus stops 400m and railstations 800m.Runnymede Centre Hierarchysets out criteria for level of bus servicefor ‘VeryGood’or ‘Good’ serviceand these definitionshavebeen used in this methodology.


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	1.6km
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	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Selection

	TD
	Figure
	Standard & Score

	TD
	Figure
	Standard Derived From


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Criteria


	Accessibilityby  Cycling(Housing SitesOnly)
	Accessibilityby  Cycling(Housing SitesOnly)
	TD
	Figure
	Within 10 min

	TD
	Figure
	Within 10 min

	TD
	Figure
	Within 20 min

	TD
	Figure
	Within 20 min

	TD
	Figure
	Over 20 min

	Local Transport Note 2/0817(Oct 2008) DfT–Cycling Infrastructure Design–para 1.5.1–Many utility cycle trips under 3miles (4.8km)with commuter journeys of 5 miles (8km) notuncommon. Standard walk and cycle speeds of3mph and 10mph set out in Accessibility of KeyServices Travel Time Calculation Method(2014)15.For cyclingthis equates to1.3km in5mins.

	TR
	(2.6km) cycle
	TD
	Figure
	(5.2km) cycle


	timeof 2 ormoremajor
	timeof 2 ormoremajor
	time ofatleast 1major
	time of2 ormoremajor
	(5.2km) cycle of
	(5.2km) cycle of
	at least 1major

	TD
	Figure
	from any


	major centre
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	centresor

	centreor
	TD
	Figure
	centres or

	TD
	Figure
	centreor major

	TD
	Figure
	or major


	major
	major
	major
	employment

	major
	major
	employment

	major
	major
	employment

	employment
	employment
	centre

	TD
	Figure
	employment


	centre
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	centres

	centre
	TD
	Figure
	centres


	Div
	Figure
	Figure
	25% of area
	50% of area
	Accessibilityby  Cycling(EmploymentSites Only)

	TR
	within 2.6km
	TD
	Figure
	50% of area

	TD
	Figure
	25% of area

	TD
	Figure
	Less than

	Local Transport Note 2/0815(Oct 2008) DfT–Cycling Infrastructure Design–para 1.5.1–Many utility cycle trips under 3 miles (4.8km)with commuter journeys of 5 miles (8km) notuncommon. Standard walk and cycle speeds of3mph and 10mph set out in Accessibility of KeyServices Travel Time Calculation Method(2014)15.For cyclingthis equates to1.3km in5mins.

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	25% of area


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	within 2.6km

	radius of
	TD
	Figure
	within 5.2km

	TD
	Figure
	within 5.2km

	TD
	Figure
	within 5.2km


	radius ofemployment
	radius ofemployment
	employmentsite falls
	radius ofemployment
	radius ofemployment
	radius ofemployment

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	site falls within

	within urban
	TD
	Figure
	site falls within

	TD
	Figure
	site falls within

	TD
	Figure
	site falls


	TR
	area
	within urbanarea


	17Available at:
	17Available at:
	17Available at:
	https://www.gov.uk/government/...data/.../ltn-2-08_Cycle_infrastructure_design.pdf
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	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Selection

	TD
	Figure
	Standard & Score

	TD
	Figure
	Standard Derived From


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Criteria


	Distance toPrimary School
	Distance toPrimary School
	TD
	Within 10 min(800m) walk

	TD
	Within 15 min(1.2km) walk

	TD
	Within 20 min(1.6km) walk

	TD
	Figure
	Within 25 min

	TD
	Over 25 min(2km) walk

	ManualforStreets18
	ManualforStreets18
	describesawalkable
	neighbourhood as having a range of serviceswithin 800m.Chartered Institute for Highwaysand Transportation (CIHT)19indicatesuggestedacceptable walking distances of 1km to schoolsand to elsewhere800m.


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	time

	TD
	Figure
	time

	TD
	Figure
	time

	TD
	Figure
	time


	Distance toSecondarySchool
	Distance toSecondarySchool
	TD
	Within 10 min(800m) walk

	TD
	Within 15 min(1.2km) walk

	TD
	Within 20 min(1.6km) walk

	TD
	Figure
	Within 25 min

	TD
	Over 25 min(2km) walk

	See walk time to primary school

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	time

	TD
	Figure
	time

	TD
	Figure
	time

	TD
	Figure
	time


	Distance toHealth Centreor GP Surgery
	Distance toHealth Centreor GP Surgery
	TD
	Figure
	Within 10 min(800m) walk

	Within 15 min
	Within 15 min
	Figure
	(1.2km) walk

	TD
	Figure
	Within 20 min(1.6km) walk

	TD
	Figure
	Within 25 min

	Over 25 min
	Over 25 min
	Figure
	(2km) walk

	See walk time to primary school

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	time

	TD
	Figure
	time

	TD
	Figure
	time

	TD
	Figure
	time


	Distance toLocalConvenienceRetail
	Distance toLocalConvenienceRetail
	TD
	Figure
	Within 10 min

	TD
	Figure
	Within 15 min

	TD
	Figure
	Within 20 min

	TD
	Figure
	Within 25 min

	TD
	Figure
	Over 25 min

	See walk time to primary school

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	(2km) walk time



	18Manual for Streets (2007) DfT. Available at:
	18Manual for Streets (2007) DfT. Available at:
	18Manual for Streets (2007) DfT. Available at:
	https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/manual-for-streets

	19Providing for Journeys on Foot (2000) CIHT. Available at
	19Providing for Journeys on Foot (2000) CIHT. Available at
	www.ciht.org.uk/download.cfm/docid/D66AD936-281C-4220-BF109289B5D01848
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	Table 4-5:SignificantNon-Absolute Constraints
	Table 4-5:SignificantNon-Absolute Constraints
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Selection

	TD
	Figure
	Standard& Score

	TD
	Figure
	Standard Derived From


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Criteria


	Flood Risk
	Flood Risk
	SFRA
	TD
	Figure
	SFRA appraisal

	TD
	Figure
	SFRA identifies a

	TD
	Figure
	SFRA

	TD
	Figure
	SFRA


	identifies a
	identifies a
	NPPF and PPG guidance on flood riskmakes clear that sites should be subjectto astrategicsequentialtestto ensurethatdevelopment isdirected to areas oflowest risk first. TheCouncilhas applieda sequential appraisal to all sites in theSLAA and the standards reflect this. Thelevel of risk depends onfrequency/probability ofdifferent type offloodingoccurringand the type ofdevelopment appraised i.e. housing oremployment.

	identifies a
	identifies a

	number offlooding
	number offlooding
	TD
	Figure
	number of


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	appraisal

	TD
	Figure
	identifies only

	TD
	Figure
	number of flooding

	sources with
	TD
	Figure
	flooding


	Div
	Figure
	identifies no

	flooding issues
	flooding issues
	limitedand/orlowrisk flooding
	sourcesbut withlimited extent or
	more thanlimited site
	sourcesoverextensive

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	issues

	TD
	Figure
	low–medium risk

	coverage or
	TD
	Figure
	areasorwith


	ahigh level
	ahigh level
	ahigh level

	of risk
	of risk


	TR
	medium-high

	risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	Not within any

	TD
	Figure
	Site lies adjacent

	TD
	Figure
	Site lies adjacent

	TD
	Figure
	Site lies within

	TD
	Figure
	Site lies


	within a
	within a
	Policy MC6 of the adopted SurreyMinerals PlanCore Strategy (2011)20
	Policy MC6 of the adopted SurreyMinerals PlanCore Strategy (2011)20

	designates some areas of Runnymedefor safeguarding for future extraction ofmineral resources.TheNPPF states thatmineral resources shouldnot besterilised.

	Div
	Figure
	to a safeguarding

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	to a safeguarding

	asafeguarding

	preferred area
	Div
	Figure
	area or waste site

	identified asa
	identified asa
	areaandadjacent to a
	TD
	Figure
	safeguarded


	Div
	Figure
	preferred areaor
	Figure
	area and

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding


	within/adjacent
	within/adjacent
	but not a preferred
	TD
	Figure
	within a


	Areaor
	Areaor
	area or waste site
	safeguarding area
	and/or isconstrained by
	preferred
	preferred
	preferred

	areaor
	areaor



	TR
	TD
	Figure
	to a waste site

	TD
	Figure
	area

	TD
	Figure
	but not adjacent

	previousor
	TD
	Figure
	designated


	mineralsor
	mineralsor
	mineralsor

	waste site.
	waste site.


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	an identified

	potential

	extraction

	20Surrey Minerals Plan Core Strategy DPD (2011) SCC. Available at:
	20Surrey Minerals Plan Core Strategy DPD (2011) SCC. Available at:
	20Surrey Minerals Plan Core Strategy DPD (2011) SCC. Available at:
	http://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-housing-and-planning/minerals-and-waste-
	policies-and-plans/surrey-minerals-plan-core-strategy-development-plan-document
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	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Selection

	TD
	Figure
	Standard& Score

	TD
	Figure
	Standard Derived From


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Criteria


	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	TD
	Figure
	Site not

	TD
	Figure
	Site adjacent to

	TD
	Figure
	Site adjacent to

	TD
	SNCI/LNR orAncient

	TD
	Majority ofSNCI/LNR or

	NPPF gives general protection for localbiodiversity and irreplaceable habitatsincluding ancient woodland. Standardsreflect the proximity of a site to protecteddesignations and the ability for indirectimpacts.

	SNCI/LNR orAncient Woodland
	SNCI/LNR orAncient Woodland
	TD
	Figure
	SNCI/LNR/Ancient


	Div
	Figure
	adjacent to

	SNCI/LNR or
	SNCI/LNR or
	butseparation

	site but with no
	site but with no
	Figure
	Woodland
	Ancient

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Ancient

	feature between
	TD
	Figure
	lossof SNCI/LNR

	TD
	Figure
	would be lost

	Woodland

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Woodland

	site andSNCI/LNR/Ancient
	TD
	Figure
	ancient woodland


	required
	required
	from part of
	from part of
	from part of

	the site
	the site


	lostfrom the
	lostfrom the
	lostfrom the

	site
	site



	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Woodland


	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land
	Classification

	TD
	Figure
	Noloss orloss

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	Loss of Grade 3

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	Loss of

	NPPF gives general protection toagricultural land. Theloss of lower qualitylandshould be preferred to areas of highquality.

	TR
	Grade 1or 2

	Heritage
	Heritage
	Heritage
	Assets

	Would not
	TD
	Figure
	Heritage asset

	TD
	Figure
	Heritage asset on

	TD
	Figure
	Would result in

	Designated
	NPPF provides protection for heritageassets which should beconservedin amanner appropriate to their significance.

	Heritage
	Heritage

	harm to thesetting of a
	harm to thesetting of a
	asset on oradjacentto

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	affect any

	adjacent to site
	TD
	Figure
	sitebutnoharm

	TD
	Figure
	designated

	site with

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	heritage asset

	with no harm to itssettingor role
	to setting or harm
	to setting or harm
	could be avoided

	asset or loss ofa non-
	harm to orthe loss of

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	designated

	theheritage

	TR
	asset
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	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Selection

	TD
	Figure
	Standard& Score

	TD
	Figure
	Standard Derived From


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Criteria


	Open Space
	Open Space
	TD
	Figure
	Would notlead

	TD
	Figure
	Would not lead to

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	Would result in

	TD
	Figure
	Would result

	NPPF sets out that open space, sportsand recreation buildings and land,including playing fields should not be builton subject to criteria and designatedLocal Green Spaces will only be subjectto development in very specialcircumstances. Runnymede OpenSpaces Study appraises quality/quantityof open space in the borough and hasbeen usedto define standards.LocalGreen Space designations have alsobeen recommended by the Council.

	the loss ofan
	the loss ofan

	to the loss of
	to the loss of
	area of open

	an area of
	an area of
	space but

	open space
	open space
	TD
	Figure
	of open space but

	some space
	TD
	Figure
	loss of an


	with potential to
	with potential to
	TD
	Figure
	no potential to

	could be
	TD
	Figure
	area of open


	provide
	provide
	retainedorre-

	additional
	additional
	TD
	Figure
	spaceon-site

	provided on
	TD
	Figure
	replacement


	spaceon-site
	spaceon-site
	site to

	TR
	compensate

	Topography
	Topography
	TD
	Figure
	Gradient less

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	Gradient between

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	Gradient


	greater than
	greater than
	Runnymede Green Belt review identifiessteeptopography as a significantconstraint.

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	than 1:40

	TD
	Figure
	1:39-1:20

	TD
	Figure
	1:20
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	Stage 4: Assessment Non Significant Non-Absolute Constraints
	Stage 4: Assessment Non Significant Non-Absolute Constraints
	4.42Stage 4 will concentrate on thosenon-significantnon-absolute constraints,how eachsite performs against themand whether constraints could be overcome.This is thesame for both residential and employment sites.Rather than assessing sites against arange of standards, each site will be considered qualitatively againsteachconstraint.Ifthe developable area of a site is reduced below the thresholds set out in stage 1 toaccount for constraints, the site will automatically be excluded.All sitesnot excludedfrom St
	4.42Stage 4 will concentrate on thosenon-significantnon-absolute constraints,how eachsite performs against themand whether constraints could be overcome.This is thesame for both residential and employment sites.Rather than assessing sites against arange of standards, each site will be considered qualitatively againsteachconstraint.Ifthe developable area of a site is reduced below the thresholds set out in stage 1 toaccount for constraints, the site will automatically be excluded.All sitesnot excludedfrom St

	Table 4-6: Non-SignificantNon-Absolute Constraints
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Question

	TD
	Figure
	Response


	Are therenon-designatedbiodiversity areas onsite?
	Are therenon-designatedbiodiversity areas onsite?
	Y
	Y
	Area is aBiodiversityOpportunity Area

	Y*
	Y*
	Within in a BOAbutcould be mitigatedor enhanced

	N

	Are there TreePreservationOrders/ProtectedVegetationon site?
	Are there TreePreservationOrders/ProtectedVegetationon site?
	Y
	Y
	Would requiresignificant loss orharm.

	Y*
	Y*
	but can bedeveloped withoutsignificant loss orharm

	N
	N
	No TPO orprotectedvegetation


	Is the site within alandscape characterarea?
	Is the site within alandscape characterarea?
	Y
	Y
	could havesignificantimpactson landscapequality

	Y*
	Y*
	Within characterarea butcould bemitigated orenhanced

	N

	Is the sitecompatible withneighbouring uses?Would it be affectedby noise/odour?
	Is the sitecompatible withneighbouring uses?Would it be affectedby noise/odour?
	Y
	Y
	Amenity would besignificantlyimpacted

	Y*
	Y*
	but amenityconcerns could beovercome

	N

	Is the site within anAir QualityManagement Area?
	Is the site within anAir QualityManagement Area?
	Y
	Y*
	Y*
	but amenityconcerns could beovercome

	N

	Is the site within aGroundwaterSourceProtection Zone?
	Is the site within aGroundwaterSourceProtection Zone?
	Y
	N

	Does the site have ahistory of landcontamination?
	Does the site have ahistory of landcontamination?
	Y
	P
	P
	Potential forcontamination

	N

	Are thereUnderground orOverground utilitypipes/cables onsite?
	Are thereUnderground orOverground utilitypipes/cables onsite?
	Y
	N
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	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Question

	TD
	Figure
	Response


	Does a Public Rightof Way cross thesite?
	Does a Public Rightof Way cross thesite?
	Y
	Y
	Would requiresignificant diversion

	Y*
	Y*
	But could bediverted or retainedindevelopment

	N


	4.43In terms of landscape areas,these have been identified from the Surrey LandscapeCharacter Assessment21, specifically the section on Runnymede. The characterassessment includes several landscape typologies and sets out their keycharacteristics, a landscape strategy and guidance, including for the built environment.
	4.43In terms of landscape areas,these have been identified from the Surrey LandscapeCharacter Assessment21, specifically the section on Runnymede. The characterassessment includes several landscape typologies and sets out their keycharacteristics, a landscape strategy and guidance, including for the built environment.
	4.44Landscape types in Runnymede include River Floodplain, River Valley Floor, Settled &Wooded Sandy Farmland and Sandy Woodland. The landscape types have been splitinto different units. For River Floodplain this includes units RF3: Thames, RF4:Northern Bourne and RF7: Lower Wey. River Valley Floor includesunit RV2: Thamesand Settled &Wooded Sandy Farmland includes SS1: Cooper’s Hill, SS2 EnglefieldGreen West, SS3: Trumps Green to New Haw, SS4: Wentworth to Sheerwater andSS8: Chobham East. Sandy Woodland un
	4.45In terms ofbiodiversity this has been informed by Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOA)as set out by the Surrey Nature Partnership (SNP)22. The BOAs have been identifiedby taking into account already recognised protected sites but also as yet undesignatedareas with priority habitat types.
	4.46TheBOAs in Runnymede reflect those in the National Character Area(NCA), plus sixriver BOAs. The relevant NCAs include Thames Valley, Thames Basin Heaths,Thames Basin Lowlands, North Downs, Wealden Greensands and Low Weald.  TheNCAs within Runnymede include Thames Valley and Thames Basin Heaths. TheThames Valley units include TV01: Windsor Great Park, TV02: Runnymede Meadows& Slope and TV04: Thorpe & Shepperton, whilst the Thames Basin Heaths includeunits TBH01: Chobham Common North & Wentworth Heaths an
	4.47Advice in the SNP publication does not discount development in these areas but doesexpect sites to provide enhancement at a scale proportionate to the site and couldinclude restoration, maintenance, habitat creation and funding initiatives. A biodiversitysurvey would also be required on such sites which may also require EnvironmentalImpact Assessment.
	4.48The issue of contaminated land has been informed by the Council’s environmentalhealth team.
	4.49If a site has constraints identified at Stage 4 which cannot be overcome withoutsignificantimpact or which renders the developable area of a site less than the

	21Surrey Landscape Assessment (2015) had. Available at:
	21Surrey Landscape Assessment (2015) had. Available at:
	21Surrey Landscape Assessment (2015) had. Available at:
	https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/environment-
	housing-and-planning/countryside/countryside-strategies-action-plans-and-guidance/landscape-


	character-assessment
	22
	22
	22
	Biodiversity Opportunity Areas: The basis for realising Surrey’s ecological network (2015) Surrey


	Nature Partnership. Available at:
	Nature Partnership. Available at:
	https://surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our-work/
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	threshold set out in Stage 1, the site will not be excluded from further consideration andnot taken forward to stage 5.
	threshold set out in Stage 1, the site will not be excluded from further consideration andnot taken forward to stage 5.
	Stage 5: Assessmentofsites with Green Belt Review
	4.50Prior to setting out the stages of this methodology and assessment, it is important toset out the role that the Runnymede Green Belt Reviews playin the selection of sites.
	4.50Prior to setting out the stages of this methodology and assessment, it is important toset out the role that the Runnymede Green Belt Reviews playin the selection of sites.
	4.51The Runnymede Green Belt Reviewhas beenconsidered in two stages. Part1considered the Green Belt in Runnymede as a series of separate, but reasonably large,land parcels. Each land parcel was reviewed against a number of criteria relating toGreen Belt purposes as set out in the NPPF. The land parcels were then refined in atwo stage process to take account of a series of absolute and non-absolute constraints.Any land within a parcel which was covered by an absolute constraint was discountedas a potential a
	4.52The second stageof the refinement considered the remaining parcels of Green Beltagainst a series of non-absolute constraints in order to identify more or less preferentialparcels of land for development. Land covered by a significant non-absolute constraintwas considered to be less preferential and was taken no further.
	4.53Following the two stage assessment of land parcels against constraints, the remainingland was re-assessed against NPPF Green Belt purposes. ThePart1Green BeltReview recommended that some land within parcels could be released where it weaklymet or did not meet Green Belt purposes. These areas were identified as ResultantLand Parcels (RLPs).
	4.54Following consultation of the Local Plan Issues, Options and Preferred ApproachesDocument in 2016 a number of representations commented that the land parcels in thePart1 GBR were too large to determine whether smaller areas could be released and afiner grained review should be undertaken.
	4.55As such, Runnymede commissioned Arup to undertake a finer grainedreview of theGreen Belt (Part2 GBR) to ensure that smaller parcelsof land could be considered.However, the Part2 GBR did not re-examine every land parcel from the Part1 GBRbut considered smaller parcels where they fell into defined buffer zones around existingurban settlements in Runnymede, which have also been usedin this assessment.Asnoted earlier, some representors during Additional Sites & Options Consultation still feltthat sub-areas 
	4.56In reviewing Green Belt boundaries paragraph 84 of the NPPF states that localplanning authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns ofdevelopment and the consequences for sustainable development of channellingdevelopment towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns andvillages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Beltboundary. Paragraph 85 bullet 1 of the NPPF sets out that boundaries should bedefined to ensure consist
	4.57As such, if sites in the Green Belt are allocated and hence an alteration to Green Beltboundaries made, consideration must be had to the achievement of sustainabledevelopment.This has to some degree already been considered through stages 3 and
	4.57As such, if sites in the Green Belt are allocated and hence an alteration to Green Beltboundaries made, consideration must be had to the achievement of sustainabledevelopment.This has to some degree already been considered through stages 3 and
	4 of this assessment. However, whilst the considerationof environmental constraints
	4 of this assessment. However, whilst the considerationof environmental constraints




	and accessibility are someof these considerations, further assessment is also requiredagainst other criteria so that sites are considered against a range of sustainabilityissues through a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and against other criteria such aspatterns of development, physical limitations and deliverability. Assessment must alsoinclude how a site performs against the purposes of the Green Belt as set out withinthe NPPF so that sites can be considered in the round. This consideration would bedrawn fr
	and accessibility are someof these considerations, further assessment is also requiredagainst other criteria so that sites are considered against a range of sustainabilityissues through a Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and against other criteria such aspatterns of development, physical limitations and deliverability. Assessment must alsoinclude how a site performs against the purposes of the Green Belt as set out withinthe NPPF so that sites can be considered in the round. This consideration would bedrawn fr
	4.58For the purposes of this assessment it is considered that areas of Green Belt whichhave been identified asperformingthe most strongly against Green Belt purposesinthe Part1&2 Green Belt Reviewsalso play a role in promotingsustainablepatterns ofdevelopment in accordance with paragraph 84 of the NPPF. This is because thoseareas which perform most stronglyare fundamental to the overall role, integrity andfunction of the Green Belt in Runnymedeand to the widerGreen Beltwhichis alreadyfragmented in nature.As
	4.58For the purposes of this assessment it is considered that areas of Green Belt whichhave been identified asperformingthe most strongly against Green Belt purposesinthe Part1&2 Green Belt Reviewsalso play a role in promotingsustainablepatterns ofdevelopment in accordance with paragraph 84 of the NPPF. This is because thoseareas which perform most stronglyare fundamental to the overall role, integrity andfunction of the Green Belt in Runnymedeand to the widerGreen Beltwhichis alreadyfragmented in nature.As
	4.59Therefore when determining which sites in the Green Belt could be released, greaterweight has beengiven to the protection of thestrongest performingGreen Beltparcelsin terms oftheir contribution to the overall integrity, role and strategic function of theGreen Belt.
	4.60Where sites perform only weakly/moderately against Green Belt purposes,consideration will be given to both the role they play in meeting the integrity andfunction ofthe local Green Belt and also to the wider strategic Green Belt. Thereforethere may bea number of sites which perform onlyweakly/moderately well in the Stage
	4.60Where sites perform only weakly/moderately against Green Belt purposes,consideration will be given to both the role they play in meeting the integrity andfunction ofthe local Green Belt and also to the wider strategic Green Belt. Thereforethere may bea number of sites which perform onlyweakly/moderately well in the Stage
	2 Green Belt review but which are important to the strategic function of the Green Belt.Paragraph 85of the NPPFsets out a range of criteria which must be taken intoconsiderationwhen definingGreen Beltboundaries, including ensuring consistencywith the Local Plan strategyfor meeting identified requirements for sustainabledevelopment.As such, to helpin the identification of which sitescould be released thefollowing criteria were alsoconsidered:
	2 Green Belt review but which are important to the strategic function of the Green Belt.Paragraph 85of the NPPFsets out a range of criteria which must be taken intoconsiderationwhen definingGreen Beltboundaries, including ensuring consistencywith the Local Plan strategyfor meeting identified requirements for sustainabledevelopment.As such, to helpin the identification of which sitescould be released thefollowing criteria were alsoconsidered:
	Cumulative impactwhen consideredwith other sitesagainst the settlementhierarchyand/or whether the total or cumulative area of Green Belt for release isproportionate to the amount of landwhich is actually developable;
	Whether the site forms a ‘rounding off’ of a settlement edge or is infill, to ensuresettlements remain compact and protect the Green Belt from further fragmentation;


	4.61Professional judgement on the merits of each site will also play a role in selectingwhich sites to take forwardto ensure that development supportsthe Local Planstrategy for meetingidentified requirements for sustainable development.However,where a site is finely balanced, greater weight will be attached toprotecting the GreenBelt. This is considered to be in accordance with the generally restrictive guidance forGreen Belts set out in the NPPF andtheHousing White Paper.As stated earlier, in avery few ins
	4.62Further, where a site is partially developed but is not recommended for allocationthrough the Local Plan, there is still the opportunity for the developed part of the site to
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	be allocated through the brownfield registersubject to para 1.21 andnational planningpolicy.
	be allocated through the brownfield registersubject to para 1.21 andnational planningpolicy.
	4.63Stage 5 will bring together the sites taken forward from stage 4 and the findings of theGreen Belt reviews on how areas of the Borough perform against Green Belt purposes.This will lead to a qualitative discussion of each site in terms of their overallperformance and whether they could be taken forward to stage 6.
	4.63Stage 5 will bring together the sites taken forward from stage 4 and the findings of theGreen Belt reviews on how areas of the Borough perform against Green Belt purposes.This will lead to a qualitative discussion of each site in terms of their overallperformance and whether they could be taken forward to stage 6.

	Stage 6:Consider the performance of sites in this assessment and theSustainability Appraisal and recommend sites for allocation
	4.64Stage 6 will consider the sites taken forward from stage 5 and the conclusions on eachsite fromthe SustainabilityAppraisal. Only if a site performs poorly in the SustainabilityAppraisal will it not be taken forward to Stage 7.
	4.64Stage 6 will consider the sites taken forward from stage 5 and the conclusions on eachsite fromthe SustainabilityAppraisal. Only if a site performs poorly in the SustainabilityAppraisal will it not be taken forward to Stage 7.

	Stage 7: Deliverability
	4.65The suitability ofeachsite for developmentwillbe assessedthrough Stages 1 & 3-6ofthe assessment. Stage7will thenconfirm whethereachsite is deliverable/developableas required bytheNPPF in terms of availability/achievability.The Local Plan viabilitywork will feed into this stage as well as indicationsfrom land owners that their site isavailable.
	4.65The suitability ofeachsite for developmentwillbe assessedthrough Stages 1 & 3-6ofthe assessment. Stage7will thenconfirm whethereachsite is deliverable/developableas required bytheNPPF in terms of availability/achievability.The Local Plan viabilitywork will feed into this stage as well as indicationsfrom land owners that their site isavailable.

	Ownership andAvailability for Development:
	4.66RBCofficerswill needtoseek confirmation from land owners/promotersthat sitesareavailable for development. The Runnymede Strategic Land Availability Assessment(SLAA) has recently been undertaken and this gives the most up to date indication ofsite availability.
	4.66RBCofficerswill needtoseek confirmation from land owners/promotersthat sitesareavailable for development. The Runnymede Strategic Land Availability Assessment(SLAA) has recently been undertaken and this gives the most up to date indication ofsite availability.

	Achievability
	4.67The Local Plan viability assessment will be used as evidence to inform the achievabilityofsites.
	4.67The Local Plan viability assessment will be used as evidence to inform the achievabilityofsites.

	Stage 8: Site Capacity
	4.68Once it has been established through stages 1-7 which sites to allocate in the LocalPlan, an assessmentof capacity will be undertaken to establish how muchdevelopment a site can bringforward.This will depend on the type of developmentpromoted, mix of units, density assumptions as well as any factors which will reducethe developable area such as provision for green space or avoiding floodplain and/orother areas of constraint.
	4.68Once it has been established through stages 1-7 which sites to allocate in the LocalPlan, an assessmentof capacity will be undertaken to establish how muchdevelopment a site can bringforward.This will depend on the type of developmentpromoted, mix of units, density assumptions as well as any factors which will reducethe developable area such as provision for green space or avoiding floodplain and/orother areas of constraint.
	4.69In terms of site density this will be driven by the context of the local area but also by theneed to make the most efficient use of land. Whilst there are areas of the Borough withvery low densities this should not be a bar toahigherdensity development (relative toitscontext), as it should be assumed that all development will achieve a high quality ofdesign. The mix of residential units will largely follow the splitfor affordable need andmarket demandas set out in the Runnymede & Spelthorne SHMA, althou
	4.70The assessment of capacity is set out in a separate document along with theassumptions used to calculate individual site capacities.
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	5.Site Selection Assessments
	5.Site Selection Assessments
	Stages 1 & 2Assessment
	5.1Stage 1 of thesite selection process involvedan initial sift of sites. Appendices 1 & 2set out the results of the initial sift against the range of absolute and other constraintsashighlighted insection 4. The initial sift reduced thenumber of possible sites from
	5.1Stage 1 of thesite selection process involvedan initial sift of sites. Appendices 1 & 2set out the results of the initial sift against the range of absolute and other constraintsashighlighted insection 4. The initial sift reduced thenumber of possible sites from
	5.1Stage 1 of thesite selection process involvedan initial sift of sites. Appendices 1 & 2set out the results of the initial sift against the range of absolute and other constraintsashighlighted insection 4. The initial sift reduced thenumber of possible sites from
	127 to 80housing sites and from 33to 12employment sites.
	127 to 80housing sites and from 33to 12employment sites.


	5.2The 80possible housing sites and 12possible employment sites were subject toSustainability Appraisal as part of stage 2which is a stand-alone and independentassessment and which will be taken into account at Stage 6.As such, all sites notsiftedoutat stage 1 were taken forward to stage 3for the purpose of this assessment.

	Stage 3Assessment
	5.3Stage 3 considered the performance of sites against a rangeof accessibility standardsand a range of standards for various significantnon-absolute constraints. Appendices3and 4 setout the commentary for eachpotential housingsite and how they performagainst accessibilityconsiderationsandsignificant non-absoluteconstraints. Table 5-1summarisesthe overall performance of eachpotential housingsitein terms ofaccessibilityand constraints andalso sets outwhich sites should be excluded forfurtherconsideration atth
	5.3Stage 3 considered the performance of sites against a rangeof accessibility standardsand a range of standards for various significantnon-absolute constraints. Appendices3and 4 setout the commentary for eachpotential housingsite and how they performagainst accessibilityconsiderationsandsignificant non-absoluteconstraints. Table 5-1summarisesthe overall performance of eachpotential housingsitein terms ofaccessibilityand constraints andalso sets outwhich sites should be excluded forfurtherconsideration atth
	5.4Stage 3 also considered theperformance of potential employments sites andappendices 5 and 6 set out the commentary for each potential employment site andhow they perform against accessibility considerations and significant non-absoluteconstraints. Table 5-2 summarises the overall performance of each potentialemployment site and whether this have been passed forward for further consideration.
	5.5Paragraph2.3 of this assessment sets out the national planning policy context whichneeds to be taken into consideration when determiningif development is sustainable.Further, paragraph84 of the NPPF makes clear that when drawing up or reviewingGreen Belt boundaries account should be taken of the need to promote sustainablepatterns of development and Paragraph 85 bullet 1, ensure consistency with the LocalPlan strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development.
	5.6When promoting sustainable patterns of development, this is not just about wheredevelopment is located, but also how it performs in terms of its accessibility to localservices and how it performs against constraints or designations which the NPPFseeks to protect.
	5.7As such, sites which performed ‘low’ or ‘low-medium’ at Stage 3where mitigation couldnotovercome impacts orsequentially preferable sites wereavailable,werenotconsidered to promote sustainable patterns of development or meet Local Planrequirements for sustainable development and wereexcluded from furtherconsideration and not taken forward to Stage 4.
	5.8Following stage 3 thenumberofhousingsiteswasreduced from 80to52andemployment sites from12to6.

	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	32

	Table 5-1: Overall Performance ofHousingSites against Accessibilityand SignificantNon-Absolute Constraints
	Table 5-1: Overall Performance ofHousingSites against Accessibilityand SignificantNon-Absolute Constraints
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	SLAA Site

	TD
	Accessibility
	Performance

	TD
	Constraints
	Impact

	TD
	Figure
	Overall Performance

	TD
	Figure
	Take


	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	4–
	4–
	4–
	Barrsbrook&
	BarrsbrookCattery,Guildford Road, Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is high for both public transport/cycling to major centres andalso generally high for all local facilities. Only limited constraints on sitewhich could be reduced or removed by suitable mitigation. Site scoresHighoverall.
	

	13–StroudeFarm,Stroude Road
	13–StroudeFarm,Stroude Road
	13–StroudeFarm,Stroude Road
	13–StroudeFarm,Stroude Road


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is towards the mid-lower range for a number of localservices. Good access to service centres by rail but not by bus. Access toservices could be improved if health/retail facilities are located on site, butsite is unlikely to be large enough to secure all of these improvements.Evidence on the impact of minerals constraint concludes that this is unlikelyto impact development but agricultural value is grade 3 and sequentiallypreferable sites may beavailable, but this is not a bar at this sta
	

	14–Brox End Nursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursey,Ottershaw


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of services as well as travel to
	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of services as well as travel to
	servicecentresbypublictransport/cycling.Significantnon-absolute
	constraints are limited although development would lose an area ofnatural/semi-natural greenspace. Thissite was designated as a housingreserve site in the 2001 Local Plan and can be taken forward to stage 4. Aplanning application for this site is currently under consideration. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.

	

	17–Coombelands Lane,Rowtown
	17–Coombelands Lane,Rowtown
	17–Coombelands Lane,Rowtown
	17–Coombelands Lane,Rowtown


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is mixed with good accessibility to some local services butnot others particularly access to health centres. There are no particularsignificant non-absolute constraints on site. Site was designated as ahousing reserve site in the 2001Local Plan and an application for 43dwellings has been approved subject to S106. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	


	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	33

	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	SLAA Site

	TD
	Accessibility
	Performance

	TD
	Constraints
	Impact

	TD
	Figure
	Overall Performance

	TD
	Figure
	Take


	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	18–
	18–
	18–
	LandNorthof
	Thorpe Industrial Estate,Egham

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	Site accessibility is generally low, performing poorly againsta range ofstandards to local services. This would only be improved if primaryeducation/health and retail facilities were provided on site, but site is unlikelyto be large enough to secure all of these improvements. A number ofsignificant non-absolute constraints are evident but could be overcome,however one (minerals) may prevent development and further evidence isrequired to determine whether this could be overcome.Site proponent statesinvestiga
	

	19–Oak Tree Nurseries,Stroude Road
	19–Oak Tree Nurseries,Stroude Road
	19–Oak Tree Nurseries,Stroude Road
	19–Oak Tree Nurseries,Stroude Road


	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is generally poor for bus services and reasonableforrail/cycling to major centres. Accessibility to local services is generally poor.Limited constraints on site but further evidence of minerals resource on sitemay be required. Based on accessibility, site scores Low-Medium overall.
	

	22–Land southof StDavid’s Drive & Robert’sWay, Englefield Green
	22–Land southof StDavid’s Drive & Robert’sWay, Englefield Green
	22–Land southof StDavid’s Drive & Robert’sWay, Englefield Green
	22–Land southof StDavid’s Drive & Robert’sWay, Englefield Green


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is mixed with good accessibility to some local services butnot others particularly access to health centres. Limited significant non-absolute constraints on site butissues with ground and surface waterflooding would have to be addressed. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	24–LandatPrairieRoad,HatchClose&Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24–LandatPrairieRoad,HatchClose&Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24–LandatPrairieRoad,HatchClose&Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24–LandatPrairieRoad,HatchClose&Hatch Farm, Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is good to a range of local services with performanceagainst standards in the higher ranges. Limited significant non-absoluteconstraints on western part of site but is grade 3 agricultural land andsequentially preferable sites may beavailable, but this is not a bar at thisstage.  Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw


	TD
	Figure
	Medium High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is good to a range of local services with performanceagainst standards in the higher ranges for most. No particular significantnon-absolute constraints on site. Overall site performance is medium-highand can be taken forward to stage4. Planning permission has been grantedat the site for 6 dwellings. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	29
	29
	29
	–Charnwood
	–Charnwood

	Nurseries,33TheAvenue, Woodham

	TD
	Figure
	Medium High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local services withperformance against standards in the higher ranges for most. No particularsignificant non-absolute constraints on site. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	30–CABI,BakehamLane,Egham
	30–CABI,BakehamLane,Egham
	30–CABI,BakehamLane,Egham
	30–CABI,BakehamLane,Egham


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is mixed with reasonable access to public transport andgenerally good access to local services. Only constraint on site is a limitedpotential for groundwater flooding. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	
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	TD
	Figure
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	TD
	Accessibility
	Performance

	TD
	Constraints
	Impact

	TD
	Figure
	Overall Performance

	TD
	Figure
	Take


	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	34–Parklands, ParcelD, Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, ParcelD, Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, ParcelD, Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, ParcelD, Chertsey Bittams


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally good to service centres but mixed to localfacilities with poorer access to primary education. Only constraint is limitedpotential for groundwater flooding. Harm to grade IIlisted building off site canbe avoided. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	36–Sandylands HomeFarm East, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	36–Sandylands HomeFarm East, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	36–Sandylands HomeFarm East, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	36–Sandylands HomeFarm East, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local services withperformance against standards in the higher ranges for most. Accessibility toservice centres by rail/cycling is however poor. Site is within a mineralsafeguarding area which may restrict development potential dependingpracticality of prior working. Site is also classified as grade 3 agricultural landand sequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at thisstage. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	42–CEMEXThorpe 1,Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42–CEMEXThorpe 1,Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42–CEMEXThorpe 1,Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42–CEMEXThorpe 1,Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is mixed with good access to some local services but notothers, specifically health. This would only be improved if health facilitieswere provided on site, but site is unlikely to be large/viable enough to securethese improvements. Accessibility to service centres is however poor byrail/bus given distance or limited services. A number of significant non-absolute constraints on site but evidence suggests minerals are of lowquality andunlikely to restrict development. Agricultural land valu
	

	44–CEMEX Thorpe 3,Ten AcreLane, Thorpe
	44–CEMEX Thorpe 3,Ten AcreLane, Thorpe
	44–CEMEX Thorpe 3,Ten AcreLane, Thorpe
	44–CEMEX Thorpe 3,Ten AcreLane, Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	Site accessibility is mixed with good access to some local services but notothers, specifically health. This would only be improved if health facilitieswere provided on site, but site is unlikely to be large enough to secure theseimprovements. Accessibility to service centres is however poor by rail/busgiven distance or limited services. A number of significant non-absoluteconstraints are evident including one (minerals) which could severely restrictdevelopment or prevent it altogether. Site scoresLow-Mediu
	

	46–
	46–
	46–
	LandatGreat
	Grove Farm, Ottershaw

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to service centres and local facilities butwith no rail. Limited number of significant non-absolute constraints on sitehowever ground and surface water flooding would have to be addressed.Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	
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	TD
	Figure
	Take


	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	46a–
	46a–
	46a–
	LandatGreat
	Grove Farm (east)

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility is generally good to service centres and local facilities butwith no rail. Limited but significant constraints on or adjacent site with site onhighestgradeagriculturallandandadjacenttoareaofAncientWoodland/SNCI. Land of lesser environmental value should be preferredand unknown whether suitable barrier to Ancient Woodland/SNCI would beeffective. Sites scoresLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to all local services with performanceagainst standards in the higher range and good accessibility to servicecentres by range of public transport. Limited number of significant non-absolute constraints on site. One would involve the loss of sports pitches,although this could be partially retained/replaced on site. Site is identified asa housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan and construction has startedon northern parcel for 130 dwellings. Site scoresHighoverall.
	

	50–Brunel UniversitySite,Cooper’sHill,Englefield Green
	50–Brunel UniversitySite,Cooper’sHill,Englefield Green
	50–Brunel UniversitySite,Cooper’sHill,Englefield Green
	50–Brunel UniversitySite,Cooper’sHill,Englefield Green


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility mixed with good accessibility to some local services but notothers, specifically retail. Significant non-absolute constraints on site includean area of ancient woodland and an area of open space as sports pitches.Both of these could however be retained. Impact on listed buildings on sitewould need to be addressed. Planning permission has been granted on thepartially developed areas of the site for 110 dwellings, 488 studentbedspaces and 59 C2 bedrooms which is now under construction. Site
	

	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw
	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw
	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw
	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	Site accessibility is generally low, performing poorly/reasonably for all localservices. However, accessibility to service centres is good by rail/cycling butnot so good by bus. Accessibility to local services would only be improved ifthese were provided on site, but site is unlikely to be large enough to securethese improvements. Significant non-absolute constraints on site includingareas of flood risk in zone 3a where the sequential and exceptions test wouldhave to be passed. Some of these areas could be 
	

	52–
	52–
	52–
	DialHouse,
	NorthcroftRoad,Englefield Green

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility generally good to local services and to service centres butno access to rail. Constraints are generally limited although boreholeevidence of mineral quality/quantity may be required. Agricultural land valueis grade 3a and sequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is nota bar at this stage. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	56–LandatGreenLane/NorlandsLane&Chertsey Lane, Thorpe
	56–LandatGreenLane/NorlandsLane&Chertsey Lane, Thorpe
	56–LandatGreenLane/NorlandsLane&Chertsey Lane, Thorpe
	56–LandatGreenLane/NorlandsLane&Chertsey Lane, Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility is generally poor to local services but good to servicecentres by bus/cycling although no rail services. Over half of the site lieswithin functional floodplain and almost the rest within flood risk zone 3a assuch sequentially preferable sites without the need for the exceptions testmay be available. Unknown whether minerals safeguarding could beovercome. Based on constraints site scoresLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	60–PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey
	60–PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey
	60–PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey
	60–PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility isgenerally good to most local services and servicecentres. Significant non-absolute constraints on site include areas of floodrisk including in zones3a& 3bhowever this could be mitigated as use forgreen space. The site is also classified as grade 3 agricultural land andsequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at thisstage. Site is designated as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Planbut has not been subject to a planning application. Site scoresMedium-H
	

	62
	62
	62
	–Landat
	–Landat

	Addlestonemoor

	TD
	Figure
	High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is good to all local services and to service centres. Onlyconstraints on site are limited potential for ground and surface waterflooding. Site scoresHighoverall.
	

	77–232 Brox Road,Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road,Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road,Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road,Ottershaw


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally good to local services and service centresalthough no rail facilities. Limited significant non-absolute constraints on site.Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	97 & 99–LongcrossGarden Village
	97 & 99–LongcrossGarden Village
	97 & 99–LongcrossGarden Village
	97 & 99–LongcrossGarden Village


	TD
	Figure
	Low

	TD
	Figure
	Low-

	Site accessibility is poor for all local services but accessibility to servicecentresisgoodbyrail/cycling.Thiscouldbeimprovedifprimaryeducation/health and retail facilities were provided on site. The DERA sitesouth is large enough to secure on site local services and facilities whichwould improve accessibility. Only limited significant non-absolute constraintson site. Although heritage assets are located on site, harm could be avoidedthrough design. Potential loss of open space but this could be retained,re
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	123–
	123–
	123–
	CEMEXHouse,
	ColdharbourLane,Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	Site accessibility to local services is generally poor, with access to servicecentres good by cycling but no rail and only reasonable access to busservices. Site is partially within the functional floodplain and flood risk zone3a but impact could be avoided. Large area in flood zone 2 and sequentiallypreferable sites may be available. Whilst majority of site is grade 1/2agricultural land, site is previously developed and value has been lost. SitescoresLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	129–Wey Manor Farm,Addlestone
	129–Wey Manor Farm,Addlestone
	129–Wey Manor Farm,Addlestone
	129–Wey Manor Farm,Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	Site accessibilityis generally poor to most local services, althoughaccessibility to service centres is good by all forms of transport.  Accessibilitywould only be improvedif primary education/health facilities were providedon site, but site is unlikely to be large/viable enough to secure theseimprovements. Significant non-absolute constraints include an area withinflood zone 3a which equates to 2ha and would need to pass the sequentialand exceptions test, although this could be avoided if used as green spa
	

	154–Land at Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	154–Land at Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	154–Land at Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	154–Land at Howard’sLane, Rowtown


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is mixed with accessibility to some good/reasonable and toothers poor. Accessibility to service centres is good by bus but reasonableby cycling with no rail facilities. This could be improved if primary educationwere provided on site,but site is unlikely to be large/viable enough to securetheseimprovements.Limitedsignificantnon-absoluteconstraintsbutpotential for groundwater and surface water would need to be addressed.Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	156–
	156–
	156–
	Blay’sHouse,
	Blay’sLane,EnglefieldGreen

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site has good accessibility to a range of local services and service centresby bus but poorer by rail/cycling. Significant non-absolute constraints includelarge areas of the site at risk from surface water flooding which would needto be addressed. Site is classified as grade 3 agricultural land but is alreadypartially developed. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	158–Land at SquiresGarden Centre, HollowayHill, Chertsey
	158–Land at SquiresGarden Centre, HollowayHill, Chertsey
	158–Land at SquiresGarden Centre, HollowayHill, Chertsey
	158–Land at SquiresGarden Centre, HollowayHill, Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to service centres by bus/cycling butgenerally poor to local services. Site is within minerals safeguarding butresource of poor quality, although practicalities of prior working should beexplored. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	167–Land at WoburnHill, Addlestone
	167–Land at WoburnHill, Addlestone
	167–Land at WoburnHill, Addlestone
	167–Land at WoburnHill, Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally good to service centres by all modes of publictransport/cycling. Accessibility to local services is reasonable. Limitedpotential for groundwater flooding could be overcome. Site is partly withinWoburn Hill Historic Park &Garden but constraint could be overcomethrough design. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	173–RodwellFarmNursing Home, Rowtown
	173–RodwellFarmNursing Home, Rowtown
	173–RodwellFarmNursing Home, Rowtown
	173–RodwellFarmNursing Home, Rowtown


	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally poor to local services and poor/reasonable toservice centres. Only constraint is limited potential for ground and surfacewater flooding which could be mitigated. Based on accessibility site scoresLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone
	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone
	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone
	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities and servicecentres. Significant non-absolute constraints include 2ha within the functionalfloodplain and a further 0.92ha in flood zone 3a but risk could be avoided ifused as green space. Site is identified as open space and developmentwould lead to a loss but some could be retained on site. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	212–HomeFarm,StroudeRoad,VirginiaWater
	212–HomeFarm,StroudeRoad,VirginiaWater
	212–HomeFarm,StroudeRoad,VirginiaWater
	212–HomeFarm,StroudeRoad,VirginiaWater


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities and servicecentres although bus services are infrequent. Significant non-absoluteconstraints include parts of the site at risk from groundwater flooding atsurface level which would need to be addressed. Majority of the site is withinminerals safeguarding areabut SCC would not object to its loss. Based onSite scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	217–LandadjacentWheelers Green, ParcelE, Chertsey Bittams
	217–LandadjacentWheelers Green, ParcelE, Chertsey Bittams
	217–LandadjacentWheelers Green, ParcelE, Chertsey Bittams
	217–LandadjacentWheelers Green, ParcelE, Chertsey Bittams


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally good to local services although distance toprimary education only relates to infants school. Accessibility to servicecentres is good by bus/cycling although no rail services. Only constraintidentified is adjacent grade II listed and locally listed buildings, but impactcould be avoided through design. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	218–RushamPark,Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218–RushamPark,Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218–RushamPark,Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218–RushamPark,Whitehall Lane, Egham


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Siteaccessibilityreasonable/poortomostlocalservicesandonlypoor/reasonable access to service centres by bus/cycling, but access to railis good. Part of site within flood risk zone 3a, but this is mostly on peripheryof the site and could be avoided. Areas also within zone 2 but could also beavoided through use as green space, otherwise sequentially preferable sitesmay be available. Site is classified as grade 3 agricultural land but is alreadypartially developed. Impact on safeguarded minerals site adjacent w
	

	219–Villa Santa Maria,St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria,St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria,St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria,St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility mixed with generally poor/reasonable accessibility to mostlocal services. Accessibility to service centres is generally good by rail/cycle.Significant non-absolute constraints include parts of the site within flood zone3a but could beavoided. Whole of the site is within a minerals safeguardingarea but resource unlikely to be significant. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	220–Norlands LandfillSite, Thorpe
	220–Norlands LandfillSite, Thorpe
	220–Norlands LandfillSite, Thorpe
	220–Norlands LandfillSite, Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	Site accessibility is generally poor/reasonable to local services. Accessibilityto service centres is mixed with good access by cycling but poorer by busdue to infrequent service and no rail. Limited area of site within functionalfloodplain and flood risk zone 3a which could be avoided. However, largearea within flood zone 2 and more sequentially preferable sites could beavailable unless only a small area of site developed. Minerals could be majorconstraint and unknown whether this can be overcome. Impact t
	

	224–Land adjacent 62Addlestonemoor
	224–Land adjacent 62Addlestonemoor
	224–Land adjacent 62Addlestonemoor
	224–Land adjacent 62Addlestonemoor


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Sites accessibility is generally good to all local services and service centres.Only constraint is limited potential for ground and surface water floodingwhich could potentially be mitigated. Site scoresHighoverall.
	

	225–
	225–
	225–
	Landadjacent
	Sandgates,
	Guildford
	Road, Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility generally good to local services and good to servicecentres by all forms of transport. Significant non-absolute constraints includesmall areas of groundwater and surface water flood riskwhich would need tobe addressed. Open space on site could be lost, but there may beopportunities to retain in part. Whole of the site is within a mineralssafeguarding but is unlikely to increase constraint above those that alreadyexist. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	226–Landat40CrockfordParkRoad,Addlestone
	226–Landat40CrockfordParkRoad,Addlestone
	226–Landat40CrockfordParkRoad,Addlestone
	226–Landat40CrockfordParkRoad,Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	High

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site is highly accessible to a range of local services and service centres.Significant non-absolute constraints include 52% of the site in flood zone 3band a further 29% in flood zone 3a. Area within zone 3a would have to passthe sequential and exceptions test and at the moment this reduces site sizeto less than the 0.5ha site size threshold. Although accessibility is high theflood constraint makes the site scoreLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	227–
	227–
	227–
	WoburnPark
	Farm, Addlestonemoor

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is good/reasonable to all local facilities with good access toservice centres by all modes of transport. Small areas of site withinfunctional floodplain and flood risk zones 2 and 3a but these lie on theperipheryandcouldbeavoided.Smallareacoveredbymineralssafeguarding but unlikely to constrain working. Impact to historic park &garden could be avoided through sensitive design. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	229–Virginia Heights,Sandhills Road, VirginiaWater
	229–Virginia Heights,Sandhills Road, VirginiaWater
	229–Virginia Heights,Sandhills Road, VirginiaWater
	229–Virginia Heights,Sandhills Road, VirginiaWater


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High-Medium

	Siteaccessibilitygood/reasonabletomostlocalservicesandgoodaccessibility to service centres by rail/cycling, but poorer by bus giveninfrequent services. Site within mineral safeguarding area with definedresource and presumption against development. Limited potential for groundand surface water flooding could potentially be mitigated. Site scoresLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	230–GoveNursery,Spinney Hill. Addlestone
	230–GoveNursery,Spinney Hill. Addlestone
	230–GoveNursery,Spinney Hill. Addlestone
	230–GoveNursery,Spinney Hill. Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility generally good to all local services and generally good toservice centres by most forms of transport. Limited constraints on sitehowever land is grade 1/2 agricultural land and as such land of lesser valueshould be preferred. Site scoresLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital


	TD
	Figure
	Medium High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility poor/reasonable to local services but good to servicecentres by bus/cycling. Small areas of site within flood zones 2 &3a can beavoided, although ground and surface water flood risk will need to beaddressed. Only a small section of site in minerals safeguarding but site isalready largely developed. Impact to statutorily and locally listed buildingscould be avoided through design. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	234–EdenFarm,Virginia Water
	234–EdenFarm,Virginia Water
	234–EdenFarm,Virginia Water
	234–EdenFarm,Virginia Water


	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally poor to local services and reasonable/poor toservice centres, although journey times are good. Bus services areinfrequent. Limited potential for ground and surface flooding could potentiallybe mitigated. Agricultural value is grade 3 and sequentially preferable sitesmay be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Based on accessibility,site scoresLow-Mediumoverall.
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	254–Land Parcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is mixed for a range of local facilities with poorer access tohealth and secondary education. Accessibility to service centres is alsomixed with good access/reasonable access by bus/cycling but no railaccess. This would only be improved if health and retail facilities wereprovided on site, but site is unlikely to be large enough to secure theseimprovements. Limited potential for groundwater flooding could be potentiallymitigated and impact to adjacent Grade II listed building couldbe miti
	

	255A
	255A
	255A
	–ParcelA,
	–ParcelA,

	Chertsey Bittams

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities and servicecentres although access to health facilities is low. Significant non-absoluteconstraints include a small area within flood zone 2 & 3a which could beavoided. Part of site within agricultural land classification grade 3 andsequentially preferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at thisstage. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	255B
	255B
	255B
	–ParcelB,
	–ParcelB,

	Chertsey Bittams

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities althoughaccess to health facilities is low. Accessibility to service centres isgood/reasonable by cycling/bus but poorer by rail. Significant non-absoluteconstraints include agricultural land classification grade 3 and sequentiallypreferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. SitescoresMediumoverall.
	

	255C
	255C
	255C
	–ParcelC,
	–ParcelC,

	Chertsey Bittams

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities althoughaccess to health facilities is low. Accessibility to service centres isgood/reasonable by cycling/bus but poorer by rail. Significant non-absoluteconstraints include limited potential for groundwater and high risk of surfacewater flooding but these could potentially be mitigated. Site within agriculturalland classification grade 3 and sequentially preferable sites may beavailable, but this is not a bar at this stage. Site scoresMedi
	

	256–Thorpe Lea RoadNorth, Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)
	256–Thorpe Lea RoadNorth, Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)
	256–Thorpe Lea RoadNorth, Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)
	256–Thorpe Lea RoadNorth, Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is good to all local services. Accessibility to service centresis generally good/reasonable by all forms of public transport.  Significantnon-absolute constraints include potential for ground and surface waterflooding but this could potentially be mitigated. Site is within agricultural landclassification grade 3 but is already developed. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	256–Thorpe LeaRoadNorth, Parcel A (GlenvilleFarm)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoadNorth, Parcel A (GlenvilleFarm)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoadNorth, Parcel A (GlenvilleFarm)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoadNorth, Parcel A (GlenvilleFarm)


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is good to all local services. Accessibility to service centresis generally good/reasonable by all forms of public transport. Significant non-absolute constraints include potential for ground and surface water floodingbut this could potentially be mitigated and small area within flood zone 3a(0.06ha) which could be avoided. Site is within agricultural land classificationgrade 3 but is already developed. Site score isMedium-Highoverall.
	

	257–Thorpe Lea RoadWest
	257–Thorpe Lea RoadWest
	257–Thorpe Lea RoadWest
	257–Thorpe Lea RoadWest


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good/reasonable to a range of local facilities.Access to service centres is generally good/reasonable by all modes ofpublic transport. Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding butthis could potentially be mitigated and small area in flood zone 2 but could beavoided. Agricultural land classification grade 3 and sequentially preferablesites may be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	258–North
	258–North
	258–North
	VirginiaWater

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities. Accessibilityto service centres is generally reasonable by rail/cycling but poor by busgiven infrequent service. Limited significant non-absolute constraints includelocally listed building on site, where harm could be avoided through design.Some steeper gradients on site could reduce developable area but notenough to exclude sites. Impact to adjacent SNCI could be avoided throughdesign. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	259–West
	259–West
	259–West
	VirginiaWater

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility mixed with good access to some local services but notothers. Accessibility to service centres is mixed with good access by cyclingbut poorer access by bus/rail.  Limited potential for ground and surface waterflooding which can potentially be mitigated. However, potential harm toadjacent SNCI if suitable buffer cannot be implemented. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	261–South
	261–South
	261–South
	VirginiaWater

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility mixed with good or reasonable access to some services butpoorer to others. Accessibility to service centres generally good/reasonableby cycling/rail but poorer by bus given infrequent service. Limited potentialfor ground and surface water flooding which can potentially be mitigated.Potential harm to adjacent SNCI could be mitigated with suitable buffer. SitescoresMediumoverall.
	

	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally good to a range of local facilities and generallygood to service centres. Potential for ground and surface water floodingwhich can potentially be mitigated. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	268–
	268–
	268–
	Land at 79-87a
	Woodham
	Woodham
	ParkRoad,

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally good to local services and reasonable bybus/cycling with poor access to rail. Limited potential for groundwaterflooding which can potentially be mitigated. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	269–LandEastofThorpe Industrial Estate
	269–LandEastofThorpe Industrial Estate
	269–LandEastofThorpe Industrial Estate
	269–LandEastofThorpe Industrial Estate


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility is generally poor to local services but generally good toservices centres by all modes of transport except rail. Around a third of thesite within functional floodplain or zone 3a where exceptions test will need tobe passed. Almost all the site is within flood zone 2 and as such sequentiallypreferable sites may be available. Site also within minerals safeguardingarea and constrained by previous extraction and unknown if this can beovercome. Open space will be lost but could be partly retai
	

	273–
	273–
	273–
	LandSouthof
	Great Grove Farm

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility generally good to all local services and to service centresexcept by rail. Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding whichcould potentially be mitigated. Loss of natural/semi-natural greenspacewhich is unlikely to be retained. Site within Grade 1/2 agricultural land andland of lesser value should be preferred. Based on constraints site scoresLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	274–Allington & 37, 47,
	274–Allington & 37, 47,
	274–Allington & 37, 47,
	274–Allington & 37, 47,
	57Howard’sLane,Rowtown


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility to local services is mixed with good access to some andpoorertoothers.Accessibilitytoservicecentresisgenerallygood/reasonable by bus/cycling but poor by rail. Limited potential for groundand surface water flooding although small area at risk if higher probability,which can potentially be mitigated. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	277–The Old Chalet,CallowHill,VirginiaWater
	277–The Old Chalet,CallowHill,VirginiaWater
	277–The Old Chalet,CallowHill,VirginiaWater
	277–The Old Chalet,CallowHill,VirginiaWater


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally good to local services, but reasonable toservice centres by cycling/rail and poor by bus given infrequent services.Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding which couldpotentially be mitigated and impact toadjacent Grade II and locally listedstructures could be avoided through design. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	281
	281
	281
	–Landat
	–Landat

	Clockhouse Lane East,Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility to local services mixed with most performing poorly orreasonably. Accessibility to service centres is mixed with good accessibilityby cycling but poorer by bus/rail. Potential for groundwater flooding atsurface but limited potential for surface water. Loss of natural/semi-naturalgreenspace which is unlikely to be retained. Site within Grade 1/2 agriculturalland and land of lesser value should be preferred. Based on constraints sitescoresLowoverall.
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	282–LandEastofFishingLake,ThorpeLea Road
	282–LandEastofFishingLake,ThorpeLea Road
	282–LandEastofFishingLake,ThorpeLea Road
	282–LandEastofFishingLake,ThorpeLea Road


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility to local services mixed with most performing poorly orreasonably. Accessibility to service centres is mixed with good accessibilityby cycling but poorer by bus/rail. Potential for groundwater flooding atsurface but limited potential for surface water. Loss of natural/semi-naturalgreenspace which is unlikely to be retained. Site within Grade 1/2 agriculturalland and land of lesser value should be preferred. Based on constraints sitescoresLowoverall.
	

	284–
	284–
	284–
	ChristmasTree
	Site,Ottershaw

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is generally good to local services and to service centresexcept by rail. Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding withhigher probability is some areas but which could potentially be mitigated.Impact to adjacent Grade II listed building could be avoided through design.Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	285–SayesCourtKennels, Addlestone
	285–SayesCourtKennels, Addlestone
	285–SayesCourtKennels, Addlestone
	285–SayesCourtKennels, Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to local services and to service centresalthough poorer by rail. Limited potential for ground and surface waterflooding which could potentially be mitigated and small area in zone 2 couldbe avoided. Site gradients may restrict developable area. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	287–LandWestofBridgeLane,VirginiaWater
	287–LandWestofBridgeLane,VirginiaWater
	287–LandWestofBridgeLane,VirginiaWater
	287–LandWestofBridgeLane,VirginiaWater


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility is generally good to local services. Accessibility is mixed toservice centres with good access by rail, reasonable access by cycling andpoor access by bus due to infrequent service. Limited potential for groundand surface water flooding with small areas at higher probability but whichcould potentially be mitigated. Site within mineral safeguarding area butresource of poor quality and unlikely to be a constraint. Agriculturalclassification is grade 1/2 and land of lesser value shouldbe pre
	

	289–Webb’sTheGreen, Englefield Green
	289–Webb’sTheGreen, Englefield Green
	289–Webb’sTheGreen, Englefield Green
	289–Webb’sTheGreen, Englefield Green


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to local services. Accessibility to servicecentres is good/reasonable by bus cycling but poor by rail. Limited potentialfor ground and surface water flooding with small areas at higher probabilitybut which could potentially be mitigated. Site within mineral safeguardingarea but unlikely to be a constraint over and above existing urban area.Agricultural land classification grade 3 and sequentially preferable sites maybe available, but this is not a bar at this stage. Impa
	
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	292–LandEastofBishop’s Way, Egham
	292–LandEastofBishop’s Way, Egham
	292–LandEastofBishop’s Way, Egham
	292–LandEastofBishop’s Way, Egham


	TD
	Figure
	High

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility is good to all local services and except for rail is good toservice centres by all forms of transport. Over half of the site is withinfunctional floodplain with 91% in flood zone 3a and whole site is zone 2. Assuch sequentially preferable sites will likely be available. Site also withinminerals safeguarding area and constrained by previous extraction andunknown if this can be overcome. Site score isLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	293–
	293–
	293–
	LandNorthof
	KingsLane,EnglefieldGreen

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility generally good to local services. Accessibility to servicecentres is good/reasonable by bus/cycling but poor by rail. Limited potentialfor groundwater flooding with notable areas with some probability of surfacewater,butwhichcouldpotentiallybemitigated.Sitewithinmineralsafeguarding area but unlikely to be a constraint over and above existingurban area. Agricultural land classification grade 3and sequentiallypreferable sites may be available, but this is not a bar atthis stage. Mixedgradie
	

	300–Land adjacent 70CrockfordParkRoad,Addlestone
	300–Land adjacent 70CrockfordParkRoad,Addlestone
	300–Land adjacent 70CrockfordParkRoad,Addlestone
	300–Land adjacent 70CrockfordParkRoad,Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	High

	size below threshold. Based on constraints, site scoresoverall.
	size below threshold. Based on constraints, site scoresoverall.
	Site accessibility is generally good to local services and is good to servicecentres by all modes of transport. Nearly two thirds of site within functionalfloodplain and almost whole site within zone 3a where exceptions test wouldneed to be passed. Areaof floodplain unlikely to be avoided reduces site
	Low-Medium

	

	312–Jasmine Cottageand 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages, Virginia Water
	312–Jasmine Cottageand 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages, Virginia Water
	312–Jasmine Cottageand 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages, Virginia Water
	312–Jasmine Cottageand 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages, Virginia Water


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good/reasonable to local services. Accessibilityto service centres is good/reasonable by rail/cycling but poor by bus giveninfrequent service.Ancient woodlandcovers 33% of site and other non-designated areas of woodland may need to be retained to support integrity ofancient woodlandthus reducingdevelopable area of site.Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	323–CactiNursery,Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323–CactiNursery,Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323–CactiNursery,Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323–CactiNursery,Bousley Rise, Ottershaw


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good to local services and good toservicecentres by most forms of transport. No major constraints on sitealthoughsurface water flood risk is prevalent. Site scoresHigh-Mediumoverall.
	

	326–Addlestone Quarry
	326–Addlestone Quarry
	326–Addlestone Quarry
	326–Addlestone Quarry


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site accessibility is generally good by bus/cycle to servicecentres, but ispoor to local services. This could be improved as site is large enough toaccommodate local services on-site.Flood risk and minerals/waste a majorconstraint on site and may not be overcome. Site scores Low-Mediumoverall.
	
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	Table 5-2:Overall Performance of Employment Sites against Accessibility and Significant Non-Absolute Constraints
	Table 5-2:Overall Performance of Employment Sites against Accessibility and Significant Non-Absolute Constraints
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
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	TD
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	TD
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	TD
	Figure
	Overall Performance

	TD
	Figure
	Take


	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	18–
	18–
	18–
	LandNorthof
	Thorpe Industrial Estate,Egham

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	Site accessibility is low, performing poorly against public transport with goodor very good levels of service and generally poor access to health & retail. Anumber of significant non-absolute constraints are evident but could beovercome,however one (minerals) may prevent development and furtherevidence is required to determine whether this could be overcome.Siteproponent states investigations on-going, but minerals constraint remains.Although site would lead to loss of open space, some of this could beretai
	

	42–CEMEX Thorpe 1,Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42–CEMEX Thorpe 1,Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42–CEMEX Thorpe 1,Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42–CEMEX Thorpe 1,Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site accessibility is low-medium, performing poorly against public transportwith good or very good levels of service and generally poor access to healthbut good to retail. A number of significant non-absolute constraints on sitebut evidence suggests minerals are of low quality and unlikely to restrictdevelopment. Agricultural land value is grade 3a and sequentially preferablesites may be available, but this is not a bar at this stage. However, based onaccessibility site scoresLow-Mediumoverall.
	

	46–
	46–
	46–
	LandatGreat
	Grove Farm, Ottershaw

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site accessibility is medium with good accessibility by buswith good or verygood level of service but poor to rail. Poorer accessibility by cycling but goodaccess to health and retail.Limited number of significant non-absoluteconstraints on site however ground and surface water flooding would have tobe addressed. Site scoresMedium-Highoverall.
	

	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site accessibility is generally good withgood access to both bus & rail withgood or very good service as well as cycling & good access health and retailfacilities.Limited number of significant non-absolute constraints on site. Onewould involve the loss of sports pitches, although this could be partiallyretained/replaced on site. Site is identified as a housing reserve site in the2001 Local Plan and construction has started on northern parcel for 130dwellings. Site scoresHighoverall.
	


	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	47

	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	SLAA Site

	TD
	Accessibility
	Performance

	TD
	Constraints
	Impact

	TD
	Figure
	Overall Performance

	TD
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	Forward toStage 4?
	Forward toStage 4?

	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw
	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw
	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw
	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Siteaccessibility generally good by bus/rail with good or very good level ofservice and good accessibility by cycling. Access to health and retail isgenerally poor.Significant non-absolute constraints on site including areas offlood risk in zone 2 & 3a where the sequential test would have to be passed.Some of these areas could be mitigated through use as amenity/landscapingbut unlikely to cover all risk areas. Site scoresMediumoverall.
	

	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone
	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone
	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone
	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	Site has a medium-high level of accessibility overall. Generally goodaccessibility by bus/rail with good or very good level of service and goodaccessibility by cycling. Good accessibility to both health and retail.Significant non-absoluteconstraintsinclude 2hawithinthe functionalfloodplain and a further 0.92ha in flood zone 3a but risk could be avoided ifused as amenity/landscaped areas. However, extent of zone 2 would reducesite size by half if sequential test could not be demonstrated. Site is identifieda
	

	225–LandadjacentSandgates,GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	225–LandadjacentSandgates,GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	225–LandadjacentSandgates,GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	225–LandadjacentSandgates,GuildfordRoad, Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	Medium-High

	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	Site has medium-high level of accessibility overall. Good accessibility bybus/rail with good or very good level of service and good accessibility bycycling. Good accessibility to retail but poorer to health facilities.Significantnon-absolute constraints include small areas of groundwater and surfacewater flood risk which would need to be addressed. Open space on sitecould be lost, but there may be opportunities to retain in part. Whole of thesite is within a minerals safeguarding but is unlikely to increase
	

	269–LandEastofThorpe Industrial Estate
	269–LandEastofThorpe Industrial Estate
	269–LandEastofThorpe Industrial Estate
	269–LandEastofThorpe Industrial Estate


	TD
	Figure
	Low-Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site has low-medium accessibility overall. Good accessibility to bus withgood or very good level of service but no rail. Good accessibility by cycling.Poor accessibility to health and retail services.Around a third of the sitewithin functional floodplain with almost all the site within at least flood zone 2.As such, sequentially preferable sites may be available. Site also withinminerals safeguarding area and constrained by previous extraction andunknown if this can be overcome. Open space will be lost but 
	
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	Forward toStage 4?

	273–
	273–
	273–
	LandSouthof
	Great Grove Farm

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site has medium level of accessibility overall. Good accessibilityby bus withgood or very good level of service but no rail and poorer accessibility bycycling. Accessibility to health and retail is good. Limited potential for groundand surface water flooding which could potentially be mitigated. Loss ofnatural/semi-natural greenspace which is unlikely to be retained. Site withinGrade 1/2 agricultural land and land of lesser value should be preferred.
	Site has medium level of accessibility overall. Good accessibilityby bus withgood or very good level of service but no rail and poorer accessibility bycycling. Accessibility to health and retail is good. Limited potential for groundand surface water flooding which could potentially be mitigated. Loss ofnatural/semi-natural greenspace which is unlikely to be retained. Site withinGrade 1/2 agricultural land and land of lesser value should be preferred.
	Basedonconstraintssitescores
	Low-Medium
	overall.

	

	281
	281
	281
	–Landat
	–Landat

	Clockhouse Lane East,Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site has medium level of accessibility overall. Accessibility by bus/rail withgood or very good level of service is generally poor, but accessibility bycycling is good. Accessibility to retail is good but poor to health facilities.Potential for groundwater flooding at surface but limited potential for surfacewater. Loss of natural/semi-natural greenspace which is unlikely to beretained. Site within Grade 1/2 agricultural land and land of lesser valueshould be preferred. Based on constraints site scoresLowov
	

	282–LandEastofFishingLake,ThorpeLea Road
	282–LandEastofFishingLake,ThorpeLea Road
	282–LandEastofFishingLake,ThorpeLea Road
	282–LandEastofFishingLake,ThorpeLea Road


	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	High

	Site has medium level of accessibility overall. Accessibility by bus/rail withgood or very good level of service is generally poor, but accessibility bycycling is good. Accessibility to retail is good but poor to health facilities.Potential for groundwater flooding at surface but limited potential for surfacewater. Loss of natural/semi-natural greenspace which is unlikely to beretained. Site within Grade 1/2 agricultural land and land of lesser valueshould be preferred. Based on constraints site scoresLowov
	

	284–
	284–
	284–
	ChristmasTree
	Site, Ottershaw

	TD
	Figure
	Medium

	TD
	Figure
	Low

	Site has medium level of accessibility overall. Good accessibility by bus withgood or very good level of service but no rail and poorer accessibility bycycling. Limited potential for ground and surface water flooding with higherprobability is some areas but which could potentially be mitigated. Impact toadjacent Grade II listed building could be avoided through design. SitescoresMedium-Highoverall.
	
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	Stage 4 Assessment
	Stage 4 Assessment
	5.9Stage 4 considered each of the sites from stage 3 against a range of non-significant,non-absolute constraints in qualitative terms as a series of questionswhich sought toascertainwhether a non-significantnon-absolute constraint was present and the effectofthis. Appendix 7sets out the commentary for each siteincluding for both housing &employmentand Table 5-3summarises this.
	5.9Stage 4 considered each of the sites from stage 3 against a range of non-significant,non-absolute constraints in qualitative terms as a series of questionswhich sought toascertainwhether a non-significantnon-absolute constraint was present and the effectofthis. Appendix 7sets out the commentary for each siteincluding for both housing &employmentand Table 5-3summarises this.
	5.10Following stage4, 51of the52housing sitesand5 of the 6employment sitesweretakenforward to stage 5. It was considered that none of the constraints assessed instage 4 were so insurmountable as to make a development undeliverable orundevelopable aside from 1 sitewhich could have been allocated for housing oremployment.

	Table 5-3: Performance against Non-SignificantNon-Absolute Constraints
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Site

	TD
	Figure
	Performance

	Take Forward

	4–Barrsbrook&BarrsbrookCattery,GuildfordRoad,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook&BarrsbrookCattery,GuildfordRoad,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook&BarrsbrookCattery,GuildfordRoad,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook&BarrsbrookCattery,GuildfordRoad,Chertsey


	SitewithinunitSS3ofSurreyLandscapeCharacter Assessmentbut considered that sitewould not adversely affect principles or could bemitigated/enhanced through design. Site withinGroundwater Protection Zone 3 (GPZ) and willneed to be taken into account throughdesign.
	

	13–StroudeRoadFarm,StroudeRoad,Virginia Water
	13–StroudeRoadFarm,StroudeRoad,Virginia Water
	13–StroudeRoadFarm,StroudeRoad,Virginia Water
	13–StroudeRoadFarm,StroudeRoad,Virginia Water


	North parcelwithin BOAunit TV01 andanyproposal would be expected to set out how itmitigates/ enhances BOA objectives and targets.Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Site 13 could haveadverse effects onRV2principles,especiallyresisting urbanisation of open areas. This wouldneed to be carefully considered through designbut is not necessarily a reason to exclude at thisstage.Potential noise from adjacent rail linecould be mitigated through design.
	

	14–Brox End Nursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursey,Ottershaw


	Site isthe subject of a Tree Preservation Order(TPO) but application for residential is currentlybeing considered and impacts to TPO can beovercome. Site is designated as a housingreserve site in the 2001 Local Plan.
	

	17–
	17–
	17–
	Lane, Rowtown
	Coombelands

	Site issubject to a TPO but protected treescould be retained on site. Within unit SS3 of theSLCAbutconsideredthatsitewouldnotadversely affect these principles. Designated asa housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan
	Site issubject to a TPO but protected treescould be retained on site. Within unit SS3 of theSLCAbutconsideredthatsitewouldnotadversely affect these principles. Designated asa housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan
	andanapplicationiscurrentlyunder
	consideration.

	

	22–Land south of StDavid’s Drive & Robert’sWay, Englefield Green
	22–Land south of StDavid’s Drive & Robert’sWay, Englefield Green
	22–Land south of StDavid’s Drive & Robert’sWay, Englefield Green
	22–Land south of StDavid’s Drive & Robert’sWay, Englefield Green


	Site is within unit TV01 of a Thames ValleyBiodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and whilstnot itself a nationally or locally designated site,there may be featureswithin the site whichreflect BOA objectives.This does not precludedevelopment,butanyproposalwouldbeexpected to set out how it mitigates/ enhancesBOA objectives and targets.The site is alsowithinunitSW1oftheSLCAbutisnotconsidered to adversely affect these principles,although account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.
	
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	24–LandatPrairieRoad, Hatch Close &Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24–LandatPrairieRoad, Hatch Close &Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24–LandatPrairieRoad, Hatch Close &Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24–LandatPrairieRoad, Hatch Close &Hatch Farm, Addlestone


	Within unit SS3 of the SLCA but considered thatsite would not adversely affect these principlesalthough account should be taken of principlesand enhanced through design as appropriate.Amenity could be affected by noise from StPeter’s Way but could be mitigated. Electricitypylons and cables on part of site will need to beconsidered carefully in designand may reducedevelopable area. Within GPZ3 whichwill needto be taken into account through design.
	

	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw


	Within unit SS3 of the SLCA but considered thatsite would not adversely affect these principlesalthough account should be taken of principlesand enhanced through design as appropriateNo other constraints.
	

	29
	29
	29
	–Charnwood
	–Charnwood

	Nurseries,33TheAvenue, Woodham

	Within unit SS3 of the SLCA but considered thatsite wouldnot adversely affect these principlesalthough account should be taken of principlesand enhanced through design as appropriate.No other constraints.
	

	30-
	30-
	30-
	CABI,Bakeham
	Lane, Egham

	No constraints on site. However site is adjacentBOAunitTV01andanyproposalshouldincorporate measures to enhance BOA featuresin general. Footpath 41 lies adjacent site tonorth of but would remain unchanged.
	

	34–Parklands, ParcelD, Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, ParcelD, Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, ParcelD, Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, ParcelD, Chertsey Bittams


	Harm to trees covered by TPO 80 will need tobe avoided. This doesnot preclude developmentbut measures mayreduce developable area.Noother constraints.
	

	36–Sandylands HomeFarm East, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	36–Sandylands HomeFarm East, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	36–Sandylands HomeFarm East, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	36–Sandylands HomeFarm East, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green


	Site is within unit TV01 of a Thames ValleyBiodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) and whilstnot itselfa nationally or locally designated site,there may be features within the site whichreflect BOA objectives.This does not precludedevelopment,butanyproposalwouldbeexpected to set out how it mitigates/ enhancesBOA objectives and targets.The siteis alsowithinunitSW1oftheSLCAbutisnotconsidered to adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.
	

	46–LandatGreatGrove Farm, Ottershaw
	46–LandatGreatGrove Farm, Ottershaw
	46–LandatGreatGrove Farm, Ottershaw
	46–LandatGreatGrove Farm, Ottershaw


	Within unit SS3 of the SLCA but considered thatsitewould not, in the main, significantlyaffectthese principles, althoughdevelopment ofthesite would reduce the gap between Ottershawand Chertsey Bittams to the northand designwill need to incorporate/enhance features whichmakeapositivecontributiontolandscapeprinciples for unit SS3.Harm to trees covered byTPOscould be avoided through designandfootpath on site could be retained.
	
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	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey


	Within unit SS3 of SLCA butnot considered site
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA butnot considered site
	48wouldadverselyaffecttheseprinciplesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design. Noiseimpacts from adjacent employment area couldbe attenuated or avoided, and buffer may berequiredtoresidentialifemploymentusepursued. Within GPZ 2which will need to beconsideredthroughdesign.Footpathrunsadjacent site on eastern boundary but can beretained. Site identified as housing reserve sitein 2001 Local Plan and northern part of site haspermission for 130 dwellings.
	48wouldadverselyaffecttheseprinciplesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design. Noiseimpacts from adjacent employment area couldbe attenuated or avoided, and buffer may berequiredtoresidentialifemploymentusepursued. Within GPZ 2which will need to beconsideredthroughdesign.Footpathrunsadjacent site on eastern boundary but can beretained. Site identified as housing reserve sitein 2001 Local Plan and northern part of site haspermission for 130 dwellings.


	

	50–Brunel UniversitySite,Cooper’sHill,Englefield Green
	50–Brunel UniversitySite,Cooper’sHill,Englefield Green
	50–Brunel UniversitySite,Cooper’sHill,Englefield Green
	50–Brunel UniversitySite,Cooper’sHill,Englefield Green


	Partly within BOA unit TV02. Relevant objectivesfor this unit include priority habitat restorationand creation and priority species recovery.Siteis large enoughto retain BOA areas and as suchthere is the opportunity to mitigate/enhance BOAobjectives and targets. TPO on site lies to theperiphery and harm can be avoided. Site ispartlywithinunitSS1ofSCLA,butnotconsidered site 50 would adversely affect theseprinciples although account will need to be takenof principles and enhanced through design.FP69 runs alon
	

	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw (employment only)
	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw (employment only)
	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw (employment only)
	51–Byfleet Road, NewHaw (employment only)


	within BOAunit R04 and whilst thisdoes notpreclude development,any proposal would beexpected to set out how it mitigates/ enhancesBOA objectives and targets.Within unit RF7 ofSLCA and site and couldadverselyaffectlandscape principles and therefore design willneed to be carefully considered. Site adjacent toM25 with noise and air quality potential issueswhichwillrequiremitigationoravoidance.Several electricity pylons and overhead cableson site and Wey Navigation towpath lies onwestern boundary. Asstated in s
	

	60–Chertsey
	60–Chertsey
	60–Chertsey
	PyrcroftRoad,

	Within unitSS3 of SCLA but not considered toadversely affect landscape principlesalthoughaccount will need to be taken of principles andenhanced through design. TPO 235 on northernboundary could be retained. Within GPZ 2 & 3which will need to be considered through designprocess.
	

	62
	62
	62
	–Landat
	–Landat

	Addlestonemoor

	TPO 370 located on site for individual Oak treebut harm can be avoided. Within unit SS3 ofSCLA,butnotconsideredsite62wouldadversely affect landscapeprinciples althoughaccount will need to be taken of principles andenhanced through design if possible given sizeof site.
	
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	77–Ottershaw
	77–Ottershaw
	77–Ottershaw
	232 Brox Road,
	232 Brox Road,


	Within unit SS4 of SLCA.Not considered thatSite77wouldadverselyaffectlandscapeprinciples although account will need to be takenof principles and enhanced through design ifpossible given size of site. TPO 115 coverswhole site but trees located mostly on peripheryand harm could be avoided.
	

	97 &99–LongcrossGarden Village
	97 &99–LongcrossGarden Village
	97 &99–LongcrossGarden Village
	97 &99–LongcrossGarden Village


	Within BOA unit TBH02 and whilst sites97 & 99arenotthemselvesanationallyorlocallydesignated site, there may be features within thesite which reflect BOA objectives. Whilst thisdoes not preclude development,any proposal
	Within BOA unit TBH02 and whilst sites97 & 99arenotthemselvesanationallyorlocallydesignated site, there may be features within thesite which reflect BOA objectives. Whilst thisdoes not preclude development,any proposal
	wouldbeexpectedtosetouthowit
	mitigates/enhances BOA objectives and targetsand given size of site potential for priority habitatrestoration.  Within unit SS4 of SLCA but is notconsidered to adversely affect these principlesbut account will need to be taken of principlesand enhanced through design. Noise could beattenuatedandfootpathcouldberetained.TPO6runsalongsouthernandeasternboundary of siteandcould be retainedwithharm avoided.

	

	154–Land at Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	154–Land at Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	154–Land at Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	154–Land at Howard’sLane, Rowtown


	TPO 180 on periphery of site and harm can beavoided. Footpath on periphery of site but canbe retained. No other constraints.
	

	156–Blay’sHouse,Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’sHouse,Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’sHouse,Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’sHouse,Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen


	No constraints present.
	

	167–Land at WoburnHill, Addlestone
	167–Land at WoburnHill, Addlestone
	167–Land at WoburnHill, Addlestone
	167–Land at WoburnHill, Addlestone


	Site partly within GPZ 3 which will need to beconsidered through design process. No otherconstraints.
	

	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone
	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone
	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone
	205–Crockford BridgeFarm, New Haw Road,Addlestone


	Site within BOA unit R04 and whilst site 205 isnot itself a nationally or locally designated site,there may be features within the site whichreflect BOA objectives.This does not precludedevelopment,butanyproposalwouldbeexpected to set out how it mitigates/ enhancesBOAobjectives and targets and given size ofsite potential forpriority habitat restoration.Within unitSS3whichcouldbeadverselyaffected bypotential merging of settlements.This would be subject to design. May be somepotential for agricultural land co
	

	212–Stroude Road
	212–Stroude Road
	212–Stroude Road
	HomeFarm,

	

	217–Land at Wheeler’sGreen,ParcelE,Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land at Wheeler’sGreen,ParcelE,Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land at Wheeler’sGreen,ParcelE,Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land at Wheeler’sGreen,ParcelE,Chertsey Bittams


	TPO 16 on site but harm could be avoided.Within unit SS3 of SCLA, butnot considered site217 would adverselyaffect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciplesandenhancedthroughdesign.Potentialamenityissuefromnoisegivenproximity to St Peter’s Way & Guildford Road,but this could be attenuated.
	


	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	54

	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Site

	TD
	Figure
	Performance

	TD
	Figure
	Take Forward


	218–
	218–
	218–
	RushamPark,
	Whitehall Lane

	Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Site 13 is alreadylargely developed and as such is unlikely tohave greater impact than existing subject todesign. Site partly within GPZ3 which will needtobeconsideredthroughdesignprocess.Potential for laboratory waste on site and assuch a land contamination survey may berequired.
	

	219–Villa Santa Maria,St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria,St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria,St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria,St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey


	Within unit SS3 of SLCA but not considered toadversely affect landscape principlesalthoughaccount will need to be taken of principles andenhancedthroughdesign,especiallywithrespect to retention of tree cover. Landfill within250m and a site survey maybe required. TPO 2on sitecould be retained and assuch harmavoided. Partly within GPZ 2 & 3 which will needto be considered through design process.
	

	224–LandadjacentAddlestonemoor
	224–LandadjacentAddlestonemoor
	224–LandadjacentAddlestonemoor
	224–LandadjacentAddlestonemoor


	Within unit SS3 of SLCA.Considered site 224wouldnotadverselyaffecttheseprinciplesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples andenhanced through design. WithinGPZ3 which will need to be considered throughdesign process. Overhead electricity cables runover very small partof site in south east cornerbutshould not affect developable area.
	

	225–LandadjacentSandgates,GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	225–LandadjacentSandgates,GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	225–LandadjacentSandgates,GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	225–LandadjacentSandgates,GuildfordRoad, Chertsey


	Within unitSS3 of SLCA.Site 219 couldadverselyaffecttheseprinciplesespeciallyretention of tree cover as thesite is heavilywooded in parts.Woodland TPO 403 coverssome 0.9ha leaving 0.54ha of developable areawhich would be further reduced by individuallyprotected trees.Development would thereforeeither lead to the loss of protected trees orreduce the site to under 0.5ha. As such, thesiteshould not be taken forward to stage 5forhousing or employment. Within GPZ 2 & 3 which
	Within unitSS3 of SLCA.Site 219 couldadverselyaffecttheseprinciplesespeciallyretention of tree cover as thesite is heavilywooded in parts.Woodland TPO 403 coverssome 0.9ha leaving 0.54ha of developable areawhich would be further reduced by individuallyprotected trees.Development would thereforeeither lead to the loss of protected trees orreduce the site to under 0.5ha. As such, thesiteshould not be taken forward to stage 5forhousing or employment. Within GPZ 2 & 3 which
	will needto be considered through designprocess.

	

	227–WoburnParkFarm, Addlestonemoor
	227–WoburnParkFarm, Addlestonemoor
	227–WoburnParkFarm, Addlestonemoor
	227–WoburnParkFarm, Addlestonemoor


	Area TPO 137 lies to the site frontagebut harmto protected treescanbe avoided throughdesign. Within unit SS3 of SLCA andconsideredsite227wouldnotadverselyaffecttheseprinciples although account will need to be takenof principles and enhanced through design,especially retention of protected trees on site.Partly within GPZ 2 & 3 which will need to beconsidered through design process. Overheadelectricity cables run over the centre of the sitefrom southwest to northeast which may reducedevelopable area.
	

	231–Hospital
	231–Hospital
	231–Hospital
	StPeter’s

	TPO 244 on site coveringboth individuallyprotected trees and a general area. Site is largeenough for harm to be avoided through design.Potential for contamination related to hospitalwaste and as such a survey may be required.
	
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	254–Land Parcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown


	Within unit SS3 of SLCA but not considered toadversely affect landscape principlesalthoughaccount will need to be taken of principles and
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA but not considered toadversely affect landscape principlesalthoughaccount will need to be taken of principles and
	enhancedthroughdesign.TPO216and
	footpath adjacent east boundary of site could beretained.

	

	255
	255
	255
	–ParcelA,
	–ParcelA,

	Chertsey Bittams

	Within unit SS3 of SLCA butconsidered site255A wouldnotadversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design. Part ofeastern parcel of land within M25 AQMA butcould be avoided through design. Noise fromM25 may be an issue but harm could be avoidedthrough design. Within GPZ 3 which will need tobe considered through design process
	

	255B–ParcelB,Chertsey Bittams
	255B–ParcelB,Chertsey Bittams
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA butconsidered site255A wouldnotadversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design. Noisefrom M25 may be an issue but harm could beavoided through design.
	

	255C
	255C
	255C
	–ParcelC,
	–ParcelC,

	Chertsey Bittams

	Within unit SS3 of SLCA butconsidered site255A wouldnotadversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design. Part ofeastern parcel of land within M25 AQMA butcould be avoided through design. Noise fromM25 may be anissue but harm could be avoidedthrough design. Within GPZ 3 which will need tobe considered through design process
	

	256A–ThorpeLea
	256A–ThorpeLea
	256A–ThorpeLea
	Road North, Parcel A(Thorpe Lea Manor)

	Within GPZ 3 which will need to be consideredthrough design process.
	

	256B–ThorpeLeaRoad North, Parcel B(Glenville Farm)
	256B–ThorpeLeaRoad North, Parcel B(Glenville Farm)
	Within GPZ 3 which will need to be consideredthrough design process.
	

	257–Thorpe Lea RoadWest
	257–Thorpe Lea RoadWest
	257–Thorpe Lea RoadWest
	257–Thorpe Lea RoadWest


	TPO 98 on site covers individual trees and smallareaswhichcouldberetainedandharmavoided. Noiseand air quality could be an issuegiven proximity to M25 but could be avoided ormitigated through design. Within GPZ 3 whichwill need to be considered through designprocess. Footpath runs along western boundaryof site but could be retained.
	

	258–VirginiaWaterNorth
	258–VirginiaWaterNorth
	258–VirginiaWaterNorth
	258–VirginiaWaterNorth


	SitewithinunitSW1ofSLCAandnotconsideredtoadverselyaffectlandscapeprinciples subject to careful designalthoughaccount will need to be taken of principles andenhanced through design.
	

	259–VirginiaWaterWest
	259–VirginiaWaterWest
	259–VirginiaWaterWest
	259–VirginiaWaterWest


	TPO 20S &77 on site but could be retained andharm avoided.
	

	261–VirginiaWaterSouth
	261–VirginiaWaterSouth
	261–VirginiaWaterSouth
	261–VirginiaWaterSouth


	Within unit SS4 of SLCA but not considered toadversely affect landscape principlesalthoughaccount will need to be taken of principles andenhanced through design.Part ofsite adjacentto rail line and within 70m of M3, however noiseissues could be attenuated.
	
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	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East


	TPO 50 in west of site but could be retained.Within unit SS4 of SLCA but not considered toadversely affect landscape principlesalthoughaccount will need to be taken of principles andenhanced through design. Footpath runs north-south through site and could be retained.
	

	268–Land at 79-87aWoodhamParkRoad,Woodham
	268–Land at 79-87aWoodhamParkRoad,Woodham
	268–Land at 79-87aWoodhamParkRoad,Woodham
	268–Land at 79-87aWoodhamParkRoad,Woodham


	Site within 250m of potential waste source, sosurvey may berequired.
	

	274–Allington & 37, 47,
	274–Allington & 37, 47,
	274–Allington & 37, 47,
	274–Allington & 37, 47,
	57Howard’sLane,Rowtown


	TPO 221 on part of site, but this could beretained and harm avoided. Site within 250m ofpotential contaminating site, so survey may berequired. FP 24, 27 and 28 surround site butcould beretained without diversion.
	

	277–The Old Chalet,CallowHill,VirginiaWater
	277–The Old Chalet,CallowHill,VirginiaWater
	277–The Old Chalet,CallowHill,VirginiaWater
	277–The Old Chalet,CallowHill,VirginiaWater


	Site within BOA TV01. Whilst site 277 is notitself a nationally or locally designated site, it ispredominantly wooded and its loss could havethe potentialto negatively affect BOA objectivesand this would need to be carefully considered ifconstraint can be overcome.Site withinunitSW1 of SLCA and although not covered by aTPO, the site is predominantly covered bywoodlandanddevelopmentcouldalsonegatively affect principlesand would need to becarefully designed to take these into account. Anunidentified tank lies
	

	284–Christmas TreeSite, Ottershaw
	284–Christmas TreeSite, Ottershaw
	284–Christmas TreeSite, Ottershaw
	284–Christmas TreeSite, Ottershaw


	Several TPOs on site, but these lie largely onthe periphery and can be retained so harm canbe avoided. Within units SS3 &SS4 of SLCA butconsidered site 284 wouldnotadversely affectthese principles although account will need to betakenofprinciplesandenhancedthroughdesign. Potential contamination site within 250mand a survey would likely be required.
	

	285–
	285–
	285–
	SayesCourt
	Kennels, Addlestone

	Within unit SS3of SLCA butconsidered site 284wouldnotadverselyaffecttheseprinciplesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciplesandenhancedthroughdesign.Western area of site within M25 AQMA but couldbeavoided through design. Noise from M25 maybe an issue but harm could be avoided throughdesign. Within GPZ 3 which will need to beconsidered through design process. Part offormer landfill located on site and survey wouldbe required to investigate potentialextent of
	Within unit SS3of SLCA butconsidered site 284wouldnotadverselyaffecttheseprinciplesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciplesandenhancedthroughdesign.Western area of site within M25 AQMA but couldbeavoided through design. Noise from M25 maybe an issue but harm could be avoided throughdesign. Within GPZ 3 which will need to beconsidered through design process. Part offormer landfill located on site and survey wouldbe required to investigate potentialextent of
	contaminationwhetheranymitigationispossible.

	
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	289–
	289–
	289–
	Webb’s,The
	Green, Englefield Green

	TPO 168 on part of site, but can be retained andas such harm can be avoided.Within unit SS1 ofSLCA,butnotconsideredsite289wouldsignificantly adversely affect these principlesand will need to incorporate/enhance featureswhich make a positive contribution to landscapeprinciples, especially given sitelocation adjacentThe Green at Englefield Green which is one ofthefundamentalfeaturesinthislandscapetypology.
	

	293–
	293–
	293–
	Land North of
	Kings Lane, EnglefieldGreen

	TPO 284 on site for individual tree which can beretained and as such harm avoided. Within unitSS2of SLCA butconsidered site 293 wouldnotsignificantly adversely affect these principles butwill need to incorporate/enhance features whichmakeapositivecontributiontolandscapeprinciples. Potential contamination site within250mandsurveymayberequired.FP22adjacent site can be retained without diversion.
	

	312–Jasmine Cottageand 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages
	312–Jasmine Cottageand 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages
	312–Jasmine Cottageand 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages
	312–Jasmine Cottageand 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages


	Within unit RV2 of SLCAbut is not necessarily areasontoexcludeatthisstage.Landcontamination status unknown, however is likelytobeagriculturalwastesandcouldberemediated.
	

	323–
	323–
	323–
	CactiNursery,
	Bousley Rise, Ottershaw

	Within unit SS4 of SLCA. but considered site323wouldnotadversely affect these principlesalthoughaccount will need to be taken ofprinciplesandenhancedthroughdesign.Footpath runs north-south west ofsite and couldbe retained.No other constraints,
	


	Stage 5 Assessment
	5.11Stage 5 of the site assessment has considered how the51housing sites and5employment sitesperform in terms of Green Belt purposes, as informed bytheRunnymede Green Belt Review Parts1 & 2.Appendix 8sets out the commentary foreach site and gives a recommendation as to whether the site should be taken forwardto stage 6 onthe performance againstthe Green Belt Reviews, while also takingaccount of the commentary from stages 3&4. A summary of this commentary isincluded in Table 5-4. The results of stage 5 are t
	5.11Stage 5 of the site assessment has considered how the51housing sites and5employment sitesperform in terms of Green Belt purposes, as informed bytheRunnymede Green Belt Review Parts1 & 2.Appendix 8sets out the commentary foreach site and gives a recommendation as to whether the site should be taken forwardto stage 6 onthe performance againstthe Green Belt Reviews, while also takingaccount of the commentary from stages 3&4. A summary of this commentary isincluded in Table 5-4. The results of stage 5 are t
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	4–Barrsbrook &Barrsbrook Cattery,GuildfordRoad,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook &Barrsbrook Cattery,GuildfordRoad,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook &Barrsbrook Cattery,GuildfordRoad,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook &Barrsbrook Cattery,GuildfordRoad,Chertsey


	High performing site against accessibility/constraintsand Green Belt purposes weakly/moderately met.However, only 16% of land which would need releasefrom Green Belt is developable and is considereddisproportionate to level of development achievable.Greater weight attached to protection of the GreenBelt.
	
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	13–Stroude RoadFarm,StroudeRoad
	13–Stroude RoadFarm,StroudeRoad
	13–Stroude RoadFarm,StroudeRoad
	13–Stroude RoadFarm,StroudeRoad


	Siteperformsmoderatelyagainstaccessibility/constraintsbutGreenBeltperformsstrongly. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.
	

	14–
	14–
	14–
	BroxEnd
	Nursey, Ottershaw

	Medium-highperformingsite
	Medium-highperformingsite
	against
	accessibility/constraints and Green Belt purposesonly weakly met. The site is already acceptable todevelop in principle through the existing Local Planand is subject to planning applications.

	

	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown
	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown
	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown
	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints and Green Belt purposesonly weakly met. The site is already acceptable todevelop in principle through the existing Local Planand is subject to planning permission for 43 unitssubject to S106.

	

	22–Land south ofSt David’s Drive &Robert’sWay,Englefield Green
	22–Land south ofSt David’s Drive &Robert’sWay,Englefield Green
	22–Land south ofSt David’s Drive &Robert’sWay,Englefield Green
	22–Land south ofSt David’s Drive &Robert’sWay,Englefield Green


	Siteperformsmoderatelyagainstaccessibility/constraints, but Green Belt performsstrongly. Greater weight attached to protection of theGreen Belt.
	

	24–Land at PrairieRoad, Hatch Close
	24–Land at PrairieRoad, Hatch Close
	24–Land at PrairieRoad, Hatch Close
	24–Land at PrairieRoad, Hatch Close

	&Hatch
	Farm,
	Addlestone

	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints,butGreenBeltalsoperformsstrongly.Greaterweightattachedtoprotection of the Green Belt.

	

	28–Great GroveFarm,MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	28–Great GroveFarm,MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	28–Great GroveFarm,MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	28–Great GroveFarm,MurrayRoad, Ottershaw


	Medium-highperformingsite
	Medium-highperformingsite
	against
	accessibility/constraints,butGreenBeltalsoperformsstrongly.Greaterweightattachedtoprotection of the Green Belt.

	

	29–
	29–
	29–
	Charnwood
	Nurseries, 33 TheAvenue, Woodham

	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints but Green Belt also performsstrongly. Greater weight attached to protection of theGreen Belt.

	

	30
	30
	30
	–CABI,
	–CABI,

	BakehamLane,Egham

	Medium-highperformingsiteintermsof
	Medium-highperformingsiteintermsof
	accessibility/constraints and moderately performingagainst Green Belt purposes but Green Belt hasstrategic importance in this area. Greater weightattached to protection of the Green Belt.

	

	34–Parklands,Parcel D, ChertseyBittams
	34–Parklands,Parcel D, ChertseyBittams
	34–Parklands,Parcel D, ChertseyBittams
	34–Parklands,Parcel D, ChertseyBittams


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints and only plays a limited rolein wider Green Belt. Greater weight attached tomeeting development needs.

	

	36–SandylandsHome Farm East,Blay’sLane,Englefield Green
	36–SandylandsHome Farm East,Blay’sLane,Englefield Green
	36–SandylandsHome Farm East,Blay’sLane,Englefield Green
	36–SandylandsHome Farm East,Blay’sLane,Englefield Green


	Thesiteismediumperformingintermsofaccessibility/constraintsbutGreenBeltperformsstrongly. Greater weight attached to protectionof theGreen Belt.
	

	46–Land at GreatGroveFarm,Ottershaw
	46–Land at GreatGroveFarm,Ottershaw
	46–Land at GreatGroveFarm,Ottershaw
	46–Land at GreatGroveFarm,Ottershaw


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints.GreenBeltperformsmoderately over majority of site and is critical tomaintaingapbetweenChertsey/Ottershaw,butsouthwest corner of site plays less fundamental role.Considered that release of site including southwestcorner is not a ‘rounding off’ of the urban areapushing settlement boundaries north beyond existingdefensible GB boundaries and physically closing gap
	betweenOttershaw/Chertsey.Greaterweight
	attached to protection of the Green Belt.

	
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	48–
	48–
	48–
	Hanworth
	Lane, Chertsey

	High performing site against accessibility/constraints.Parcel was not taken forward for further refinement inStage 1 Review and was recommended asa GreenBelt extension. However, the site is designated as ahousing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan with 130dwellings on the northern section of the site underconstruction.Thesiteisalreadyacceptabletodevelop in principle through the existingLocal Planand greater weight attached to meeting developmentneeds.
	

	50
	50
	50
	–Brunel
	–Brunel

	UniversitySite,CoopersHill,Englefield Green

	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints.GreenBeltperformsstrongly on part of the site but weaker in other parts,most notably that currently under construction forresidentialdevelopment.However,areaofsiteperforming more weakly against Green Belt purposesunlikely to yield any more developable area than isalready under construction and further developmentunlikely to be achievable. Greater weight attached toprotection of the Green Belt.
	

	51–Byfleet Road,NewHaw(employment only)
	51–Byfleet Road,NewHaw(employment only)
	51–Byfleet Road,NewHaw(employment only)
	51–Byfleet Road,NewHaw(employment only)


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraintsasanemploymentsite.Furtherrefinementoflandparcelrevealsthatdevelopment would not compromise purpose 2 withno potential for sprawl. Greater weight attached tomeeting development needs for employment.
	

	52–
	52–
	52–
	Dial House,
	NorthcroftRoad,Englefield Green

	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraintsbutGreenBeltperformsstrongly. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.
	

	60–Pyrcroft Road,Chertsey
	60–Pyrcroft Road,Chertsey
	60–Pyrcroft Road,Chertsey
	60–Pyrcroft Road,Chertsey


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints.Furtherrefinedparcelreveals that developmentwould not compromisepurpose 2 or 3 of Green Belt and area at GrangeFarm plays lesser role in wider Green Belt.  As such,greater weight attached to meeting developmentneeds. Part of site is already acceptable to develop inprinciple through the existingLocal Plan.

	

	62–
	62–
	62–
	Landat
	Addlestonemoor

	High performing site against accessibility/constraintsbut Green Belt performs moderately and is integral tomaintaining gap between settlements. Greater weightattached to protection of Green Belt.
	

	77–232BroxRoad, Ottershaw
	77–232BroxRoad, Ottershaw
	77–232BroxRoad, Ottershaw
	77–232BroxRoad, Ottershaw


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints and Green Belt performsonly weakly/moderately. However, considered thatsite would form an incongruous addition to urbanarea and is not a ‘rounding off’ of the settlement.Greater weight attached to protection of the GreenBelt.

	
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	97&99–LongcrossGardenVillage
	97&99–LongcrossGardenVillage
	97&99–LongcrossGardenVillage
	97&99–LongcrossGardenVillage


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints, although accessibility is low.However the site would be large enough to improveaccessibility as itcould provide on-site local servicesand facilities. Green Belt performance is weak asidefrom being moderate against one purpose, however,further refinement identifies potential for developmentat the site. The site is already partially developed andassuch is not open in its entirety, which is one of thefundamental characteristics of the Green Belt. In thisres
	

	154–
	154–
	154–
	Landat
	Howard’sLane,Rowtown

	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.
	

	156
	156
	156
	–Blay’s
	–Blay’s

	House,Blay’sLane,EnglefieldGreen

	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints and Green Belt performsmoderately but plays a limited role in meeting GreenBelt purposes. Greater weight attached to meetingdevelopment needs.
	

	158
	158
	158
	–Squires
	–Squires

	GardenCentre,HollowHill,Chertsey

	Mediumperformingsiteintermsofaccessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater protection attached to protection ofGreen Belt.
	

	167–
	167–
	167–
	Landat
	WoburnHill,Addlestone

	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.

	

	205–
	205–
	205–
	Crockford
	Bridge Farm, NewHawRoad,Addlestone

	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints but GreenBelt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection of theGreen Belt.
	

	212–Home Farm,Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm,Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm,Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm,Stroude Road


	Medium-highperformingsite
	Medium-highperformingsite
	against
	accessibility/constraints butmoderate performanceagainstGreen Belt purposes and is considered toplay an important role in preventing encroachmentinto a sensitive area of countryside.Greater weightattached to protection of the Green Belt.

	

	217
	217
	217
	–Land
	–Land

	adjacent Wheeler’sGreen,ParcelE,Chertsey Bittams

	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints. Further refined land parceland sub-area plays only a limited role in the widerGreen Belt. Greater weight attached to meetingdevelopment needs.

	

	218–
	218–
	218–
	Rusham
	Park,WhitehallLane, Egham

	Medium
	Medium
	performingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints with Green Belt performancegenerally weak and playing a limited role in widerGreen Belt. However, only 11% of land which wouldneed release from Green Belt is developable and isconsidered disproportionate to level of developmentachievable. Greater weight attached to protection ofthe Green Belt.

	
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	219–Villa SantaMaria, St Ann’s Hill,Chertsey
	219–Villa SantaMaria, St Ann’s Hill,Chertsey
	219–Villa SantaMaria, St Ann’s Hill,Chertsey
	219–Villa SantaMaria, St Ann’s Hill,Chertsey


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints but Green performance isstrong. Greater weight attached to protection of theGreen Belt.
	

	224
	224
	224
	–Land
	–Land

	adjacent62Addlestonemoor

	High performing site against accessibility/constraintswith moderate Green Belt performance, but GreenBelt plays integral role in maintaining gaps betweensettlements. Greaterweight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.
	

	227–Woburn ParkFarm,Addlestonemoor
	227–Woburn ParkFarm,Addlestonemoor
	227–Woburn ParkFarm,Addlestonemoor
	227–Woburn ParkFarm,Addlestonemoor


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.

	

	231–Hospital
	231–Hospital
	231–Hospital
	StPeter’s

	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints. Site plays limited role inmeeting Green belt purposes 2 & 3. Greater weightattached to meeting development needs.

	

	254–Land ParcelB,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown
	254–Land ParcelB,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown
	254–Land ParcelB,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown
	254–Land ParcelB,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel wouldnot compromise Green Belt purposes and sub-areaperformsweakly/moderatelyagainstpurposes,although southwest part of sub-area plays a morecritical role in wider Green Belt. Greater weightattached to meeting development needs for northsection of sub-area, but greater weight attached toprotecting Green Belt for southwest section of sub-area.
	

	255A–Parcel A,Chertsey Bittams
	255A–Parcel A,Chertsey Bittams
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel statesthat strong boundaries will prevent further sprawl, thestrategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements
	andthesemi-urbancharacterhasalready
	compromisedopencountrysideanditsroleinmeeting purpose 3. Greater weight attached tomeeting development needs.

	

	255B–Parcel B,Chertsey Bittams
	255B–Parcel B,Chertsey Bittams
	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel statesthat strong boundaries will prevent further sprawl, thestrategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements
	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel statesthat strong boundaries will prevent further sprawl, thestrategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements
	andthesemi-urbancharacterhasalready
	compromisedopencountrysideanditsroleinmeeting purpose 3. Greater weight attached tomeeting development needs.

	

	255C–Parcel C,Chertsey Bittams
	255C–Parcel C,Chertsey Bittams
	Medium
	Medium
	performingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel statesthat strong boundaries will prevent further sprawl, thestrategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements
	andthesemi-urbancharacterhasalready
	compromisedopencountrysideanditsroleinmeeting purpose 3. Greater weight attached tomeeting development needs.

	

	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North, ParcelA(ThorpeLeaManor)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North, ParcelA(ThorpeLeaManor)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North, ParcelA(ThorpeLeaManor)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North, ParcelA(ThorpeLeaManor)


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints with Green Belt performingweakly.Greaterweightattachedtomeetingdevelopment needs.

	
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	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North, ParcelB (Glenville Farm)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North, ParcelB (Glenville Farm)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North, ParcelB (Glenville Farm)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North, ParcelB (Glenville Farm)


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints with Green Belt performingweakly.Greaterweightattachedtomeetingdevelopment needs.

	

	257–Thorpe LeaRoad West
	257–Thorpe LeaRoad West
	257–Thorpe LeaRoad West
	257–Thorpe LeaRoad West


	Greater weight attached toneeds.
	Greater weight attached toneeds.
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel wouldnot compromise Green Belt purposes 1 & 2 with sub-area performing weakly against purposes 2 & 3.
	meeting development

	

	258
	258
	258
	Water North
	–Virginia
	–Virginia


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints. Refined parcel would notcompromise Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 and sub-areaperforms weakly against purposes 1 & 2 and playslimited role in wider Green Belt. Greater weightattached to meeting development needs.
	

	259
	259
	259
	Water West
	–Virginia
	–Virginia


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints. Refined parcel would notcompromise Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 and sub-areaperforms weakly againstall three purposes and playsno role in wider Green Belt. Greater weight attachedto meeting development needs.
	

	261
	261
	261
	–Virginia
	–Virginia

	Water South

	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints. Refined parcel would notcompromise Green Belt purposes2 & 3 and sub-areaperforms weakly against purposes 1 & 2 and playslimited role in wider Green Belt. Greater weightattached to meeting development needs.
	

	263–East
	263–East
	263–East
	Ottershaw

	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints. Further refined parcel notconsidered to compromise any Green Belt purposeswith western part of sub-area not considered to playa role in purpose 1 or 2. Eastern part of siteconsidered to play fundamental role in purpose 2.Greater weight attached to meeting developmentneeds on western part of site (west of publicfootpath) but greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt on eastern part of site (east of publicfootpath).

	

	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham ParkRoad, Woodham
	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham ParkRoad, Woodham
	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham ParkRoad, Woodham
	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham ParkRoad, Woodham


	Mediumperformingsiteintermsofaccessibility/constraints with Green Belt performingweakly/moderately. However, site plays a role inpreventing sprawl and coalescence of settlementsand performs strongly in wider Green Belt. Greaterweight attached to protection of Green Belt.
	

	274–Allington &37, 47 57 Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	274–Allington &37, 47 57 Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	274–Allington &37, 47 57 Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	274–Allington &37, 47 57 Howard’sLane, Rowtown


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.
	

	277–TheOldChalet, Callow Hill,Virginia Water
	277–TheOldChalet, Callow Hill,Virginia Water
	277–TheOldChalet, Callow Hill,Virginia Water
	277–TheOldChalet, Callow Hill,Virginia Water


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.
	

	284–ChristmasTreeSite,Ottershaw
	284–ChristmasTreeSite,Ottershaw
	284–ChristmasTreeSite,Ottershaw
	284–ChristmasTreeSite,Ottershaw


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.

	
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	285–Sayes CourtKennels,Addlestone
	285–Sayes CourtKennels,Addlestone
	285–Sayes CourtKennels,Addlestone
	285–Sayes CourtKennels,Addlestone


	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	Medium-highperformingsiteagainst
	accessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.

	

	289–Webb’s, TheGreen,EnglefieldGreen
	289–Webb’s, TheGreen,EnglefieldGreen
	289–Webb’s, TheGreen,EnglefieldGreen
	289–Webb’s, TheGreen,EnglefieldGreen


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.
	

	293–Land North ofKingsLane,EnglefieldGreen
	293–Land North ofKingsLane,EnglefieldGreen
	293–Land North ofKingsLane,EnglefieldGreen
	293–Land North ofKingsLane,EnglefieldGreen


	Mediumperformingsiteagainstaccessibility/constraints but Green Belt performanceis strong. Greater weight attached to protection ofGreen Belt.
	

	312–
	312–
	312–
	Jasmine
	Cottage and 1 & 2HomeFarmCottages,VirginiaWater

	Medium performing site againstaccessibility/constraints, but performance againstGreen Belt purposes 2 & 3 is moderate and playsimportant role in protecting against encroachmentinto sensitive area of countryside. Greater weightattached to protection of the Green Belt.
	

	323
	323
	323
	–Cacti
	–Cacti

	Nursery,BousleyRise, Ottershaw

	Medium-high performing site againstaccessibility/constraints and weak against Green Beltpurposes. However, not considered that defensibleand durable boundaries can be clearly distinguishedon site which would threaten permanence of theGreen Belt and therefore greater weight attached toretaining land in the Green Belt.
	


	Stage 6 Assessment
	5.12Stage 6of the assessment considers the performance of each site taken forward fromstage 5 against the findings of the sustainability appraisal as a sense check. Table 5-5sets out a summary of the appraisal of each site as appraised in Appendix 2 of theSustainability Appraisal which accompanied the Local Plan Issues, Options andPreferred Approaches document andAppendix 2 ofthe Sustainability Appraisal whichaccompanied the Additional Sites& Options document.The Sustainability AppraisalObjectives are set o
	5.12Stage 6of the assessment considers the performance of each site taken forward fromstage 5 against the findings of the sustainability appraisal as a sense check. Table 5-5sets out a summary of the appraisal of each site as appraised in Appendix 2 of theSustainability Appraisal which accompanied the Local Plan Issues, Options andPreferred Approaches document andAppendix 2 ofthe Sustainability Appraisal whichaccompanied the Additional Sites& Options document.The Sustainability AppraisalObjectives are set o

	Table 5-5: Performance of Sites in Sustainability Appraisal
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Site

	TD
	Figure
	Performance in SA

	TD
	Figure
	Comments


	14–Brox EndNursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox EndNursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox EndNursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox EndNursey,Ottershaw


	Effects are uncertain on SAobjectives 1,2, 4 & 10 relating to biodiversity, health,water quality/efficiency and historicassetsand neutral for objective 5 relatingto climate change.Minor positive effectsare recordedfor objectives 7, 8 and 9relating to greenhouse gas emissions,economic growth and provision ofhomes.  Minor negative effects arerecorded for objectives 3, 6 and 11relating to soil resource,air/noisepollutionand landscape character.
	Considered that uncertain effectsand most minor negative effectscould be mitigated through thedesign processassociated withan individual planning applicationor asset out in Local Planallocation.Minor negative effectlikely to remain to objective 3, butis balanced against other minorpositives and mitigation to othernegative effects.
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	17–CoombelandsLane,Rowtown
	17–CoombelandsLane,Rowtown
	Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 1,2 & 4relating tobiodiversity, health andwater quality/efficiencyand neutral forobjective 5 relating to climate change.Minor positive effects are recorded forobjectives 7, 8, 9 and 10 relating togreenhouse gas emissions, economicgrowth, provision of homes and historicassets. Minor negative effects arerecorded for objectives 3, 6 and 11relating to soil resource,air/noisepollutionand landscape character.
	Planning applicationRU.16/0845granted permission for 43residential units subject to S106.Proposed plans and conditionsattached to permission andpotential S106 contributionsshould to some degree mitigateminor negative or uncertaineffects, although minoreffect toobjective 3 likely to remainbutisbalanced against other minorpositives and mitigation to othernegative effects.

	34–Parklands,Parcel D,ChertseyBittams
	34–Parklands,Parcel D,ChertseyBittams
	Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2& 4 relating to health and water qualityand neutral for objective 5 relating toclimate change. Minor positive effectsare recorded against objectives 7, 8 9and 10 relating to reducing greenhousegas emissions, economic growth,providing homes and historic assets.Significant negative effect recordedagainst objective 6 air/noise pollutiondue to proximity to AQMA and A320 andminor negative effects are recordedagainst objectives 1, 3 and 11 relating tobiodiversity, soil reso
	Majority of uncertain or minornegativeeffects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffects on objective 6 will requirean air/noise quality assessmentrelating to proximity to theAQMA/A320 with mitigationmeasures implemented ifnecessary. For objective 11 anyallocation will need to implementa landscape strategy for the siteand although site is not within aBOA, for the purposes ofobjective 1 pursue biodiversityenhancements

	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane,Chertsey


	Effects are uncertainon SA objectives 4& 11 relating towater quality/efficiencyand landscape character with neutraleffect from employment and uncertaineffect from housing on objective 2relating to health. Neutral effect forobjective 5 relating to climate change.Minor positive effects are recorded forobjectives 3, 7, 8, 9 and 10 relating tosoil resource, greenhouse gasemissions, economic growth, provision ofhomes and historic assets but significantpositive for objective 7 if developed foremployment use. Mino
	Planning application RU.15/0855granted permission for 130residential units with ReservedMatters approved underRU.16/1198on northern sectionof site. Proposed plans andconditions attached to permissionand S106 contributions should tosome degree mitigate minornegative or uncertain effects. Forsouthern section of site uncertainor minor negative effects could bemitigated through requirementsset out inLocal Plan allocation.For objective 1, although notwithin an BOA, biodiversityenhancements could be soughtand for
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	51–ByfleetRoad, NewHaw(employmentonly)
	51–ByfleetRoad, NewHaw(employmentonly)
	Effects are uncertain on SA objective2 &4relating tohealth and waterquality/efficiency. Significant positiveeffect recorded against objective 8relating to economic growth and minorpositive effects are recorded for objective7 relating to greenhouse gas emissions.Significant negative effects recordedagainst objective 5 climate change, dueto flood risk and objective 6 air/noisepollution due to proximity to M25 & railand AQMA. Minor negative effectsrecorded for objectives 1, 3, 10 and 11relating to biodiversity
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffects on objective 5 will need tobe addressed through a site floodrisk assessmentandimplementedthrough design.Forobjective 6an air/noise qualityassessment will be required withmitigation proposed as necessaryalthough type of employment usemay reduce effects.Forobjectives 1 & 11 any allocationwill need to have regard to andimplement Bi

	60–PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey
	60–PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey
	60–PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey
	60–PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey


	Effects areuncertain on SA objectives 1,2 & 4relating tobiodiversity, health &water quality/efficiency.Minor positiveeffects are recorded for objectives 7, 8 &9 relating to greenhouse gas emissions,economic growth and providing homes.Significant negative effect recordedagainst objective 5 climate change, dueto flood risk with minor negative effectsrecorded for objectives 3, 6,10and 11relating to soil resource, air/noise quality,historic assetsand landscape character.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations.Significant negativeeffects on objective 5 will need tobe addressed through a site floodrisk assessment, althoughdevelopment could come forwardavoiding flood risk areas. Forminor negative effect onobjective6 anoise quality assessmentrelating to proximity to rail line willbe required and impacts could beattenuated.For objective11 anyallocation will need to h
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	97 &99–LongcrossGardenVillage
	97 &99–LongcrossGardenVillage
	97 &99–LongcrossGardenVillage
	97 &99–LongcrossGardenVillage


	For parcels north & south of the M3effects are uncertain on objectives 2 & 4relating to health andwaterquality/efficiency. Minor positive effectsare recorded against objectives 3, 5, 7, 8& 9 relating to soil resource, climatechange, greenhouse gas emissions,economic growth, providing homes withminor positive effect on objective 11relating to landscape character on northparcel but a minor negative on southernparcel. Minor negative effects arerecorded against objectives 1, 6 & 10relating to biodiversity, air/
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations.For minor negativeeffect on objective 6 a noise/airquality assessmentrelating toproximity to rail line/motorway willbe needed with mitigationmeasures proposed asappropriate.For objective 1implementation of BOA objectiveswill need to be sought and forobjective 10 design of site willneed to be sympathetic to andenhance historic assets and theirsetting.

	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’sLane,EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’sLane,EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’sLane,EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’sLane,EnglefieldGreen


	Effectsuncertain onobjectives 2, 4 & 10relating to health, water quality/efficiencyand historic assets. Minor positive effectson objectives 3, 5, 7, 8 &9 relating to soilresource, climate change, greenhousegas emissions, economic growth andproviding homes. Minor negative effectsrecorded against objectives 1, 6 & 11relating to biodiversity, air/noise qualityand landscape character.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations.For minor negativeeffect on objective 6 a noise/airquality assessment relating toproximity to A30 will be neededwith mitigation measuresproposed if necessary. Forobjective11 any allocation willneed to have regard toandimplementSLCAobjectivesandalthough site is not within a BOA,for the purposes of objective 1pursue biodiversityenhancements on site.
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	217–LandadjacentWheeler’sGreen, ParcelE, ChertseyBittams
	217–LandadjacentWheeler’sGreen, ParcelE, ChertseyBittams
	217–LandadjacentWheeler’sGreen, ParcelE, ChertseyBittams
	217–LandadjacentWheeler’sGreen, ParcelE, ChertseyBittams


	Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2& 4 relating to health and water qualityand neutral for objective 5 relating toclimate change. Minor positive effectsare recorded against objectives 7, 8,9and 10 relating to reducing greenhousegas emissions, economic growth,providing homes and historic assets.Significant negative effect recordedagainst objective 6 air/noise pollutiondue to proximity to AQMA and A320 andobjective 11 relating to landscapecharacter given the greenfield nature ofthe site. Minor negative e
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffects on objective 6 will requirean air/noise quality assessmentrelating to proximity to theAQMA/A320 with mitigationmeasures implemented ifnecessary. For objective 11 anyallocation will need to implementa landscape strategy for the siteincluding retention of existingvegetation to limit impact tolandscape character. Althoughsite is no

	231–StPeter’sHospital
	231–StPeter’sHospital
	231–StPeter’sHospital
	231–StPeter’sHospital


	Effects uncertain on SA objectives 2 & 4relating to healthand waterquality/efficiency and neutral effect onobjective 1 for biodiversity. Minor positiveeffects recorded against objectives 3, 7,8 and 9 relating to soil resources,reducing greenhouse gas emissions,economic growth and providing homes.Minor negative effects are recordedagainst objectives 5, 6, 10 and 11relating to climate change, air/noisequality, historic assets and landscapecharacter.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. For minor negativeeffect on objective 6 anair qualityassessment relating to proximityto A320 will be needed withmitigation measures proposed ifnecessary. For objective5, this isrecorded as a minor negative dueto flood risk, but no part of thesite is outside of flood risk zone 1.For objective 10 negative effectscould be mitigated throughdesign. For objectiv
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	254–LandParcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown
	254–LandParcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown
	254–LandParcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown
	254–LandParcel B,CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown


	Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4relating to health & waterquality/efficiency with neutral effects forobjectives 5 & 6 relating to climatechange and air/noise quality.Minorpositive effectsrecorded againstobjectives 7, 8 & 9 relating togreenhouse gas emissions, economicgrowth and providing homes. Significantnegative effect on objective 11 relating tolandscape character and minor negativeeffectsrecorded against objectives 1, 3and 10relating tobiodiversity, soilresource and historic assets.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set outin LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffect on objective 11 will need tobe mitigated through a suitablelandscaping strategy havingregard to the objectives of theSLCA and to the prominence ofthe site. However, effect may bereduced to a minor negativerather than fully mitigated. Forobjective 1, although the site isnot within a BOA, biodiversityenhancements will need to beimpl

	255A–ParcelA,ChertseyBittams
	255A–ParcelA,ChertseyBittams
	Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2& 4 relating to health and water quality.Minor positive effects are recordedagainst objectives 7, 8, 9 and 10 relatingto reducing greenhouse gas emissions,economic growth, providing homes andhistoric assets. Significant negativeeffect recorded against objective 6air/noise pollution due to proximity toAQMA and A320 and objective 11relating to landscape character given thegreenfield nature of the site. Minornegative effects are recorded againstobjectives 1,3& 5relating 
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffects on objective 6 will requirean air/noise quality assessmentrelating to proximity to theAQMA/A320 with mitigationmeasures implemented ifnecessary. For objective 11 anyallocation will need to implementa landscape strategy for the siteincluding retention of existingvegetation to limit impact tolandscape character. Althoughsite is no
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	255B–ParcelB, ChertseyBittams
	255B–ParcelB, ChertseyBittams
	Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2& 4 relating to health and water qualityand neutral for objective 5 relatingtoclimate change. Minor positive effectsare recorded against objectives 7, 8, 9and 10 relating to reducing greenhousegas emissions, economic growth,providing homes and historic assets.Significant negative effect recordedagainst objective 6 air/noisepollutiondue to proximity to AQMA and A320 andobjective 11 relating to landscapecharacter given the greenfield nature ofthe site. Minor negative ef
	Majority ofuncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffects on objective 6 will requirean air/noise quality assessmentrelating to proximity to theAQMA/A320 with mitigationmeasures implemented ifnecessary. For objective 11 anyallocation will need to implementa landscape strategy for the siteincluding retention of existingvegetation to limit impact tolandscape character. Althoughsiteis not 

	255C–ParcelC, ChertseyBittams
	255C–ParcelC, ChertseyBittams
	Effects are uncertain on SA objectives 2& 4 relating to health and water qualityand neutral for objective 5 relating toclimate change. Minor positive effectsare recorded against objectives 7, 8, 9and 10 relating to reducinggreenhousegas emissions, economic growth,providing homes and historic assets.Significant negative effect recordedagainst objective 6 air/noise pollutiondue to proximity to AQMA and A320 andobjective 11 relating to landscapecharacter given the greenfield nature ofthe site. Minor negative e
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffects on objective 6 will requirean air/noise quality assessmentrelating to proximity to theAQMA/A320 with mitigationmeasures implemented ifnecessary. For objective 11 anyallocation will need to implementa landscape strategy for the siteincluding retention of existingvegetation to limit impact tolandscape character. Althoughsite is no
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	256–ThorpeLea RoadNorth, ParcelA (Thorpe LeaManor)
	256–ThorpeLea RoadNorth, ParcelA (Thorpe LeaManor)
	Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4relating to health and waterquality/efficiency. Minor positive effectson objectives 1, 3, 7, 8 & 9 relating tobiodiversity, soil resource, greenhousegas emissions, economic growth andproviding homes. Minor negative effectsrecorded on objectives 5, 6, 10 & 11relating to climatechange, air/noisequality due to proximity to M25, historicassets and landscape character.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Forobjective 5 riskcould be avoided through designor a flood risk assessment will berequired with mitigationimplemented as necessary. Forobjective 6 a noise qualityassessment will be required dueto aircraft noise zone andproximity to M25 with attenuationmeasures implemented wherenecessary. For objective 10design of site will need to ensureno harm to settin

	256–ThorpeLea RoadNorth, ParcelB (GlenvilleFarm)
	256–ThorpeLea RoadNorth, ParcelB (GlenvilleFarm)
	Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4relating to health and waterquality/efficiency. Minor positive effectson objectives 1, 3, 7, 8 & 9 relating tobiodiversity,soil resource, greenhousegas emissions, economic growth andproviding homes. Minor negative effectsrecorded on objectives 5, 6, 10 & 11relating to climate change, air/noisequality due to proximity to M25, historicassets and landscape character.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations.. For objective 5 riskcould be avoided through designor a flood risk assessment will berequired withmitigationimplemented as necessary. Forobjective 6 a noise qualityassessment will be required dueto aircraft noise zone andproximity to M25 with attenuationmeasures implemented wherenecessary. For objective 10design of site will need to ensurenoharm to settin
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	257–ThorpeLea RoadWest
	257–ThorpeLea RoadWest
	257–ThorpeLea RoadWest
	257–ThorpeLea RoadWest


	Uncertain effects on objectives 2& 4relating to health and waterquality/efficiency. Minor positive effectson objectives 1, 3, 5, 7, 8, 9 & 10 relatingto biodiversity, soil resource, climatechange, greenhouse gas emissions,economic growth, providing homes andhistoric assets. Minornegative effectsrecorded on objectives 6 & 11 relating toair/noise quality due to proximity to M25and landscape character.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. For objective 6 anoise quality assessment will berequired due to proximity to M25with attenuation measuresimplemented where necessary.For objective 11 the site is notwithin the SLCA but features ofimportance could be retained orsite landscaping improved.

	258–VirginiaWater North
	258–VirginiaWater North
	258–VirginiaWater North
	258–VirginiaWater North


	Uncertain effects on objective 4 relatingto water quality/efficiency and neutraleffect on objective 5 relating to climatechange. Minor positive effects recordedagainst objectives 2, 7, 8 and 9 relatingto health, greenhouse gas emissions,economic growth and providing homes.Significant negative effect recordedagainst objective 11 relating tolandscape character with minor negativeeffects against objectives 1, 3, 6 & 10relating to biodiversity, soil resource,air/noise quality and historic assets.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffect on objective 11 will need tobe mitigated through a suitablelandscaping strategy havingregard to the objectives of theSLCA and to the change in sitelevels. However, effect may bereduced to a minor negativerather than fully mitigated. Forobjective 1, although the site isnot within a BOA, biodiversityenhancements will need to beimpl

	259–VirginiaWater West
	259–VirginiaWater West
	259–VirginiaWater West
	259–VirginiaWater West


	Uncertain effects on objectives 2, 4 & 10relating to health, water quality/efficiencyand historic assets and neutral effect onobjective 5 relating to climate change.Minor positive effects on objectives 3, 6,7, 8 and 9 relating to soil resource,air/noise quality, greenhouse gasemissions, economic growth andproviding homes. Minor negative effectsrecorded against objectives 1 & 11.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlanpolicies or individualallocations. Although not in aBOA or within the SLCA, forobjectives 1 & 11 biodiversityenhancements could beimplemented on site with existingimportant landscape featuresretained or landscapingimproved.
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	261–VirginiaWaterSouth
	261–VirginiaWaterSouth
	261–VirginiaWaterSouth
	261–VirginiaWaterSouth


	Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4relating to health and waterquality/efficiency and neutral effect onobjective 5 relating to climate change.Minor positive effects recorded againstobjectives 3, 7, 8, 9 and 10 relating tosoil resource,greenhouse gasemissions, economic growth, providinghomes and historic assets. Significantnegative effect recorded againstobjective 11 relating to landscapecharacter with minor negative effectsagainst objectives 1 & 6 relating tobiodiversity and air/noise quality.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design or byrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffect on objective 11 will need tobe mitigated through a suitablelandscaping strategy havingregard to the objectives of theSLCA. However, effect may bereduced to a minor negativerather than fully mitigated. Forobjective 1, although the site isnot within a BOA, biodiversityenhancements will need to beimplemented. For objective 6 anair/n

	263–OttershawEast
	263–OttershawEast
	Uncertain effects on objectives 2 & 4relating to health and waterquality/efficiency and neutral effect onobjective 5 relating to climate change.Minor positive effects recorded againstobjectives 1, 7, 8 and 9 relating tobiodiversity, greenhouse gas emissions,economic growth and providing homes.Significant negative effect on objective11 relating to landscape character andminor negative effects on objectives 3, 6& 10 relating to soil resource, air/noisequality and historic assets.
	Majority of uncertain or minornegative effects could bemitigated through design orbyrequirements set out in LocalPlan policies or individualallocations. Significant negativeeffect on objective 11 will need tobe mitigated through a suitablelandscaping strategy havingregard to the objectives of theSLCA. Restricting development tothe west of the footpath with theeast used as public open spacemay reduce negative effectsfurther. For objective 6 anair/noise quality assessmentrelating to proximity of A320 willbe r


	5.13All sites recorded a number ofuncertain orminor negative effects to a rangeofsustainabilityobjectiveswith some sites recording significant negative effects againstone or two sustainability objectives. Where uncertain or negative effects arise, someofthese may be mitigated or reduced through the generic policies of the Local Plan 2035or where specific issues need to be addressed could be included within individual siterequirements in the allocations in the Local Plan. For instance, most sites registered 
	5.13All sites recorded a number ofuncertain orminor negative effects to a rangeofsustainabilityobjectiveswith some sites recording significant negative effects againstone or two sustainability objectives. Where uncertain or negative effects arise, someofthese may be mitigated or reduced through the generic policies of the Local Plan 2035or where specific issues need to be addressed could be included within individual siterequirements in the allocations in the Local Plan. For instance, most sites registered 
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	with generic policies on implementation of Sustainable Drainage Systems and/or waterefficiency measures in the design of new development. On the other hand specificmeasures could be set out on a site by site basis where necessary including issuessuch as landscape, biodiversity, infrastructure and green infrastructure requirementsand site capacity.
	with generic policies on implementation of Sustainable Drainage Systems and/or waterefficiency measures in the design of new development. On the other hand specificmeasures could be set out on a site by site basis where necessary including issuessuch as landscape, biodiversity, infrastructure and green infrastructure requirementsand site capacity.
	5.14As such, although there will inevitably be somenegative effectswhich will remain, it isconsidered that the majority of uncertain or negative effects can be mitigated orreducedand any remaining negative effects balanced by other positive effects.Therefore all 21 sites have been taken forward to stage 7.
	5.14As such, although there will inevitably be somenegative effectswhich will remain, it isconsidered that the majority of uncertain or negative effects can be mitigated orreducedand any remaining negative effects balanced by other positive effects.Therefore all 21 sites have been taken forward to stage 7.

	Stage7 Assessment
	5.15Stage 7of the assessment considers the deliverability/developability of sites and theiravailability.All sites are recommended for allocation in the draft Local Plan, unless it isconsidered that issues over availability/viability areunlikely to be resolved by the timeof draft publication. In any event, all sites which were included after the initial sift havebeen the subject of sustainability appraisal.
	5.15Stage 7of the assessment considers the deliverability/developability of sites and theiravailability.All sites are recommended for allocation in the draft Local Plan, unless it isconsidered that issues over availability/viability areunlikely to be resolved by the timeof draft publication. In any event, all sites which were included after the initial sift havebeen the subject of sustainability appraisal.
	5.16In 2013 the Council were preparing a Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) draftcharging schedule alongside the previous Local Plan but which were bothsubsequently withdrawn in 2015. To support the preparation of a draft chargingschedule the Council undertook a general viability appraisal of development at thattime. The viability appraisal showed that residential development within Runnymede isviable and that there was scope to charge CIL.
	5.17Runnymede has now updatedits viability evidence to support the Local Plan2030anda future CIL charging schedule.Each site from Stage 7assessed to be available hasbeenassessed in theupdatedwhole planviability evidenceor the Longcross GardenVillage Infrastructure & Viability Assessmentwhich includestheimpact of thepoliciesof the Local Plan and any infrastructure requirements.Ingeneral,all of the residentialsites are considered to be viable taking account of policy and infrastructurerequirements and deliver
	5.18Employment sitesexhibit tighter viability margins, however, the one employment siteavailable for allocation is generally considered to be viable.
	5.19Further, whilst there are a number of sites where proponents have stated the site couldcome forward for housing or employment, in reality, given the level of housing need inthe Borough, only those sitesnot considered appropriate for housing have beenallocated for employment. Mixed use developments have been discounted for each sitebecause they are not consideredlarge enough to accommodate both housing andemployment developmentwhere thetwo useswould have to be in close proximity toone another potentially

	site is large enough for mixed use, and the area north of the M3 is alreadyaccommodating 79,000sqm of employment space and as such is already a mixed usesite.
	5.20Theassessment of the availability/viabilityof sites is set out in Table 5-6. This showsthat one site isnot recommended to be taken forward intothe draft Plan. This is foronepotential housing site(Site 259)where themajority of site availability is unknownand iswithin multiple ownerships making site assembly more problematic and which thereforemay never come forward over the plan period.There are two other sites (255B & C)where availability is unknown, however these are either in single or one or twoowner
	5.20Theassessment of the availability/viabilityof sites is set out in Table 5-6. This showsthat one site isnot recommended to be taken forward intothe draft Plan. This is foronepotential housing site(Site 259)where themajority of site availability is unknownand iswithin multiple ownerships making site assembly more problematic and which thereforemay never come forward over the plan period.There are two other sites (255B & C)where availability is unknown, however these are either in single or one or twoowner


	although the area where availability is unknown is again only in one or two ownershipsand could therefore come forward over the plan period without land assembly issues.
	although the area where availability is unknown is again only in one or two ownershipsand could therefore come forward over the plan period without land assembly issues.
	5.21The finalnumber of sitesrecommended for allocation is 20housing sites and1employment site.
	5.21The finalnumber of sitesrecommended for allocation is 20housing sites and1employment site.
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	Recommendation

	14–Brox EndNursey,Ottershaw
	14–Brox EndNursey,Ottershaw
	Planningapplications
	Planningapplications
	reflectavailability

	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	Allocate
	Allocate
	Housing
	for


	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown
	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown
	Planningpermissionreflects availability
	Planningpermissionreflects viability
	AllocateforHousing

	34–Parklands,Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands,Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams
	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation
	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation
	andpre-
	application submitted.

	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey


	Planningapplicationreflectsavailabilityandpre-application submitted.
	Planningapplicationreflectsviability.Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	51–ByfleetRoad, New Haw(employmentonly)
	51–ByfleetRoad, New Haw(employmentonly)
	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation.
	Viability may betightbut considered to begenerally viable.
	AllocateforEmployment

	60–PyrcroftRoad, Chertsey
	60–PyrcroftRoad, Chertsey
	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	97 &99–LongcrossGarden Village
	97 &99–LongcrossGarden Village
	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation.
	Confirmed viable inLongcrossInfrastructure&Viability Assessment.
	Allocate forMixedUse

	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’sLane, EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’sLane, EnglefieldGreen
	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation.
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	217–Wheeler’sGreen, Parcel E,Chertsey Bittams
	217–Wheeler’sGreen, Parcel E,Chertsey Bittams
	217–Wheeler’sGreen, Parcel E,Chertsey Bittams
	217–Wheeler’sGreen, Parcel E,Chertsey Bittams


	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation.
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	231–St Peter’sHospital
	231–St Peter’sHospital
	231–St Peter’sHospital
	231–St Peter’sHospital


	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPA
	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPA
	consultation.Planning
	application submitted.

	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	254–Land ParcelB, CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown
	254–Land ParcelB, CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown
	254–Land ParcelB, CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown
	254–Land ParcelB, CentralVeterinaryLaboratory,Rowtown


	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation.
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	255A–Parcel A,Chertsey Bittams
	255A–Parcel A,Chertsey Bittams
	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation.
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing
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	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Site

	TD
	Figure
	Availability

	TD
	Figure
	Viability

	TD
	Figure
	Recommendation


	255B–Parcel B,Chertsey Bittams
	255B–Parcel B,Chertsey Bittams
	Unconfirmed but in singleownershipandnositeassembly issues
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	Possibilityofcomingforwardoverplanperiodduetosingleownership.AllocateforHousing

	255C–Parcel C,Chertsey Bittams
	255C–Parcel C,Chertsey Bittams
	Unconfirmed but site onlyin one or two ownershipswithnositeassemblyissues.
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	Possibilityofcomingforwardoverplanperioddue to low number
	Possibilityofcomingforwardoverplanperioddue to low number
	ofownerships.
	AllocateforHousing


	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North,Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North,Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)
	Confirmedasavailablethrough 2016 IOPAcallfor sites
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North,Parcel B(Glenville Farm)
	256–Thorpe LeaRoad North,Parcel B(Glenville Farm)
	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	257–Thorpe LeaRoad West
	257–Thorpe LeaRoad West
	257–Thorpe LeaRoad West
	257–Thorpe LeaRoad West


	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	258–VirginiaWater North
	258–VirginiaWater North
	258–VirginiaWater North
	258–VirginiaWater North


	MerlewoodandlargeportionofKenwolde
	MerlewoodandlargeportionofKenwolde
	confirmedasavailable
	through2016IOPA
	consultation.Availability
	unknownoneasternsectionatGorseHillHouse&GorseHillManor, but only in twoownershipswithnoassembly issues. Majorityof site available.

	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	Allocatewhole sitefor Housing

	259–VirginiaWater West
	259–VirginiaWater West
	259–VirginiaWater West
	259–VirginiaWater West


	Majorityofavailabilityunknown at this time andsiteinmultipleownerships.Siteassembly problematic
	Appears viable
	Do not allocate aslandinmultipleownershipsandvastmajorityofsitenot consideredavailable.

	261–VirginiaWater South
	261–VirginiaWater South
	261–VirginiaWater South
	261–VirginiaWater South


	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing

	263–OttershawEast
	263–OttershawEast
	263–OttershawEast
	263–OttershawEast


	Confirmedasavailablethrough2016IOPAconsultation
	Confirmed viable inwholeplanviabilityassessment.
	AllocateforHousing
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	04
	04
	Barrsbrook & BarrsbrookCattery, Guildford Road,Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	13
	13
	Stroude Farm, Stroude Road
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	14
	14
	Brox End Nursery, Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	17
	17
	Coombelands Lane, Row Town
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	18
	18
	Land north of Thorpe IndustrialEstate
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	19
	19
	Oak Tree Nurseries, StroudeRoad
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	22
	22
	Land South of St David’s Drive &Roberts Way, Englefield Green
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Includessite 208
	Includessite 208
	Includessite 208



	24
	24
	Land at Prairie Road, HatchClose & Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	28
	28
	Great Grove Farm, MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsiteadjacenturbanarea

	29
	29
	Charnwood Nurseries, 33 TheAvenue, Woodham
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	30
	30
	CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	34
	34
	Parklands, Parcel D, ChertseyBittams
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDL
	Part PDL
	Site


	36
	36
	Sandylands Home Farm East,Blays Lane, Englefield Green
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	42
	42
	CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten AcreLane, Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	44
	44
	CEMEX Thorpe 3, Ten AcreLane, Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	46
	46
	Land at Great Grove Farm,Ottershaw (west)
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	46a
	46a
	Land at Great Grove Farm (east)
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	48
	48
	Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	50
	50
	Brunel University Site, CoopersHill, Englefield Green
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	PartPDLsiteadjacenturbanarea

	51
	51
	Byfleet Road, New Haw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	52
	52
	Dial House, Northcroft Road,Englefield Green
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Partwithinurbanarea

	56
	56
	Land at Green Lane/NorlandsLane/Chertsey Lane, Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	59
	59
	Land at HurstLane
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	60
	60
	Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	62
	62
	Land at Addlestonemoor
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	75
	75
	85 Woodham Park Road,Woodham
	85 Woodham Park Road,Woodham
	85 Woodham Park Road,Woodham


	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite. Site268includessite 75

	76
	76
	Hogsters Farm, Stroude Road,Egham
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	77
	77
	232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	232 Brox Road, Ottershaw


	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	97 &
	97 &
	97 &
	97 &


	Longcross Garden Village
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDL
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	99
	99
	site

	100
	100
	Land adjacent HeatherDrive/Shrubbs Hill Lane
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	103
	103
	Stroude Road, Egham
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	115
	115
	Land at 18 & 19 Riverside,Egham
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	118
	118
	Lyne Lodge, Bridge Lane, Lyne(A)
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	119
	119
	Lyne Lodge, Bridge Lane, Lyne(B)
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	120
	120
	Hythe Farm, 81/83 HythefieldAvenue, Egham
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	121
	121
	Luddington Farm, Stroude Road,Egham
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	122
	122
	79 Woodham Park Road,Woodham
	79 Woodham Park Road,Woodham
	79 Woodham Park Road,Woodham


	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Site0.42ha &PartPDL.
	Site0.42ha &PartPDL.
	Site 268includessite 122


	Site proponent for 122 has submitted an indicative site layout plan showing 11 dwellings (10 net) accommodated on the site.However, the Council do not consider thatifsite 122was allocated and brought into the urban area, it would becapable ofdelivering 10 units on sitegiven the overall size and shape of the site and location of on-site features such as trees worthy ofretention. In line with para 4.27 of this SSMA, site 122 has been combined with site 268.
	Site proponent for 122 has submitted an indicative site layout plan showing 11 dwellings (10 net) accommodated on the site.However, the Council do not consider thatifsite 122was allocated and brought into the urban area, it would becapable ofdelivering 10 units on sitegiven the overall size and shape of the site and location of on-site features such as trees worthy ofretention. In line with para 4.27 of this SSMA, site 122 has been combined with site 268.

	123
	123
	CEMEX House, ColdharbourLane, Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	129
	129
	Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	154
	154
	Land at Howard’s Lane,Rowtown
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsiteadjacenturban
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	TR
	area

	156
	156
	Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsiteadjacenturbanarea

	158
	158
	Land at Squires Garden Centre,Holloway Hill, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	161
	161
	Curfew Bell Farm, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	164
	164
	Land at 507 Stroude Road
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	167
	167
	Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	PartPDLsite.Includessite 266

	168
	168
	Land adjacent Lyne FarmHouse, Almners Road, Lyne
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	172
	172
	Wheatsheaf Service Station,London Road, Virginia Water
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	173
	173
	Rodwell Farm Nursing Home
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDL
	Part PDL
	Site


	199
	199
	Land to the north west ofAlmners Lane, Lyne
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	202
	202
	Pantiles, Almners Road, Lyne
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	204
	204
	Bellbourne Nursery, Hurst Lane,Egham
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	205
	205
	Crockford Bridge Farm, NewHaw Road, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	206
	206
	Trys Hill Farm, Lyne Lane, Lyne
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	208
	208
	Land adjacent Ulverscroft,Bakeham Lane, Egham
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Part PDLsite. Site
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	TR
	0.35ha.Site 22
	0.35ha.Site 22
	0.35ha.Site 22
	includessite 208



	210
	210
	Primrose Cottage, LongcrossRoad, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	212
	212
	Home Farm, Stroude Road
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	215
	215
	Land r/o 294 Stroude Road
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Accessnotsuitable

	216
	216
	Land at Abbey River & BurwayDitch, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Accessnotsuitable

	217
	217
	Land adjacent Wheelers Green,Parcel E,Chertsey Bittams
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	218
	218
	Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane,Egham
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	219
	219
	Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill,Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	220
	220
	Norlands Lane Landfill Site,Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	221
	221
	LongcrossBarracks, LongcrossRoad
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	222
	222
	Land adjacent AccommodationRoad, Longcross
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	223
	223
	Land West of AccommodationRoad, Longcross
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Accesscan onlybegainedthroughSLAA
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	TR
	site 222

	224
	224
	Land adjacent 62AddlestoneMoor
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	225
	225
	Land adjacent Sandgates,Guildford Road, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	226
	226
	Land at 40 Crockford ParkRoad, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	0.57haof siteoutsideof floodzone 3band partPDL

	227
	227
	Woburn Park Farm,Addlestonemoor
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	228
	228
	Penton Hook Marina, StainesRoad, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	229
	229
	Virginia Heights, Sandhills Lane,Virginia Water
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	230
	230
	Grove Nursery, Spinney Hill,Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	231
	231
	StPeter’s Hospital
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	233
	233
	6 Northcroft Road, EnglefieldGreen
	6 Northcroft Road, EnglefieldGreen
	6 Northcroft Road, EnglefieldGreen


	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Part PDLsite

	234
	234
	Eden Farm, Virginia Water
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	235
	235
	Willow Farm, Chobham Farm,Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	236
	236
	Longcross Manor, LongcrossRoad, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	238
	238
	Lynn’s Park, Stonehill Road,Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	254
	254
	Land Parcel B, Central
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	TR
	Veterinary Laboratory, Rowtown,Addlestone (Rowtown West)

	254
	254
	Land Parcel C, CentralVeterinary Laboratory, Rowtown,Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Accessnotsuitable

	255A
	255A
	Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams, StPeter’s Way, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	255B
	255B
	Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams, StPeter’s Way, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	255C
	255C
	Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams, StPeter’s Way, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	256
	256
	Thorpe Lea Road North, ParcelA (Thorpe Lea Manor)
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	256
	256
	Thorpe Lea Road North, ParcelB (Glenville Farm)
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	257
	257
	Thorpe Lea Road, West
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	258
	258
	Virginia Water North
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	259
	259
	Virginia Water, West
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	260
	260
	Lyne Lane East & West andLand South of Sandhills Lane
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	261
	261
	Virginia Water South
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	262
	262
	Ottershaw West
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	263
	263
	Ottershaw East
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	265
	265
	Lyne Hill Nursery
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	266
	266
	Land West of St GeorgesCollege, Woburn Hill
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N if combined

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Includedwithinsite 167

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	with site 167


	267
	267
	Land at SewageTreatmentWorks, Lyne Lane
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N


	268
	268
	Land at 79-87a Woodham ParkRoad, Woodham
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Includessites 75
	Includessites 75
	Includessites 75
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	TR
	& 122

	269
	269
	Land East of Thorpe IndustrialEstate
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	270
	270
	Land East of AccommodationRoad
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	271
	271
	FiveOaks Farm, Lyne
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	272
	272
	Land at Great Fosters
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	273
	273
	Land South of Great GroveFarm
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	274
	274
	Allington & 37,47, 57 HowardsLane, Rowtown
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	276
	276
	Luddington House, StroudeRoad
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	277
	277
	The Old Chalet, Callow Hill,Virginia Water
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	278
	278
	Redlands Farm, Bridge Road
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	281
	281
	Land at Clockhouse Lane East,Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	282
	282
	Land East of Fishing Lake,Thorpe Lea Road
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	284
	284
	Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	285
	285
	Sayes Court Kennels,Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	286
	286
	Thynne Lodge, Green lane
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	287
	287
	Land West of Bridge Lane,Virginia Water
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	289
	289
	Webbs, The Green, EnglefieldGreen
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	290
	290
	The Field Nursery, Brox Lane,Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y if

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	combined
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	291
	291
	Land rear of 436 Stroude Road
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N


	292
	292
	Land East of Bishops Way,Egham
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	293
	293
	Land north of Kings Lane,Englefield Green
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	296
	296
	Land adjacent Edale, Rowtown
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Part PDLsite

	300
	300
	Land adjacent to 70 CrockfordPark Road, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	301
	301
	Laleham Golf Club, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	304
	304
	Land West of Roccos Cottage,Great Grove Farm,Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Area ofsiteminusaccessroad is0.35ha

	310
	310
	Meadowlands Park, WeybridgeRoad
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Area ofSite0.135ha

	312
	312
	Jasmine Cottage, 1 & 2 HomeFarm Cottages, Stroude Road,Virginia Water
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	323
	323
	Cacti Nursery,Bousley Rise,Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	322
	322
	Padd Farm, Hurst Lane
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	325
	325
	King’s Oak Fields, Row Town
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Includedwith site254

	326
	326
	Addlestone Quarry,
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	327
	327
	St Ann’s Park, Virginia Water
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Area ofsiteminus
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	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	SLAA No
	Site
	WithinBuffer orCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Entirelywithin400mSPA/SAC
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire
	Site

	MajoritywithinHistoric Park& Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	TR
	accessroad0.48ha,but hasbeenIncludedwith Site212
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	SLAA No.
	SLAA No.
	SLAA No.
	SLAA No.
	Potential Employment Site
	WithinBufferorCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire Site

	MajoritywithinHistoricPark &Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	02
	02
	Woodcock Hall Farm, Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Site under 1ha

	18
	18
	Land north of ThorpeIndustrial Estate
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	42
	42
	CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten AcreLane, Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	46
	46
	Land at Great Grove Farm,Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	48
	48
	Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	51
	51
	Byfleet Road,New Haw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	60
	60
	Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	On-streetparking alongPyrcroft Roadmakes siteunsuitablelocation

	97 &99
	97 &99
	97 &99
	97 &99


	Longcross Garden Village
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Over 5km toSRN

	103
	103
	Stroude Road, Egham
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	168
	168
	Land adjacentLyne FarmHouse, Almners Lane, Lyne
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Site under 1ha

	199
	199
	Land north west of AlmnersRoad, Lyne
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y
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	SLAA No.
	SLAA No.
	SLAA No.
	SLAA No.
	Potential Employment Site
	WithinBufferorCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire Site

	MajoritywithinHistoricPark &Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	204
	204
	Bellbourne Nursery, HurstLane, Egham
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Area not PDLunder 1ha

	205
	205
	Crockford Bridge Farm, NewHaw Road, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	220(part)
	220(part)
	Norlands Lane Landfill Site,Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	224
	224
	Land adjacent 62 AddlestoneMoor, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Site under 1ha

	225
	225
	Land adjacent Sandgates,Guildford Road, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	226
	226
	Land at 40 CrockfordParkRoad, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Site areaoutside offloodplain lessthan 1ha

	227
	227
	Woburn Park Farm,Addlestone Moor
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	229
	229
	Virginia Heights, SandhillsLane, Virginia Water
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Over 5km toSRN

	254
	254
	Land Parcel C, CentralVeterinary Laboratory,Rowtown, Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Access notsuitable andover 5km toSRN

	258
	258
	Virginia Water North
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Over 5km toSRN


	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	90

	SLAA No.
	SLAA No.
	SLAA No.
	SLAA No.
	Potential Employment Site
	WithinBufferorCapable ofownsettlement
	EntirelywithinFloodRiskZone 3b
	EntirelywithinDesignatedSite or isSANG
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland
	Covers
	Entire Site

	MajoritywithinHistoricPark &Garden orScheduledMonument
	Physical
	Physical
	Access

	Capacity
	Notes

	260
	260
	Lyne Lane East & West andLand South of Sandhills Lane
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	261
	261
	Virginia Water South
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	Over 5km toSRN

	267
	267
	Land at Sewage TreatmentWorks, Lyne Lane
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	Site under 1ha

	269
	269
	Land East of ThorpeIndustrial Estate
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	271
	271
	Five Oaks Farm, Lyne
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	273
	273
	Land south of Great GroveFarm
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	278
	278
	Redlands Farm, Bridge Road
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	281
	281
	Land at Clockhouse LaneEast, Thorpe
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	282
	282
	Land East of Fishing Lake,Thorpe Lea Road
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	284
	284
	Christmas Tree Site,Ottershaw
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y


	286
	286
	Thynne Lodge, Green Lane
	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N


	301
	301
	Laleham Golf Club, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	N

	TD
	Figure
	Y

	TD
	Figure
	Y
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	Appendix 3-Assessment of Site Accessibility(Housing)
	Appendix 3-Assessment of Site Accessibility(Housing)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	4–Barrsbrook & BarrsbrookCattery, Guildford Road,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook & BarrsbrookCattery, Guildford Road,Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	22mins toStaines &

	TD
	Figure
	200m to route

	TD
	Figure
	500m to

	TD
	Figure
	Within 2.6km of

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	650m

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	Site has high levelof accessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by allmodes oftransport. Good orreasonable accessto all local services
	High

	TR
	TD
	Woking &10mins to

	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey Town


	446 servingStaines & Woking
	446 servingStaines & Woking
	Chertsey
	Chertsey
	Rail Station

	Centre &Hillswood

	TR
	TD
	Chertsey Town
	Centre


	13–Stroude Road Farm,Stroude Road,  VirginiaWater
	13–Stroude Road Farm,Stroude Road,  VirginiaWater
	13–Stroude Road Farm,Stroude Road,  VirginiaWater
	13–Stroude Road Farm,Stroude Road,  VirginiaWater


	TD
	Figure
	19mins to

	TD
	Figure
	3.2km to route 8

	TD
	1.2km toVirginia

	TD
	Figure
	3.5km to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	3.8km

	TD
	Figure
	1.65km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility toservice &employmentcentres but busservice isinfrequent. Mostother services inthe mid to loweraccessibilityranges.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	or 441 serving


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Longcross

	TD
	Figure


	Enterprise Zone& 21mins to
	Enterprise Zone& 21mins to
	300m to route566/7 to Staines
	Industrial Estate &4km to Longcross

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Water


	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Centre

	(only operates 1bus in am & pm
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	14–Brox End Nursery, Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursery, Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursery, Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursery, Ottershaw


	TD
	Figure
	19mins to

	TD
	Figure
	180m to bus route

	TD
	Figure
	4.2km to

	TD
	Figure
	2.7km to

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	2.9km

	TD
	Figure
	990m

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall with goodaccessibility toservice andemploymentcentres and localservices, but withno rail service inclose proximity.
	Medium

	Div
	Figure
	Addlestone

	Div
	Figure
	Staines & Woking
	Figure
	Business Park &

	(bus)
	(bus)
	4.2km to WokingTownCentre

	Business Park
	17–Coombelands Lane, Row Town
	17–Coombelands Lane, Row Town
	17–Coombelands Lane, Row Town
	17–Coombelands Lane, Row Town


	TD
	Figure
	20mins to

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	2.6km to

	TD
	Figure
	3km to Weybridge

	TD
	Figure
	720m

	TD
	Figure
	1.6km

	TD
	Figure
	2.2km

	TD
	Figure
	700m

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility toservice centresand some localfacilities, butothers in loweraccessibility rangeand no rail.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Weybridge &

	TD
	Figure
	700m to route

	TD
	Figure
	& Bourne


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Park, 19mins to

	TD
	Figure
	Peter’s/Hillswood

	TD
	Figure
	Addlestone

	TD
	Figure
	4km to St


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Business Park

	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey Town

	TD
	Figure
	Business Park
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	18–Land northof Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land northof Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land northof Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land northof Thorpe Industrial Estate


	TD
	6mins to ThorpeIndustrial Estate

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	2.3km to

	TD
	500m to ThorpeIndustrialEstate &

	TD
	Figure
	1.6km

	TD
	Figure
	2.1km

	TD
	Figure
	2.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	Site has low-mediumaccessibilityoverall. Goodjourney times tocentres, by publictransport/cyclingbut served byinfrequent busservice. Access tolocal services inlower ranges.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	1.7km to route
	1.7km to route

	8/441 to Staines
	8/441 to Staines

	520m to route
	520m to route

	TR
	TD
	2.5km to TheCauseway/PineTrees


	& 36mins to TheCauseway
	& 36mins to TheCauseway
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1



	TR
	bus in am & pm

	peak Mon-Sat and
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)

	19–Oak Tree Nurseries, Stroude Road,Virginia Water
	19–Oak Tree Nurseries, Stroude Road,Virginia Water
	19–Oak Tree Nurseries, Stroude Road,Virginia Water
	19–Oak Tree Nurseries, Stroude Road,Virginia Water


	TD
	Figure
	22mins to

	TD
	Figure
	3.16km to route 8

	TD
	1.4km toVirginia

	TD
	Figure
	3.3km to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	3.4km

	TD
	Figure
	1.8km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	Site has low-medium level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodjourney time tocentres but busservice isinfrequent. Mostother services inthe mid to loweraccessibilityranges.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	or 441 serving
	or 441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	Industrial Estate &4km to The


	Enterprise Zone& 24mins to
	Enterprise Zone& 24mins to
	380m to route566/7 to Staines

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Water

	TD
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees


	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Centre

	(only operates 1
	(only operates 1
	bus in am & pm


	TR
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after8am)
	after8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	22–Land South of St David’s Drive &Roberts Way, Englefield Green
	22–Land South of St David’s Drive &Roberts Way, Englefield Green
	22–Land South of St David’s Drive &Roberts Way, Englefield Green
	22–Land South of St David’s Drive &Roberts Way, Englefield Green


	TD
	Figure
	30mins to The

	TD
	1.1km to route8/441 to Staines &

	TD
	Figure
	2.8km to

	TD
	Figure
	4km toThe

	TD
	Figure
	700m

	TD
	Figure
	4.7km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodjourney time tocentres althoughbus services are1km from site andno rail. Access tosome localservices good butsome poor.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	The
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees

	TD
	Causeway &5.5km to Staines


	Trees & 33minsto Staines
	Trees & 33minsto Staines

	24–Land atPrairie Road,Hatch Close & Hatch Farm,Addlestone
	24–Land atPrairie Road,Hatch Close & Hatch Farm,Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	17mins to

	TD
	500m to route456 serving

	TD
	1.4km toAddlestone

	TD
	Figure
	1.68km to

	TD
	Figure
	900m

	TD
	Figure
	900m

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	660m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility to arange of localservices andcentres.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Weybridge &

	TD
	Figure
	Weybridge &


	Bourne BusinessPark & 35
	Bourne BusinessPark & 35
	Bourne BusinessPark & 35
	Bourne BusinessPark & 35


	Bourne BusinessPark & 2.11km to

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Staines


	Minutes toStaines
	Minutes toStaines
	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Centre


	28–Great Grove Farm, MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm, MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm, MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm, MurrayRoad, Ottershaw


	TD
	Figure
	15mins to

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	2.9km toAddlestone

	TD
	2.5km toHillswood

	TD
	Figure
	820m

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	750m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccess to centresand range of localservices, with twoin higher range,but no rail station.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	410m to route557 serving

	TD
	Business Park &3.22km to


	Business Park &
	Business Park &
	Business Park &

	23mins to
	23mins to


	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town

	Div
	Figure
	Chertsey Town
	Centre

	Centre
	Centre
	TD
	Figure
	Weybridge &


	Bourne Business
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Park
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	29–Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue,Woodham
	29–Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue,Woodham
	29–Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue,Woodham
	29–Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue,Woodham


	TD
	Figure
	15mins to

	TD
	Figure
	620m to route

	TD
	1.8km toWestByfleet

	TD
	Figure
	3.2km to

	TD
	Figure
	130m

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	2km

	TD
	Figure
	450m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by busservices by onlyreasonable accessby cycling and1.8km to rail.However access toa range of localservices isgenerally good.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Woking


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	380m to route

	TD
	Figure
	Brooklands &


	Brooklands &19mins to
	Brooklands &19mins to
	592/593servingWoking &
	4.6km toWeybridge &

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Woking

	TD
	Figure
	Brooklands

	TD
	Figure
	Bourne Business


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	only and no


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	before 8am)


	30–CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham
	30–CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham
	30–CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham

	30mins to The
	30mins to The
	30mins to The

	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine

	Trees & 33mins
	Trees & 33mins



	TR
	to Staines
	TD
	Figure
	1kmto route

	TD
	2.8km toEgham

	TD
	3.8km to TheCauseway &

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	4.7km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibility. Goodjourney time tocentres but 1kmto nearest bus and2.8km to rail.Accessibility bycycling isreasonable. Goodaccess to somefacilities but notothers.
	Medium

	8/441 to Staines &
	8/441 to Staines &
	8/441 to Staines &
	The


	Div
	Figure
	Causeway/Pine

	Trees
	Trees
	TD
	Figure
	5.2km to Staines
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	34–Parklands, Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams


	TD
	Figure
	7 mins to
	7 mins to


	TD
	Figure
	180m to route

	TD
	2.1km toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	600m to

	TD
	Figure
	1km to

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.85km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibility.Journey time andaccess to centresis good, but accessto most services isreasonable topoor.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Hillswood

	TD
	Figure
	Hillswood

	TD
	Figure
	infants


	Business Park &30mins to
	Business Park &30mins to
	446 servingStaines & Woking
	Business Park &2.4km to Chertsey
	only1.9km to

	36–Sandylands, Home Farm East,Blays Lane, Englefield Green
	36–Sandylands, Home Farm East,Blays Lane, Englefield Green
	36–Sandylands, Home Farm East,Blays Lane, Englefield Green
	36–Sandylands, Home Farm East,Blays Lane, Englefield Green


	TD
	Figure
	27mins to

	TD
	Figure
	390m to route

	TD
	3km toEgham

	TD
	3.9km to TheCauseway &

	TD
	Figure
	650m

	TD
	Figure
	4.9km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccess to centresby bus and somelocal services butpoor access toother services andrail.
	Medium

	Windsor &
	Windsor &
	Windsor &

	32mins to
	32mins to


	Staines
	Staines
	441 serving
	441 serving
	441 serving

	Staines & The


	Causeway
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	5.3km to Staines
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	42–Cemex Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe
	42–Cemex Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe
	42–Cemex Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe
	42–Cemex Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe


	TD
	2mins to ThorpeIndustrial Estate

	TD
	Figure
	2km to routes 446

	TD
	Figure
	3km to

	TD
	200m to ThorpeIndustrial Estate &

	TD
	Figure
	700m

	TD
	Figure
	2.3km

	TD
	Figure
	2.3km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has low-medium level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodjourney times tocentres but 2kmto regular busservice and norail. Good accessto some localservices, butpoorer to others.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	& 456serving
	& 456serving

	Staines
	Staines

	230m to route
	230m to route

	TR
	TD
	2.8km to TheCauseway/PineTrees


	& 36mins toStaines
	& 36mins toStaines
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1



	TR
	bus in am & pm

	peak Mon-Sat and
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)

	44–Cemex Thorpe 3, Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe
	44–Cemex Thorpe 3, Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe
	44–Cemex Thorpe 3, Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe
	44–Cemex Thorpe 3, Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	7mins to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km to routes

	TD
	3.1km toVirginia

	TD
	Figure
	600m to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	3.3km

	TD
	Figure
	2.9km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	Site has low-medium level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodjourney time tocentres but 1.3kmto regular busservice and norail. Good accessto some localservices butpoorer to others.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	446 & 456 serving
	446 & 456 serving
	446 & 456 serving
	446 & 456 serving



	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	Industrial Estate3.4km to The


	Industrial Estateand 25mins to
	Industrial Estateand 25mins to
	470m to route566/7 to Staines

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Water

	TD
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees


	TR
	(only operates 1
	(only operates 1
	bus in am & pm


	peak Mon-Sat and
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	46–Land at Great Grove Farm,Ottershaw (west)
	46–Land at Great Grove Farm,Ottershaw (west)
	46–Land at Great Grove Farm,Ottershaw (west)
	46–Land at Great Grove Farm,Ottershaw (west)


	TD
	Figure
	16mins to

	TD
	Figure
	670m to route

	TD
	Figure
	2.8km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.26km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.8km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	710m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycling but norail. Generallygood access to arange of localservices.
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey


	25mins Chertsey
	25mins Chertsey
	25mins Chertsey
	Town Centre

	3.1km to ChertseyTown Centre

	46a–Land at Great Grove Farm (east)
	46a–Land at Great Grove Farm (east)
	TD
	Figure
	17mins to

	TD
	Figure
	530m to routes

	TD
	Figure
	2km to

	TD
	Figure
	2.3km to

	TD
	Figure
	980m

	TD
	Figure
	800m

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	910m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by busand cycling butpoorer to rail.Generally goodaccess to a rangeof services
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	459& 557 servingWeybrideg &
	459& 557 servingWeybrideg &


	TD
	Weybridge &Bourne Business


	Business Park &19mins to
	Business Park &19mins to

	TR
	TD
	Bourne andHillswood

	TD
	Figure
	Addlestone

	TD
	Park and 2.7km toHillswood


	Weybridge &Bourne Business
	Weybridge &Bourne Business

	Park &
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Business Parks

	TD
	Figure
	Business Park
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	48–Hanworth Lane,Chertsey
	48–Hanworth Lane,Chertsey
	48–Hanworth Lane,Chertsey
	48–Hanworth Lane,Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	12mins to

	TD
	Figure
	560m to route

	TD
	Figure
	660m to

	TD
	Figure
	930m to Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	770m

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	480m

	Site has high levelof accessibilityoverall. Goodaccess to centresby range oftransport & goodaccess to a rangeof local services.
	High

	TR
	TD
	Centre &26mins to

	TD
	Staines &Chertsey Town

	TD
	2.8km toHillswood


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Staines

	TD
	Figure
	Centre

	TD
	Figure
	Business Park


	50–BrunelUniversity Site, Coopers Hill,Englefield Green
	50–BrunelUniversity Site, Coopers Hill,Englefield Green
	50–BrunelUniversity Site, Coopers Hill,Englefield Green
	50–BrunelUniversity Site, Coopers Hill,Englefield Green


	TD
	Figure
	21mins to

	TD
	480m to bus route8 serving Staines

	TD
	2.5km toEgham

	TD
	3.4km to TheCauseway &

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	4.5km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccess to centresby bus but no railand reasonableaccess by cycling.Good accessibilityto some localservices butpoorer to others.
	Medium

	Windsor & 28Minutes to
	Windsor & 28Minutes to

	Staines
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	& Windsor

	TD
	Figure
	4.8km to Staines



	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	101

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw


	TD
	Figure
	16mins to

	TD
	Figure
	890m to route

	TD
	Figure
	550m to

	TD
	Figure
	620m to

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	TD
	Figure
	3.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	Medium level of
	Medium level of
	accessibilityoverall.Goodaccessibility tocentres by rail orcycling but not byregular busservice althoughBrooklands iswithin 620m.Access to localservices in mid tolower ranges.

	Medium

	456 serving
	456 serving
	456 serving
	456 serving



	Woking
	Woking

	320m to route
	320m to route

	TR
	TD
	593 servingWoking &Brooklands
	593 servingWoking &Brooklands


	TD
	3.3km toWeybridge &Bourne Business


	Woking & 9minsto Brooklands
	Woking & 9minsto Brooklands
	Byfleet &New Haw

	(Mon/Wed/Fri
	(Mon/Wed/Fri

	only and no
	only and no

	service in peak or
	service in peak or

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	before 8am)


	52–Dial House, Northcroft Road, Englefield
	52–Dial House, Northcroft Road, Englefield
	52–Dial House, Northcroft Road, Englefield
	52–Dial House, Northcroft Road, Englefield


	TD
	Figure
	22mins to

	TD
	Figure
	480m to route

	TD
	2.7km toEgham

	TD
	3.6km to TheCauseway & 5kmto Staines

	TD
	Figure
	620m

	TD
	Figure
	4.6km

	TD
	Figure
	830m

	TD
	Figure
	850m

	Site has mediumhigh level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccess to centresby bus but no railand onlyreasonable accessby cycling. Goodaccess to a rangeof local servicesaside fromsecondaryeducation.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	441 servingStaines and 520mto route 8 serving


	Windsor
	Windsor  &44mins to
	Windsor  &44mins to

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Staines
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	56-Land at Green Lane/ NorlandsLane/ Chertsey Lane, Thorpe
	56-Land at Green Lane/ NorlandsLane/ Chertsey Lane, Thorpe
	56-Land at Green Lane/ NorlandsLane/ Chertsey Lane, Thorpe
	56-Land at Green Lane/ NorlandsLane/ Chertsey Lane, Thorpe


	TD
	14mins toStaines & The

	TD
	Figure
	280m to route

	TD
	Figure
	3.7km to

	TD
	2.2km to TheCauseway/Pine

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	TD
	Figure
	2.9km

	TD
	Figure
	2.9km

	TD
	Figure
	570m

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by busand cycling but norail. Accessibilityto range ofservices isgenerally poor.
	Medium

	446 servingStaines & The
	446 servingStaines & The
	446 servingStaines & The
	446 servingStaines & The



	TR
	TD
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees

	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey

	TD
	Trees & 2.7km toStaines


	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees


	60–Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60–Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60–Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60–Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey


	TD
	12mins toChertsey Town

	TD
	Figure
	870m to route

	TD
	900m toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	980m to Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	200m

	TD
	Figure
	2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibility. Goodaccessibility tocentres by rangeof transportmodes.Accessibility tolocal servicesmixed.
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	TR
	TD
	Centre &17mins to

	TD
	446 servingStaines & The
	446 servingStaines & The



	3.75kmtoWeybridge &
	3.75kmtoWeybridge &

	Div
	Figure
	Weybridge &
	Bourne Business

	Bourne Business
	Bourne Business
	TD
	Figure
	Causeway/Pine


	Trees
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Park

	TD
	Figure
	Park
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	62–Land at Addlestonemoor
	62–Land at Addlestonemoor
	62–Land at Addlestonemoor
	62–Land at Addlestonemoor


	TD
	Figure
	10mins to

	TD
	300m to route446 serving

	TD
	1.5km toAddlestone

	TD
	1.6km to ChertseyTown Centre &

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	250m

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	920m

	Site has highlevelof accessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by rangeof transport andgood accessibilityto all localservices.
	High

	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Centre &


	TR
	TD
	1.6km toWeybridge &


	12mins toWeybridge &
	12mins toWeybridge &
	Staines &Chertsey Town

	TR
	TD
	Bourne Business
	Park


	Bourne Business
	Bourne Business
	Bourne Business
	Park


	75–85Woodham ParkRoad,Woodham
	75–85Woodham ParkRoad,Woodham
	Considered in site 268

	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw

	Figure
	10mins to

	Hillswood
	Div
	Figure
	150m to route
	BusinessPark &

	446 serving
	446 serving

	Woking &
	Woking &
	3.9km to
	Figure
	2.3km to

	TR
	Hillswood
	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	3km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibility. Goodaccessibility tocentres but norailservice. Goodaccessibility to arange of localservices withexception ofsecondaryeducation.
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	Div
	Figure
	19 Minutes to
	19 Minutes to


	Div
	Figure
	Hillswood
	Woking

	TR
	Business Park
	TD
	Figure
	Woking

	TD
	Figure
	Business Park &


	4.1km to Woking
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	99–Former DERA Site, Longcross Road(South)
	99–Former DERA Site, Longcross Road(South)
	99–Former DERA Site, Longcross Road(South)
	99–Former DERA Site, Longcross Road(South)


	TD
	Figure
	15mins to

	TD
	Figure
	4.5km to route

	TD
	Figure
	1km to

	TD
	Figure
	700m to

	TD
	Figure
	2.1km

	TD
	Figure
	5km

	TD
	Figure
	3.5km

	TD
	Figure
	2.2km

	Site has low-medium level ofaccessibilityoverall. Althoughaccessibility tocentres is good byrail & cycling,accessibility tocentres by busand to all localservices is poor.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	1.6km to route

	TD
	LongcrossEnterprise Zone &


	Longcross
	Longcross
	Longcross
	Enterprise Zone


	TR
	TD
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1bus in am & pm

	TD
	Figure
	Longcross

	TD
	4.3km toHillswoodBusiness Park


	& 26mins toStaines
	& 26mins toStaines

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	after 8am)


	122–79Woodham ParkRoad,Woodham
	122–79Woodham ParkRoad,Woodham
	Considered in site 268

	123–Cemex House, Coldharbour Lane,Thorpe
	123–Cemex House, Coldharbour Lane,Thorpe
	123–Cemex House, Coldharbour Lane,Thorpe
	123–Cemex House, Coldharbour Lane,Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	20mins to

	TD
	Figure
	900m to route

	TD
	Figure
	3.5km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	TD
	Figure
	3.5km

	TD
	Figure
	3.5km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	Low-mediumaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccess to centresby bus/cycle butno rail and busservice is 900mfrom site.Accessibility tolocal services iseither reasonableor poor.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Staines &

	TD
	Figure
	Industrial Estate &


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey Town

	TD
	Figure
	Staines

	TD
	Figure
	Water

	TD
	Figure
	Causeway/Pine
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	129–Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone
	129–Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone
	129–Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone
	129–Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone


	TD
	14mins toBrooklands &

	TD
	Figure
	400m to route

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	TD
	Figure
	2.7km

	TD
	Figure
	2.2km

	TD
	Figure
	450m

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall.Accessibility tocentres is good bya range oftransport modesbut accessibility tomost local servicesis poor.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Brooklands &2.8km to


	TR
	TD
	29mins toWoking

	TD
	Weybridge &Bourne Business


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Park


	154-Land at Howard’s Lane, RowTown
	154-Land at Howard’s Lane, RowTown
	154-Land at Howard’s Lane, RowTown
	154-Land at Howard’s Lane, RowTown


	TD
	Figure
	12mins to

	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	3.1km to

	TD
	Figure
	3.4km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.8km

	TD
	Figure
	2.3km

	TD
	Figure
	830m

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall.Accessibility tocentres is goodand cyclingreasonable but norail. Accessibilityto local services ismixed.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Weybridge &Bourne Business

	TD
	Weybridge &BourneBusiness


	557 servingHillswood
	557 servingHillswood
	557 servingHillswood
	557 servingHillswood



	TR
	TD
	Park & 16minsto Hillswood

	TD
	Figure
	Addlestone

	TD
	Park & 3.9km toHillswood


	Business Park &Chertsey Town
	Business Park &Chertsey Town

	Centre
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Business Park

	TD
	Figure
	Business Park
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green
	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’s Lane,Englefield Green


	TD
	27mins toWindsor & 32

	TD
	Figure
	400m to route

	TD
	Figure
	3.1km to

	TD
	4km to TheCauseway/Pine

	TD
	Figure
	700m

	TD
	Figure
	4.7km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	580m

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibility. Goodaccessibility tocentres by bus butnot rail or cycling.Good access to arange of localservices asidefrom secondaryeducation.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Minutes toStaines

	TD
	Figure
	Egham

	TD
	Trees & 5.4km toStaines


	158–Land at Squires Garden Centre, HollowayHill, Chertsey
	158–Land at Squires Garden Centre, HollowayHill, Chertsey
	158–Land at Squires Garden Centre, HollowayHill, Chertsey
	158–Land at Squires Garden Centre, HollowayHill, Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	5mins to St

	TD
	Figure
	670m to route

	TD
	1.8km toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	400m to St Peter’s

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	750m

	TD
	Figure
	2.7km

	TD
	Figure
	2.3km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by busand cycling butrail is 1.8km fromsite. Access tolocal services isrelatively pooraside fromsecondaryeducation.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Staines


	TR
	TD
	Peter’s &Hillswood &

	TD
	390m to route593 serving


	& Hillswood &2.2km to Chertsey
	& Hillswood &2.2km to Chertsey

	TR
	TD
	37mins toStaines

	TD
	Staines(Mon/Wed/Fri


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	only and no


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	before 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	167–Land at Woburn Hill,Addlestone
	167–Land at Woburn Hill,Addlestone
	167–Land at Woburn Hill,Addlestone
	167–Land at Woburn Hill,Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	12mins to

	TD
	Figure
	810m to route

	TD
	Figure
	1km to

	TD
	1km to Weybridge& Bourne

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	980m

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	Site has medium-highlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by busand cycling and1km from rail.Reasonableaccessibility tomost localservices.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	Weybridge &Bourne Business
	Weybridge &Bourne Business

	TR
	TD
	456 servingStaines
	456 servingStaines


	TD
	Business Park &2.3km to ChertseyTown Centre


	Park & 17minsto Chertsey
	Park & 17minsto Chertsey

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Town Centre


	173–Rodwell Farm Nursing Home, Row Town
	173–Rodwell Farm Nursing Home, Row Town
	173–Rodwell Farm Nursing Home, Row Town
	173–Rodwell Farm Nursing Home, Row Town


	TD
	21mins toHillswood

	920m to route
	TD
	Figure
	2.8km to

	TD
	3.5km toWeybridge &

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	2km

	TD
	Figure
	2.5km

	TD
	Figure
	970m

	Site has low-medium level ofaccessibilityoverall.Reasonableaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycle but norail service.Accessibility tolocal servicesmostly withinlower ranges.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	557 serving
	557 serving
	557 serving
	557 serving



	Hillswood
	Hillswood

	Business Park &
	Business Park &

	Weybridge &
	Weybridge &

	Bourne Business
	Bourne Business
	Bourne Business
	Park


	TR
	TD
	Business Park &29mins toChertsey Town

	TD
	Bourne BusinessPark & 4km toHillswood


	180m to routes
	180m to routes
	West
	West
	Byfleet


	TR
	TD
	592/593 servingStaines


	(Mon/Wed/Fri
	(Mon/Wed/Fri

	only and no
	only and no

	service in peak or
	service in peak or

	before 8am
	before 8am
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	205–Crockford Bridge Farm, New HawRoad, Addlestone
	205–Crockford Bridge Farm, New HawRoad, Addlestone
	205–Crockford Bridge Farm, New HawRoad, Addlestone
	205–Crockford Bridge Farm, New HawRoad, Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Within 10mins

	310m to route
	TD
	Figure
	1.3km to

	TD
	720m toWeybridge &

	TD
	Figure
	700m

	TD
	Figure
	1.6km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has a
	Site has a
	medium-high levelof accessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by a rangeof transportmodes and goodaccessibility to arange of localservices.

	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	456 serving
	456 serving
	456 serving
	456 serving



	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town

	Centre
	Centre

	of Weybridge &Bourne Business
	of Weybridge &Bourne Business
	310m of route 593

	TR
	TD
	Bourne BusinessPark & 2.2km toBrooklands


	Park & 26minsto Chertsey
	Park & 26minsto Chertsey
	servingBrooklands

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Town Centre

	(Mon/Wed/Fri

	TR
	only and no

	servicein peak or
	servicein peak or

	before 8am)
	before 8am)

	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road


	TD
	Figure
	12mins to

	TD
	Figure
	4km to 450m to

	TD
	Figure
	670m to

	TD
	3.15km to ThorpeIndustrial Estate &

	TD
	Figure
	350m

	TD
	Figure
	4.6km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres althoughbus serviceisinfrequent. Goodaccessibility to arange of localservices, withexception ofsecondaryeducation.
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	route 8/441
	route 8/441

	serving Staines
	serving Staines

	Longcross
	Longcross
	Longcross
	Enterprise Zone

	450m to route

	TR
	TD
	Virginia
	Water

	TD
	3.84km toLongcrossEnterprise Zone


	and 14mins toChertsey Town
	and 14mins toChertsey Town
	566/7 to Staines
	566/7 to Staines
	(only operates 1


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Centre

	bus in am& pm

	TR
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	217–Land adjacent WheelersGreen, Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land adjacent WheelersGreen, Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams
	TD
	Figure
	7mins to

	TD
	Figure
	150m toroute

	TD
	2km toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	530m to

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	990m

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres althoughrail is 2km fromsite.Access tolocal services isgenerally good.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	HillswoodBusiness Park &


	Business Park &12mins to
	Business Park &12mins to
	446 servingChertsey Town

	TR
	TD
	2.4km to ChertseyTown Centre


	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Centre


	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham


	TD
	Figure
	11mins to

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km to route

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km to

	TD
	Figure
	2.8km to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	2.9km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by rail andreasonable bycycling.Accessibility tolocal services ismixed butgenerallyreasonable.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Thorpe
	Industrial Estate

	TD
	820m to route


	Industrial Estate &3.4km to The
	Industrial Estate &3.4km to The

	TR
	TD
	& 13mins to TheCauseway/Pine

	TD
	566/7 to Staines(only operates1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates1


	TD
	Figure
	Egham


	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Trees

	TD
	Figure
	bus in am & pm


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	after 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’sHill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’sHill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’sHill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’sHill, Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	13mins to

	TD
	890m to route446/456

	TD
	1.1km toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km to Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	250m

	TD
	Figure
	2km

	TD
	Figure
	2.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by a rangeof transportmodes. Mixedaccessibility tolocal services.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Chertsey TownCentre & 29
	Chertsey TownCentre & 29



	TownCentre &4.5km to Thorpe
	TownCentre &4.5km to Thorpe

	TR
	TD
	Minutes toStaines


	220–Norlands Lane Landfill Site,Thorpe
	220–Norlands Lane Landfill Site,Thorpe
	220–Norlands Lane Landfill Site,Thorpe
	220–Norlands Lane Landfill Site,Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	5mins to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1km to route

	TD
	3.3km toEgham

	TD
	Figure
	400m to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	3.2km

	TD
	Figure
	3.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has mediumaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycling but norail service and1km to bus route.Accessibility tolocal services ismixed butgenerally poor.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	446/456 servingStaines

	TD
	Industrial Estate &2.5km to The


	Industrial Estate& 23mins to
	Industrial Estate& 23mins to

	Staines
	TR
	TD
	Figure

	TD
	Figure
	Causeway/Pine


	Trees
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	224–Land adjacent 62 AddlestoneMoor
	224–Land adjacent 62 AddlestoneMoor
	224–Land adjacent 62 AddlestoneMoor
	224–Land adjacent 62 AddlestoneMoor


	TD
	Figure
	12mins to

	TD
	380m to route456 serving

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	500m

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Medium-highaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cyclingalthough distanceto rail is 1.3km.Accessibility tolocal services isgenerally good.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	Weybridge &Bourne Business


	Centre &15mins to
	Centre &15mins to

	TR
	TD
	Chertsey Town
	Centre

	TD
	Figure
	Addlestone

	TD
	Park & 1.7km toChertsey TownCentre


	Weybridge &BourneBusiness
	Weybridge &BourneBusiness

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Park


	225–Land adjacent Sandgates, GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	225–Land adjacent Sandgates, GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	225–Land adjacent Sandgates, GuildfordRoad, Chertsey

	Figure
	10mins to
	Figure
	120m to route
	Figure
	410m to

	TR
	Chertsey
	TD
	800m to ChertseyTown Centre &

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	640m

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by allmodes oftransport. Good orreasonableaccessibility tomost localservices.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	Chertsey TownCentre &
	Chertsey TownCentre &

	17mins to
	17mins to
	Figure
	446serving
	446serving


	Staines
	Staines
	TD
	Figure
	1.9km to


	Div
	Figure
	Hillswood
	Hillswood

	Business Park
	Business Park
	TD
	Figure
	Business Park
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	226–Land at 40 Crockford Park Road,Addlestone
	226–Land at 40 Crockford Park Road,Addlestone
	226–Land at 40 Crockford Park Road,Addlestone
	226–Land at 40 Crockford Park Road,Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	12mins to

	TD
	430m to route456 serving

	TD
	Figure
	680m to

	TD
	Figure
	960m to

	TD
	Figure
	320m

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	650m

	TD
	Figure
	650m

	Site has high levelof accessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by allmodes oftransport. Good orreasonableaccessibility to arange of localservices.
	High

	TR
	TD
	Weybridge &Bourne Business


	Weybridge &Bourne Business
	Weybridge &Bourne Business

	TR
	TD
	Park& 26mins toChertsey TownCentre

	TD
	Chertsey Town
	Centre

	TD
	Figure
	Addlestone


	Park& 2.6km toBrooklands
	Park& 2.6km toBrooklands

	227–Woburn ParkFarm, AddlestoneMoor
	227–Woburn ParkFarm, AddlestoneMoor
	227–Woburn ParkFarm, AddlestoneMoor
	227–Woburn ParkFarm, AddlestoneMoor


	TD
	Figure
	15mins to

	TD
	Figure
	600m to route

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	680m

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by allmodes oftransport.Accessibility tolocal services isgenerallyreasonable.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Bourne Business

	TD
	Figure
	456 serving
	456 serving


	TD
	Figure
	Bourne Business


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	to Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	Centre

	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey Town
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	229–Virginia Heights, Sandhills Road, Virginia Water
	229–Virginia Heights, Sandhills Road, Virginia Water
	229–Virginia Heights, Sandhills Road, Virginia Water
	229–Virginia Heights, Sandhills Road, Virginia Water


	TD
	Figure
	17mins to The

	TD
	Figure
	3.5km to route

	TD
	830m toVirginia

	TD
	2.6km to ThorpeIndustrial Estate &4km toLongcross

	TD
	Figure
	380m

	TD
	Figure
	4.6km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccess to centresby rail/cycling bybus services areinfrequent.Generallygood/reasonableaccessibility tolocal services withexception ofsecondaryeducation.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	446 serving
	446 serving



	TR
	TD
	230m to route566/7 to Staines


	Causeway/PineTrees (566 Bus)
	Causeway/PineTrees (566 Bus)

	TR
	TD
	& 18mins toStaines (Rail)

	TD
	Figure
	Water


	(only operates 1bus in am & pm
	(only operates 1bus in am & pm

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	after 8am)


	230–Grove Nursery, Spinney Hill, Addlestone
	230–Grove Nursery, Spinney Hill, Addlestone
	230–Grove Nursery, Spinney Hill, Addlestone

	Figure
	15mins to
	360m to route
	360m to route
	360m to route

	459 & 557 serving
	459 & 557 serving
	459 & 557 serving
	459 & 557 serving



	Hillswood
	Hillswood



	Business Park &
	Business Park &
	Figure
	1.9km to

	2.1km to
	2.1km to
	2.1km to
	2.1km to

	Weybridge &
	Weybridge &

	Bourne Business
	Bourne Business


	Addlestone

	TR
	Park & 3.4km to
	TD
	Figure
	900m

	TD
	Figure
	700m

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	720m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cyclingalthough railservices are 1.9kmfrom site. Goodaccessibility tomost localservices.
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	HillswoodBusiness Park &
	HillswoodBusiness Park &

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	16mins to


	Weybridge &Bourne Business
	Div
	Figure
	Chertsey Town
	Park

	TR
	Centre
	TD
	Figure
	Hillswood


	Business Park
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital


	TD
	Figure
	10mins to

	TD
	Figure
	150m to route

	TD
	1.8km toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	800m to

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	750m

	TD
	Figure
	2.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres althoughrail is 1.8km fromsite. Accessibilityto local services ismixed.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	HillswoodBusiness Park &


	Business Park &12mins to
	Business Park &12mins to
	446 servingChertsey Town

	TR
	TD
	2.2km to ChertseyTown Centre


	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Centre


	234–Eden Farm, Virginia Water
	234–Eden Farm, Virginia Water
	234–Eden Farm, Virginia Water
	234–Eden Farm, Virginia Water


	TD
	Figure
	22mins to

	TD
	Figure
	4.3km to route

	TD
	1.4km toVirginia

	TD
	Figure
	3.6km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	4.8km

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	Site has low-medium level ofaccessibilityoverall.Accessibility tocentres is poor bypublic transportand onlyreasonable bycycling.Accessibility tolocal services isgenerally poor.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	446 serving
	446 serving
	446 serving
	446 serving



	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town

	TR
	TD
	Longcross
	Enterprise Zone

	Centre

	930m to route
	930m to route
	LongcrossEnterprise Zone &

	TR
	TD
	& 24mins toChertsey Town


	566/7 to Staines
	566/7 to Staines
	566/7 to Staines

	(only operates 1
	(only operates 1


	bus in am & pm
	bus in am & pm
	4.3kmto ThorpeIndustrial Estate

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Centre


	TR
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	254–Land Parcel B, CentralVeterinary Laboratory, Row Town
	254–Land Parcel B, CentralVeterinary Laboratory, Row Town
	Figure
	21mins to
	Figure
	730m to routes

	TR
	459/557 serving
	TD
	2.8km toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	3.1kmto

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	2.4km

	TD
	Figure
	700m

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres althoughrail is 2.8km fromsite. Accessibilityto local services ismixed.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Weybridge &

	TD
	HillswoodBusiness Park &

	TD
	Figure
	Weybridge &


	Bourne BusinessPark & 24mins
	Bourne BusinessPark & 24mins
	Bourne BusinessPark & 3.5km to

	TR
	TD
	Weybridge &Bourne BusinessPark


	to HillswoodBusiness Park
	to HillswoodBusiness Park
	Hillswood
	Hillswood
	Business Park


	255–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams


	TD
	18mins toChertsey Town

	TD
	Figure
	690m to route

	TD
	1.7km toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	1.8km to

	TD
	Figure
	630m

	TD
	Figure
	690m

	TD
	Figure
	2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres althoughrail is 1.7km fromsite. Generallygood accessibilityto most localservices,
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	Table
	TR
	Centre &


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	23mins to

	TD
	446 servingChertsey Town


	Business Park &2km to Chertsey
	Business Park &2km to Chertsey

	Div
	Figure
	Town Centre

	Hillswood
	Business Park
	Business Park
	TD
	Figure
	Centre
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	255–Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams


	TD
	Figure
	18mins to

	TD
	990m to route446 serving

	TD
	Figure
	2.2km to

	TD
	1.4km toHillswood

	TD
	Figure
	310m

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	2.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres althoughrail is 2.2km fromsite and bus stop990m. Generallygood accessibilityto most localservices.
	Medium

	HillswoodBusiness Park &
	HillswoodBusiness Park &

	TR
	TD
	Business Park &2.5km to ChertseyTown Centre


	22mins toChertsey Town
	22mins toChertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town
	Centre


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Centre


	255–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams


	TD
	Figure
	20mins to

	TD
	1km to route 446serving Chertsey

	TD
	2km toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	1.6km to

	TD
	Figure
	150m

	TD
	Figure
	960m

	TD
	Figure
	2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres althoughrail is 2km fromsite and bus stop1km. Generallygoodaccessibilityto most localservices.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	HillswoodBusiness Park &


	Business Park &
	Business Park &
	Business Park &

	22mins to
	22mins to


	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town

	Centre
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Town Centre

	TD
	Figure
	2.4km to Chertsey


	Town Centre
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A


	TD
	Figure
	10mins to The

	TD
	Figure
	830m to route

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	380m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall.Accessibility toboth centres andlocal services isgood, withreasonable accessto bus/railservices
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	70m to route


	Causeway/PineTrees & 14mins
	Causeway/PineTrees & 14mins
	Industrial Estate &1.7km to The

	TR
	TD
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1bus in am & pm

	TD
	Figure
	Egham


	to ThorpeIndustrial Estate
	to ThorpeIndustrial Estate
	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees


	peak Mon-Sat and
	peak Mon-Sat and

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	after 8am)


	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B


	TD
	Figure
	10mins to the

	TD
	Figure
	700m to route

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	270m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall.Accessibility toboth centres andlocal services isgood, withreasonable accessto bus/railservices
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	90m to route


	Causeway/PineTrees & 14mins
	Causeway/PineTrees & 14mins
	Industrial Estate &1.6km to The

	TR
	TD
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1


	TD
	Figure
	Egham


	to ThorpeIndustrial Estate
	to ThorpeIndustrial Estate
	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees


	bus in am & pm
	bus in am & pm

	TR
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	257–Thorpe Lea Road West
	257–Thorpe Lea Road West
	257–Thorpe Lea Road West
	257–Thorpe Lea Road West


	TD
	10mins toThorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1km to route

	TD
	1.5km To
	Egham

	TD
	Figure
	840m to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	TD
	Figure
	630m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres withreasonable accessto bus/rail.Accessibility torange of localservices isgenerallyreasonable
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	TR
	TD
	Staines


	TR
	TD
	Industrial Estate& 11mins to TheCauseway/Pine

	TD
	170m to route566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	170m to route566/7 to Staines(only operates 1



	1.9km to TheCauseway/Pine
	1.9km to TheCauseway/Pine

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Trees


	TR
	bus in am & pmpeak Mon-Satand

	after 8am)
	after 8am)

	258–Virginia Water North
	258–Virginia Water North
	258–Virginia Water North
	258–Virginia Water North


	TD
	Figure
	21mins to

	TD
	Figure
	2.4km to route

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km to

	TD
	4.7km to ThorpeIndustrial Estate &

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	6km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by rail butwith infrequentbus services.Generally goodaccessibility tolocal services.
	Medium

	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	Longcross
	Enterprise Zone

	TD
	1.2km to route


	TR
	TD
	& 24mins toChertsey Town

	TD
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1


	TD
	5km to LongcrossEnterprise Zone


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Centre

	bus inam & pm

	TR
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	259–Virginia Water West
	259–Virginia Water West
	259–Virginia Water West
	259–Virginia Water West


	TD
	Figure
	29mins to The

	TD
	Figure
	3.6km to route

	TD
	2km toVirginia

	TD
	Figure
	2.5km to

	TD
	Figure
	860m

	TD
	Figure
	6.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.8km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibility. Goodaccessibility tocentres but 2kmto rail andinfrequent busservice.Accessibility tolocal services ismixed.
	Medium

	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	450m to route


	Causeway/PineTrees & 29mins
	Causeway/PineTrees & 29mins
	LongcrossEnterprise Zone &

	TR
	TD
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1bus in am & pm


	to LongcrossEnterprise Zone
	to LongcrossEnterprise Zone
	4.9km to ThorpeIndustrial Estate

	peak Mon-Sat and
	peak Mon-Sat and

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	after 8am)


	261–Virginia Water South
	261–Virginia Water South
	261–Virginia Water South
	261–Virginia Water South


	TD
	18mins toLongcross

	TD
	Figure
	4.6km to route

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	5km

	TD
	Figure
	2.5km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	Site has mediumaccessibility leveloverall.  Goodaccessibility tocentres byrail/cyclingalthough busservicesinfrequent.Accessibility tolocal services ismixed.
	Medium

	446 serving
	446 serving
	446 serving
	446 serving



	Chertsey Town
	Chertsey Town

	TR
	TD
	Centre


	LongcrossEnterprise Zone &
	LongcrossEnterprise Zone &

	TR
	TD
	Enterprise Zone& 30mins to

	TD
	720m to route566/7 to Staines


	TR
	4.5km toHillswood

	Business Park
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Staines

	(only operates 1

	bus in am& pm
	TR
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East


	TD
	Figure
	13mins to

	TD
	390m to route446 serving

	TD
	3.9km toAddlestone

	TD
	Figure
	2.6km to

	TD
	Figure
	680m

	TD
	Figure
	2.7km

	TD
	Figure
	710m

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycling but norail. Accessibilityto local services isgenerally good
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	TR
	TD
	HillswoodBusiness Park &


	HillswoodBusiness Park &
	HillswoodBusiness Park &

	TR
	TD
	22mins toWoking

	TD
	Figure
	Woking


	266–Land West of StGeorges College, WoburnHill
	266–Land West of StGeorges College, WoburnHill
	Considered in site167

	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham ParkRoad
	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham ParkRoad
	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham ParkRoad
	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham ParkRoad


	TD
	Figure
	27mins to

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km to route

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km to

	TD
	3.7km toBrooklands &

	TD
	Figure
	850m

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	2.1km

	TD
	Figure
	950m

	Site has mediumlevel accessibilityoverall.Reasonableaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycling.Accessibility tolocal services isgenerally good.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Woking


	210m to route
	210m to route

	TR
	TD
	592/593 servingBrooklands

	TD
	West
	Byfleet

	TD
	4.1km toHillswood


	29mins toWoking
	29mins toWoking

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	(Selected days

	TD
	Figure
	Business Park


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	service before
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	269–Land East of ThorpeIndustrial Estate
	269–Land East of ThorpeIndustrial Estate
	269–Land East of ThorpeIndustrial Estate
	269–Land East of ThorpeIndustrial Estate


	TD
	Figure
	5mins to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	800m to route

	TD
	3.5km toEgham

	TD
	Figure
	400m to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	3.2km

	TD
	Figure
	3.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	Site has mediumaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycling but norail. Accessibilityto local services isgenerally poor.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Industrial Estate& 20mins to


	446 servingStaines
	446 servingStaines
	446 servingStaines
	446 servingStaines


	2.3km to TheCauseway/Pine

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Staines


	Trees
	273–Land South of GreatGrove Farm
	273–Land South of GreatGrove Farm
	273–Land South of GreatGrove Farm
	273–Land South of GreatGrove Farm


	TD
	Figure
	13mins to

	TD
	Figure
	140m to route

	TD
	2.4km toAddlestone

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km To

	TD
	Figure
	600m

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	930m

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibility. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycling but norail. Accessibilityto local services isgenerally good.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	Business Park &14mins toWeybridge &

	TD
	Business Park &2.7km toWeybridge &


	459/577servingHillswood
	459/577servingHillswood

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Business Park


	Bourne Business
	Bourne Business
	Bourne Business
	Park

	Bourne BusinessPark &
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	274–Allington & 37,47,57 Howards Lane,Rowtown
	274–Allington & 37,47,57 Howards Lane,Rowtown
	274–Allington & 37,47,57 Howards Lane,Rowtown
	274–Allington & 37,47,57 Howards Lane,Rowtown


	TD
	Figure
	13mins to

	540m to route
	TD
	Figure
	3km to

	TD
	Figure
	2.8km to

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	TD
	Figure
	1.8km

	TD
	Figure
	860m

	Site has mediumaccessibilityoverall. Good orreasonableaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycling but norail. Accessibilityto local services ismixed.
	Medium

	459/577 serving
	459/577 serving

	Hillswood
	Hillswood

	TR
	TD
	HillswoodBusiness Park &

	Business Park
	TD
	HillswoodBusiness Park &


	320m to route
	320m to route

	TR
	TD
	19mins toWeybridge &Bourne Business

	TD
	3.3km toWeybridge &Bourne Business


	592 servingBrooklands
	592 servingBrooklands
	592 servingBrooklands
	592 servingBrooklands



	TR
	TD
	(Tue/Thur/Satonly and no


	service before
	service before

	9am or after 3pm)
	9am or after 3pm)

	277–The Old Chalet,  Callow Hill,Virginia Water
	277–The Old Chalet,  Callow Hill,Virginia Water
	277–The Old Chalet,  Callow Hill,Virginia Water
	277–The Old Chalet,  Callow Hill,Virginia Water


	TD
	Figure
	23mins to

	2.4km to route
	TD
	Figure
	1.5km to

	TD
	Figure
	4km to Longcross

	TD
	Figure
	770m

	TD
	Figure
	6.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccess to centresbut bus serviceinfrequent.Accessibility tolocal services isgenerally good.
	Medium

	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	1.4km to route
	TD
	Virginia
	Water


	& 25mins toChertsey Town
	& 25mins toChertsey Town
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1


	4.8km to ThorpeIndustrial Estate

	TR
	bus in am & pm

	TR
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	281–Land at ClockhouseLane East,Thorpe
	281–Land at ClockhouseLane East,Thorpe
	281–Land at ClockhouseLane East,Thorpe
	281–Land at ClockhouseLane East,Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	10mins to

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km to route

	TD
	Figure
	2km to

	TD
	Figure
	760m to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.6km

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	880m

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall.Accessibility tocentres is goodalthough rail is2km from site.Accessibility tolocal services ismixed.
	Medium

	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	Thorpe
	Industrial Estate

	TD
	740m to route


	IndustrialEstate &2.1km to The
	IndustrialEstate &2.1km to The

	TR
	TD
	& 23mins to TheCauseway/PineTrees

	TD
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1bus in am & pm

	TD
	Figure
	Egham


	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees


	TR
	peak Mon-Sat and

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	after 8am)


	282–Land East of FishingLake, ThorpeLea Road
	282–Land East of FishingLake, ThorpeLea Road
	282–Land East of FishingLake, ThorpeLea Road
	282–Land East of FishingLake, ThorpeLea Road


	TD
	Figure
	5mins to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km to route

	TD
	Figure
	2km to

	TD
	Figure
	310m to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	1.6km

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	880m

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall.Accessibility tocentres is goodalthough rail is2km from site.Accessibility tolocal services ismixed.
	Medium

	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	730m to route


	Industrial Estate& 23mins to The
	Industrial Estate& 23mins to The
	Industrial Estate &2.2km to The

	TR
	TD
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	566/7 to Staines(only operates 1


	TD
	Figure
	Egham


	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees

	Causeway/Pine
	Causeway/Pine
	Trees


	bus in am & pm
	bus in am & pm

	TR
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	284–ChristmasTree Site,Ottershaw
	284–ChristmasTree Site,Ottershaw
	284–ChristmasTree Site,Ottershaw
	284–ChristmasTree Site,Ottershaw


	TD
	4mins toHillswood

	TD
	Figure
	580m to route

	TD
	2.8km toChertsey

	TD
	Figure
	310m to

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.8km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	630m

	Site hasmedium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccess to centresbut no rail.Accessibility tolocal services isgenerally good.
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	TR
	TD
	Business Park &19mins to

	TD
	446 servingChertsey Town


	Business Park &3.2km to Chertsey
	Business Park &3.2km to Chertsey

	TR
	TD
	Chertsey Town
	Centre

	TD
	Figure
	Centre


	285–Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone
	285–Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone
	285–Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone
	285–Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	25mins to

	1.1km to route
	TD
	Figure
	1.7km to

	TD
	2km to Weybridge& Bourne

	TD
	Figure
	570m

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	TD
	Figure
	1.5km

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cyclingalthough rail is1.7km from site.Accessibility tolocal services isgenerally good.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	459/557 serving
	459/557 serving

	Hillswood
	Hillswood

	TR
	TD
	Business Park
	480m to route


	HillswoodBusiness Park &
	HillswoodBusiness Park &

	TR
	TD
	26mins toWeybridge &

	TD
	Business Park &2.9km to


	592 serving
	592 serving
	592 serving
	592 serving
	592 serving



	Brooklands
	Brooklands


	(Tue/Thur/Sat
	(Tue/Thur/Sat

	Div
	Figure
	Bourne Business

	Park
	Park
	TD
	Figure
	Brooklands


	TR
	only and no

	service before
	service before

	9am or after 3pm)
	9am or after 3pm)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	287–Land West of Bridge Lane, VirginiaWater
	287–Land West of Bridge Lane, VirginiaWater
	287–Land West of Bridge Lane, VirginiaWater
	287–Land West of Bridge Lane, VirginiaWater


	TD
	Figure
	14mins to

	TD
	Figure
	3.9km to route

	TD
	Figure
	780m to

	TD
	3.3km toLongcross

	TD
	Figure
	850m

	TD
	Figure
	4km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.2km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres byrail/cycling butinfrequent busservice.Accessibility tolocal services isgenerally good.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Centre


	Longcross
	Longcross
	Longcross
	Enterprise Zone


	TR
	TD
	630m to route566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	630m to route566/7 to Staines(only operates 1


	TD
	Virginia
	Water

	TD
	Enterprise Zone &3.7km to ThorpeIndustrial Estate


	& 16mins toChertsey Town
	& 16mins toChertsey Town

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Centre


	TR
	bus in am & pmpeak Mon-Sat and

	289–Webbs, The Green, EnglefieldGreen
	289–Webbs, The Green, EnglefieldGreen
	289–Webbs, The Green, EnglefieldGreen
	289–Webbs, The Green, EnglefieldGreen


	TD
	Figure
	27mins to

	TD
	Figure
	480m to route 8

	TD
	Figure
	2.6km to

	TD
	Figure
	3.7km to The

	TD
	Figure
	720m

	TD
	Figure
	4.6km

	TD
	Figure
	830m

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycling but norail. Accessibilityto local services isgenerally good.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Windsor &

	TD
	Figure
	Causeway/Pine


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Staines

	TD
	Figure
	Staines


	290–The Field Nursery,Brox Lane, Ottershaw
	290–The Field Nursery,Brox Lane, Ottershaw
	290–The Field Nursery,Brox Lane, Ottershaw
	290–The Field Nursery,Brox Lane, Ottershaw


	Considered in site 263
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	292–Land East of BishopsWay, Egham
	292–Land East of BishopsWay, Egham
	292–Land East of BishopsWay, Egham
	292–Land East of BishopsWay, Egham


	TD
	Figure
	9mins to The

	TD
	Figure
	260m to route

	TD
	Figure
	2.5km to

	TD
	Figure
	740m to The

	TD
	Figure
	710m

	TD
	Figure
	750m

	TD
	Figure
	750m

	TD
	Figure
	910km

	Site has high levelof accessibility.Good accessibilityto centres bybus/cycling but norail. Goodaccessibility to alllocal services.
	High

	TR
	TD
	446/456 servingStaines


	Trees & 12minsto Staines
	Trees & 12minsto Staines
	Trees & 1.2km toStaines

	293–Land North of Kings Lane,Englefield Green
	293–Land North of Kings Lane,Englefield Green
	293–Land North of Kings Lane,Englefield Green
	293–Land North of Kings Lane,Englefield Green


	TD
	Figure
	26mins to

	TD
	Figure
	360m to route

	TD
	3km toEgham

	TD
	Figure
	4km to The

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	TD
	Figure
	5km

	TD
	Figure
	800m

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres bybus/cycling but norail. Accessibilityto local services isgenerally good.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Windsor &31mins toStaines

	TD
	Causeway/PineTrees & 5.4km toStaines


	Staines or 930mto route 8 serving
	Staines or 930mto route 8 serving

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Windsor


	296–Landadjacent Edale,Rowtown
	296–Landadjacent Edale,Rowtown
	Considered in site 154
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	300–Land adjacent 70 Crockford ParkRoad, Addlestone
	300–Land adjacent 70 Crockford ParkRoad, Addlestone
	300–Land adjacent 70 Crockford ParkRoad, Addlestone
	300–Land adjacent 70 Crockford ParkRoad, Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	11mins to

	TD
	500m to route456 serving

	TD
	Figure
	580m to

	TD
	Figure
	860m to

	TD
	Figure
	580m

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	930m

	TD
	Figure
	630m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by allmodes oftransport.Accessibility tolocal services isgenerally good.
	Medium
	Medium
	-High


	TR
	TD
	Weybridge &Bourne Business


	Weybridge &Bourne Business
	Weybridge &Bourne Business

	TR
	TD
	Park & 10minsto ChertseyTown Centre

	TD
	Chertsey Town
	Centre

	TD
	Figure
	Addlestone


	Park & 2.9km toBrooklands
	Park & 2.9km toBrooklands

	Land at GrangeFarm, PyrcroftRoad, Chertsey
	Land at GrangeFarm, PyrcroftRoad, Chertsey
	Considered insite 60

	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 HomeFarm Cottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 HomeFarm Cottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 HomeFarm Cottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 HomeFarm Cottages


	TD
	Figure
	15mins to

	TD
	Figure
	3.75km to route

	TD
	Figure
	790m to

	TD
	Figure
	3.7km to Thorpe

	TD
	Figure
	825m

	TD
	Figure
	4.25km

	TD
	Figure
	1.24km

	TD
	Figure
	890m

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility toservice centres byrail but poor bybus. Accessibilityto local servicesmixed, butgenerally good.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	8/441 serving


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Longcross

	TD
	444m to route566/7 to Staines

	TD
	Figure
	Industrial Estate &


	Enterprise Zone
	Enterprise Zone
	Enterprise Zone

	& 25mins to
	& 25mins to


	Staines
	Staines
	Virginia
	Virginia
	Water

	3.85km toLongcross

	Enterprise Zone
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	(only operates 1


	bus in am & pm
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	peak Mon-Sat and
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Major Centres& major centresof employmentJourney Time(End toEnd) inpeak hours
	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	Distance toRail Stationwith ‘VeryGood’ or‘Good’
	level ofservice

	Accessibility ofmajor centre ormajoremploymentcentre by Cycling
	Primary
	Primary
	School

	Secondary
	Secondary
	School

	Health
	Health
	Centre

	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise,Ottershaw
	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise,Ottershaw
	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise,Ottershaw
	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise,Ottershaw


	TD
	Figure
	16mins to

	TD
	685m to route446 serving

	TD
	Figure
	3.65km to

	TD
	Figure
	2.6km to

	TD
	Figure
	350m

	TD
	Figure
	2.5km

	TD
	Figure
	500m

	TD
	Figure
	870m

	Site has medium-high level ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by mostmodes oftransport andaccessibility tolocal services isgenerally good.
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	TR
	TD
	HillswoodBusiness Park &


	HillswoodBusiness Park &
	HillswoodBusiness Park &

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Addlestone

	TD
	4km to Weybridge& Bourne
	Business Park


	25mins toWoking
	25mins toWoking

	326–Addlestone Quarry
	326–Addlestone Quarry
	326–Addlestone Quarry
	326–Addlestone Quarry


	TD
	Figure
	13mins to

	TD
	Figure
	850m to route

	TD
	Figure
	1.55km to

	TD
	Figure
	1km to Weybridge

	TD
	Figure
	2.1km

	TD
	Figure
	3.25km

	TD
	Figure
	1.95km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	Site has mediumlevel ofaccessibilityoverall. Goodaccessibility tocentres by rail andbus. Howeveraccessibility tolocal services isgenerally poor,although site islarge enough toprovide its ownlocal facilitieswhich wouldimproveaccessibility.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Weybridge&

	TD
	Figure
	& Bourne


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	to Brooklands

	TD
	Figure
	Brooklands
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	Appendix 4-Assessment of Significant Non-Absolute Constraints(Housing)
	Appendix 4-Assessment of Significant Non-Absolute Constraints(Housing)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	4–Barrsbrook &Barrsbrook Cattery, Guildford Road,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook &Barrsbrook Cattery, Guildford Road,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook &Barrsbrook Cattery, Guildford Road,Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook &Barrsbrook Cattery, Guildford Road,Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	Limited
	parts of siteat risk fromsurfacewaterflooding andlimited area(18%) inFlood Zone
	2. Potentialforgroundwaterfloodingbelowpropertylevel

	TD
	Figure
	100% of site

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Majority ofsite has

	Site lies to the south west ofChertsey and east of the M25. Asmall proportion of the site iscovered by flood risk zone 2 withadditional possibility ofsurface/ground water floodinghowever, appropriatedrainage/SuDS should mitigatethis. Site is wholly within aMinerals Safeguarding Area butnot adjacent a preferred area.Practicalities for prior working
	Site lies to the south west ofChertsey and east of the M25. Asmall proportion of the site iscovered by flood risk zone 2 withadditional possibility ofsurface/ground water floodinghowever, appropriatedrainage/SuDS should mitigatethis. Site is wholly within aMinerals Safeguarding Area butnot adjacent a preferred area.Practicalities for prior working
	will need to be considered. Noother relevant constraints on site.Constraints have a low-mediumimpact overall.

	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	withinMinerals


	TR
	TD
	SafeguardingArea but notadjacent a


	TR
	gradient of1:40 or less
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	13–Stroude Road Farm, Stroude Road
	13–Stroude Road Farm, Stroude Road
	13–Stroude Road Farm, Stroude Road
	13–Stroude Road Farm, Stroude Road


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterflooding atsurface andsizeableareas at riskfrom surfacewaterflooding in1:1000 yearevent

	TD
	Figure
	100% of site

	TD
	Part of Siteadjacent

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	2 Grade IIlistedbuildingsadjacent tosite at 288-290 StroudeRoad

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Majority ofsite hasgradient of

	Site lies on the southern edge ofVirginiaWater in two parcelseither side of a trackway. Wholesite within minerals safeguardingarea and adjacent to mineralspreferred area and site atWhitehall Farm which is
	Site lies on the southern edge ofVirginiaWater in two parcelseither side of a trackway. Wholesite within minerals safeguardingarea and adjacent to mineralspreferred area and site atWhitehall Farm which is
	identified in the Surrey MineralsPlan Primary Aggregates DPD.
	This would normally be amajorconstraint to development butSCC have accepted evidence thatresource on site is noteconomically viable althoughbuffer of 100m to preferredminerals area will be required.The site also lies within Grade 3agricultural land and as such
	other landof lesser value shouldbe preferred providing they canovercome other constraints.Should other sites of lesseragricultural value not comeforward or are unsuitable forother reasons then Grade 3 landcould be appropriate. Potentialfor groundwater and surfacewater flooding would need to bemitigated as would the impact onthe setting of two listed buildings.Constraints have a mediumimpact overall.

	Medium

	within
	within

	minerals
	minerals

	safeguarding
	safeguarding

	TR
	TD
	area andadjacent


	TR
	TD
	safeguardedminerals site


	TR
	TD
	and preferredarea ofWhitehall

	TD
	SNCI &AncientWoodland


	Farm.However SCC
	Farm.However SCC
	albeitseparated by

	has accepted
	has accepted
	has accepted
	evidence that


	on site
	on site

	resource is
	resource is

	not
	not

	economically
	economically

	viable.
	viable.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	14–Brox End Nursery, Brox Road, Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursery, Brox Road, Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursery, Brox Road, Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursery, Brox Road, Ottershaw


	TD
	Only limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Locally listedbuildingadjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Gradient

	Site is located to the south ofOttershaw and is identified as ahousing reserve site in the 2001Local Plan. The site does not haveany flood issues or would affect adesignated site or AncientWoodland. Potential impacts toan adjacent locally listed buildingcould be mitigated. In terms ofthe loss of open space, the site isan existing housing reserve sitewhere the principle ofdevelopment is acceptable.Constraints have a low-mediumimpact overall.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	Natural andSemi-


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Natural
	Urban Green

	TD
	Figure
	1:40 or less


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Space
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	17–Coombelands Lane, Rowtown
	17–Coombelands Lane, Rowtown
	17–Coombelands Lane, Rowtown
	17–Coombelands Lane, Rowtown


	TD
	Only limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 & 5

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mix of

	Site is located to the south east ofthe Rowtown area of Addlestoneand is identified as a housingreserve site in the 2001 LocalPlan. The site does not have anyflood issuesor would affect adesignated site or AncientWoodland. Although there is amix of gradients on site anapplication (16/0845) is currentlyunder consideration for 43residential units on the site.Constraints have a low impactoverall. Site has been grantedpermission for 43 dwellingssubject to S106 agreement byCommittee dated 14.12.2016
	Low
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	Part
	Figure
	SLAA
	Site
	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Waste
	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Land
	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score
	18–Land North of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land North of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land North of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land North of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land North of Thorpe Industrial Estate


	TD
	Majority ofsite haspotential forgroundwaterfloodingbelowsurface withlimited areasaffected bysurfacewaterflooding at1:1000 yearevent. 3% ofsite in floodzone 3a or
	3b and 13%in flood zone2

	TD
	Figure
	100% of site

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Area of higharchaeologicalimportanceadjacent tosite

	TD
	Identified asPark or

	TD
	Figure
	Majority of

	Site lies between the southernedge of Egham Hythe andThorpeIndustrial Estate. Some flood riskson site but these arelargelyoutside of fluvial flood zones andcould be mitigated by drainage/SuDS design. Archaeologicalimportance could be dealt withby condition. Site identified
	Site lies between the southernedge of Egham Hythe andThorpeIndustrial Estate. Some flood riskson site but these arelargelyoutside of fluvial flood zones andcould be mitigated by drainage/SuDS design. Archaeologicalimportance could be dealt withby condition. Site identified
	withinmineral safeguarding areaconstrained by previousextraction, whichcould be amajorconstraint andrequiresmore in depth consideration.Whilst site proponent statesinvestigations are ongoing it isnot known at this timewhetherconstraint could be overcome.Whole siteconsidered to be openspace which wouldbe lost todevelopment, although some ofthis could beretainedon site.However,land of lesserenvironmental value should bepreferred.Proponents state thatFRAwould be carried outprior toapplication as well as plans 

	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	withinminerals
	withinminerals

	TR
	TD
	Garden.Potential toreplace part


	safeguardingarea and
	safeguardingarea and
	site hasgradient

	TR
	TD
	constrainedby previous

	TD
	Figure
	1:40 or less


	but not all ofopen space
	but not all ofopen space

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	extraction
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	19–Oak Tree Nurseries, Stroude Road
	19–Oak Tree Nurseries, Stroude Road
	19–Oak Tree Nurseries, Stroude Road

	Number of
	Number of
	Number of

	areas on site
	areas on site

	at risk of
	at risk of

	surface
	surface

	water
	water

	flooding in
	flooding in

	1:1000 year
	1:1000 year

	event but at
	event but at

	southern
	southern

	endof site
	endof site

	this is 1:30
	this is 1:30

	year event.
	year event.

	Potential for
	Potential for

	groundwater
	groundwater

	flooding at
	flooding at



	TR
	surface. 12%
	surface. 12%
	of the site in
	of the site in
	of the site in

	flood risk
	flood risk

	zone 2
	zone 2



	TD
	Figure
	100% of site

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Majority ofsite has

	Site lies to the east of StroudeRoad and to the north of VirginiaWater. A number of areas on thesite are at risk ofsurface waterflooding in the 1:1000 year event,but at the southern part of thesite the level of risk is 1:30 years.There is also potential forgroundwater flooding at thesurface and 12% of the site is inflood risk zone 2. Flood issuescould be overcome however withsuitably designed drainage/SuDS.Site is also wholly within a
	Site lies to the east of StroudeRoad and to the north of VirginiaWater. A number of areas on thesite are at risk ofsurface waterflooding in the 1:1000 year event,but at the southern part of thesite the level of risk is 1:30 years.There is also potential forgroundwater flooding at thesurface and 12% of the site is inflood risk zone 2. Flood issuescould be overcome however withsuitably designed drainage/SuDS.Site is also wholly within a
	mineral safeguarding area butnot adjacent to a preferred areaor identified site althoughWhitehall Farm is 120m to thenorth west. SCC consider there tobe a presumption againstalternative development in theMSA, but this could be overcomeif evidence can be provided thatresource is not economicallyviable or prior working can beachieved. No impact on all otherconstraints. Constraints havemedium impact overall.

	Medium

	withinminerals
	withinminerals

	TR
	TD
	safeguardingarea and


	TR
	TD
	within 120mof


	TR
	TD
	safeguardedminerals siteand preferred

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	open space

	TD
	gradient1:40 or less


	area of
	area of
	area of

	Whitehall
	Whitehall


	Farm but not
	Farm but not

	adjacent.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	22-Land South of St David’s Drive & Roberts Way, EnglefieldGreen
	22-Land South of St David’s Drive & Roberts Way, EnglefieldGreen
	22-Land South of St David’s Drive & Roberts Way, EnglefieldGreen
	22-Land South of St David’s Drive & Roberts Way, EnglefieldGreen


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterbelow or atsurface.Small area athigh risk ofsurfacewaterflooding.Sewerageflooding hasoccurred inpostcodearea

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	SNCI and

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Historic Park& Gardenadjacent butseparated byA30. Area ofhigharchaeologicalpotential andlocally listedbuildingadjacent

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority of

	Site lies justsouth of the EghamArea and east of the A30. Someflood risks from ground or
	Site lies justsouth of the EghamArea and east of the A30. Someflood risks from ground or
	surface water which could beovercome with mitigationthrough drainage/SuDS. SNCI,Ancient Woodland and Grade Ihistoric park and garden atWindsor Great Park adjacent sitebut separated by the A30 and ifnecessary a suitable buffer couldbe included on site. Locally listedbuilding adjacent at Forest Court,Roberts Way but site designcould mitigate any impactsConstraints have a low-mediumimpact overall.

	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	Ancient
	Ancient
	Ancient
	Woodland


	TR
	TD
	site hasgradient1:40 or less


	adjacent sitealbeit
	adjacent sitealbeit

	TR
	TD
	separated byA30
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	24-Landat Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24-Landat Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24-Landat Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24-Landat Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm, Addlestone


	TD
	No flood riskissues westof rail line,but area tothe east athigh risk ofsurfacewaterflooding at1:30 yearextent

	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	SNCI

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	Locally listedChertsey RoadBridgeadjacent siteand Grade IIlisted
	buildingsadjacenteasternportion albeitseparated byChertsey Road

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Majority ofsite hasgradient

	Site lies to north west ofAddlestone and south of A320 StPeter’s Way. Two site parcels
	Site lies to north west ofAddlestone and south of A320 StPeter’s Way. Two site parcels
	split by rail line. Eastern parcel athigh risk of surface water
	flooding but this could bemitigated by suitably designeddrainage/SuDS. The site also lieswithin Grade 3 agricultural landand as such other land of lesservalue should be preferredproviding they can overcomeother constraints. Should othersites of lesser agricultural valuenot come forward or areunsuitable for other reasons thenGrade 3 land could beappropriate. Constraints have amedium impact overall.

	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Area adjacentbut in realityseparated by


	adjacent sitealbeit
	adjacent sitealbeit

	TR
	TD
	separated byGreen Lane


	A320 St Paters
	A320 St Paters
	A320 St Paters
	Way


	28-Great Grove Farm, MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	28-Great Grove Farm, MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	28-Great Grove Farm, MurrayRoad, Ottershaw
	28-Great Grove Farm, MurrayRoad, Ottershaw


	TD
	Only limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	No data forthis site
	Site lies north of Spinney Hillbetween Ottershaw andRowtown. Part of the site ispreviously developed with noapparent constraints althoughpotential for groundwaterflooding would have to beconsidered and mitigated ifnecessary. Site has permission for6 dwellings subject to S106.
	Low
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	29-Charnwood Nurseries, 33The Avenue, Woodham
	29-Charnwood Nurseries, 33The Avenue, Woodham
	29-Charnwood Nurseries, 33The Avenue, Woodham
	29-Charnwood Nurseries, 33The Avenue, Woodham


	TD
	Only limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mix of

	Site lies north of The Avenue inWoodham. No apparentconstraints on site althoughpotential for groundwaterflooding would have to bemitigated through suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS wherenecessary. Constraints have lowimpact overall.
	Low

	30-CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham
	30-CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham
	30-CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham

	Only limited
	Only limited
	Only limited

	potential for
	potential for

	groundwater
	groundwater

	flooding and
	flooding and

	surface
	surface

	water
	water



	TR
	flooding at
	flooding at
	1:1000 year
	1:1000 year
	1:1000 year

	event
	event



	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	Ancient

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	Area of higharchaeologicalpotential tonorth

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority of

	Site lies north of Virginia Waterand to south east of EnglefieldGreen and forms small researchcentre. Only limited potential forground and surface waterflooding on site which could bemitigated through appropriatedrainage/SuDS design. No otherconstraints on site. Adjacent areaof high archaeological potentialcould be dealt with by condition.Constraints have low impactoverall.
	Low

	woodland tosouth east
	woodland tosouth east
	site hasgradient

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	but off-site

	TD
	Figure
	1:40 or less
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	34-Parklands, Parcel D, Chertsey Bittams
	34-Parklands, Parcel D, Chertsey Bittams
	34-Parklands, Parcel D, Chertsey Bittams
	34-Parklands, Parcel D, Chertsey Bittams


	TD
	Only limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	Grade II listedbuildingWheelersGreen tosouth butseparated byBittams Lane

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	No data forthis site butappears tobe gradientof 1:40 orless
	Site lies within the area ofChertsey Bittams and part of siteis under construction for a C2residential home. Only limitedpotential for groundwaterflooding identified which couldbe suitably mitigated. Grade IIlisted building to the south atWheelers Green is separated byBittams Lane. Any harm to thelisted building or its setting couldbe mitigated through design. Noother constraints on or adjacentsite. Constraints have low impactoverall
	Low

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	open space
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	36-Sandylands Home Farm East, Blays Lane, Englefield Green
	36-Sandylands Home Farm East, Blays Lane, Englefield Green
	36-Sandylands Home Farm East, Blays Lane, Englefield Green
	36-Sandylands Home Farm East, Blays Lane, Englefield Green


	TD
	Limitedsurfacewater floodissues incentral areaof site at1:100 or1:1000 year

	TD
	100% inMinerals

	TD
	Figure
	SNCI

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	Historic Park& Garden andlocally listedbuildingadjacent tosite albeitseparated byWick Roadand Blay’s


	Lane
	Lane
	Figure
	respectively
	No loss of
	No loss of
	No loss of

	open space
	open space


	Figure
	Majority of
	Site lies just south of EnglefieldGreen and west of reservehousing site. Site is fully within amineralssafeguarding area,although this is not identified as apreferred area and is unlikely toconstrain potential working overand above the existing urbanarea. Borehole evidence ofmineral quality/quantity will berequired to assess practicality ofprior working. The SNCI andWindsor Great Park Grade Ihistoric park and garden lieadjacent the site to the south,but are separated by Wick Road.As such this would help to 
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	SafeguardingArea but notin or adjacent

	TD
	adjacentalbeitseparated by


	site hasgradient
	site hasgradient

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	1:40 or less


	to a preferredarea
	to a preferredarea
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	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
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	Topography
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	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	42-CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42-CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe

	Potential for
	groundwater
	flooding at
	the surface
	with a
	number of
	areas to the
	boundaries
	of the site at
	riskfrom
	surface
	water
	flooding
	100% of site
	within
	minerals
	safeguarding
	area and
	constrained
	by previous or
	potential
	extraction.
	However SCC
	has accepted
	evidence that
	on site
	resource is of
	low quality
	Figure
	Figure
	and small
	quantity
	None on or
	adjacent site
	Grade 1or
	2. Evidence
	now
	submitted
	by site
	proponents
	that
	agricultural
	Figure
	Figure
	classification
	is grade 3a
	Adjacent to
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Thorpe
	Conservation
	Area
	No loss of
	open space
	Gradient
	1:40 or less
	Site lies between the village ofThorpe and the Thorpe IndustrialEstate.Potential for groundwaterflooding at the surface and areasaround its boundaries affected bysurface water flooding but thiscould be mitigated by
	appropriate drainage/SuDSdesign.  Entirely within a mineralssafeguarding area which isconstrained by previous orpotential extraction andconsidered a major constraint.However, SCC has agreed with aminerals reserve assessmentsubmitted by the site proponentsthat the minerals on site are oflow quality and small quantity. Assuch minerals are not a
	constraint but furtherinvestigation is required todetermine whether priorextraction is economically viable.Site lies just northwest of theThorpe Conservation Area andany design would need to takethis into account. The site isdesignated Grade 1/2 agriculturalland, but an agricultural landclassification report by the siteproponents states that the land isonly grade 3a. Even taking thereport on face value other land oflesser value should be preferredproviding they can overcomeother constraints. If other sites 
	Score
	Medium

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	44-CEMEX Thorpe 3, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	44-CEMEX Thorpe 3, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	44-CEMEX Thorpe 3, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	44-CEMEX Thorpe 3, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe


	TD
	Majority ofsite haspotentialforgroundwaterflooding atthe surfaceandnumerousareas at riskfrom surfacewaterflooding at1:1000 yearevent. 2% ofsite in floodzone 2

	TD
	Figure
	100% of site

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Small areato SW Grade

	TD
	Within theThorpeConservationArea and
	small area ofhigharchaeologicalpotential inSW corner

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mix of

	Site lies to the eastof the villageof Thorpe. The majority of thesite has potential forgroundwater flooding at thesurface with areas at risk fromsurface water flooding and asmall area in flood zone 2,however this could be mitigatedby suitably designeddrainage/SuDS. The site is
	Site lies to the eastof the villageof Thorpe. The majority of thesite has potential forgroundwater flooding at thesurface with areas at risk fromsurface water flooding and asmall area in flood zone 2,however this could be mitigatedby suitably designeddrainage/SuDS. The site is
	entirely within a mineralssafeguarding area and has beenthe subject of extraction andrestoration which could be amajor constraint. This will requiremore in depth consideration, butat this time it is not knownwhether constraint could beovercome. The site is also asafeguarded waste site, althoughrestoration of this site is on-going/completed. The site lieswithin the Thorpe ConservationArea but suitable design could beimplemented to mitigate impact.Only a small area of the site isGrade 1 or 2 agricultural land

	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	within


	mineralssafeguarding
	mineralssafeguarding

	area andconstrained
	area andconstrained

	TR
	TD
	1 & 2otherwiseungraded


	by previous or
	by previous or
	by previous or
	potential


	TR
	TD
	extraction.Site is alsoa


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	safeguarded
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	46-Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw (west)
	46-Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw (west)
	46-Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw (west)
	46-Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw (west)


	TD
	Figure
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding andlimitedpockets ofsurfacewaterflooding. 5properties inpostcodearea
	affected byinternalsewerageflooding inlast 10 years

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	Locally listedWorkhouseChapel andGrade II listedMurray Houseadjacent sitealbeitseparated byMurray Road

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	No data forthis site
	Site is located north of SpinneyHill between Ottershaw andRowtown, however only the areato the west of the site isconsidered from A320 GuildfordRoad to Great Grove Farm. Onlylimited flood risk issues whichcould be mitigated and noapparentconstraints other thanlisted buildings which sit on theopposite side of the highway atMurray Road where harm couldbe overcome. Constraints havelow-medium impact overall.
	Low


	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	144

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	46a–Land at Great Grove Farm (east)
	46a–Land at Great Grove Farm (east)
	Limited
	Limited
	Limited

	potential for
	potential for



	groundwater
	groundwater
	. North east
	. North east
	. North east

	corner has
	corner has

	high
	high

	probability
	probability

	of surface
	of surface

	water flood
	water flood

	risk with
	risk with



	majority at
	TR
	low-medium
	low-medium
	Figure
	risk.

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	SNCI &Ancient

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 1 or 2

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	Natural &

	TD
	Figure
	Majority of

	Site is located between GreatGrove Farm and Grove Nurseryfronting Spinney Hill. Potentialfor groundwater and surfacewater flooding could be mitigatedthroughsuitably designed SuDSor other protection measures.
	Site is located between GreatGrove Farm and Grove Nurseryfronting Spinney Hill. Potentialfor groundwater and surfacewater flooding could be mitigatedthroughsuitably designed SuDSor other protection measures.
	Site is immediately adjacent to anarea designated as SNCI andAncient Woodland to its northernboundary and it is unknown if aneffective buffer between the siteand the designations could beimplemented. The site is alsoNatural/Semi-Natural UrbanGreen Space and the majority ofthis would be lost if the site isdeveloped. The site is grade 1 or
	2 agricultural land and as suchland of lesser values should bepreferred. Constraints have highimpact overall.

	High

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Semi-


	Natural
	Natural
	Natural
	Urban Green


	TR
	TD
	Woodlandimmediately

	TD
	Space.Potential to

	TD
	site hasgradient


	TR
	TD
	adjacent siteto north

	TD
	retain partbut majority

	TD
	Figure
	1:40 or less


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	would be


	lost
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	48-Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	48-Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	48-Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	48-Hanworth Lane, Chertsey


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding.South eastcorner at
	risk fromsurfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Site adjacentmineralssafeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	Adjacent to

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	Outdoor

	TD
	Figure
	Gradient

	Site is located to south ofChertsey east of the HanworthLane Trading Estate. Identified asa housing reserve site in the 2001Local Plan and northportion ofthe site has outline permissionand reserved matters for 130dwellings. Flood risk from surfacewater in south east corner of sitewould need to be addressed butcould be mitigated. Opportunityto retain part of the site for openspace which would lessen impactof overall loss and could be usedto mitigate/avoid flood risks.Although site is not in a mineralssafegua
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	sports


	facility.Potential to
	facility.Potential to

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	SNCI

	TD
	retain partbut not all of

	TD
	Figure
	1:40 or less


	area but not apreferred area
	area but not apreferred area

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	open space
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	50-Brunel University Site, Coopers Hill, Englefield Green
	50-Brunel University Site, Coopers Hill, Englefield Green
	50-Brunel University Site, Coopers Hill, Englefield Green
	50-Brunel University Site, Coopers Hill, Englefield Green


	TD
	2/3 of sitehas limitedpotential forgroundwaterand somelimitedpotential forsurfacewater floodrisk

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	Adjacent to

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Figure
	Small part ofsite withinEnglefieldGreenConservationArea. Grade IIlisted
	buildings in SEcorner of siteand Grade II*Air ForcesMemorialadjacent tosite.Presidents
	Hall is LocallyListed Buildingon site.

	TD
	Figure
	Large area

	TD
	Figure
	Majority of

	Site located to south of EnglefieldGreen and is partially developedas the former Brunel UniversityCampus. Ancient woodland onsite could be retained along withother areas of open space. Asuitable buffer could be placedbetween any development andadjacent SSSI/SNCI if necessary.Some heritage assets on oradjacent the site which wouldneed to be considered but designcould avoid/mitigate harm. Sitehas permission for 110 dwellings,488 student bedspaces and 59 C2bedrooms. Constraints havemedium impact overall.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	SSSI, SNCIand approx.


	outdoorsports
	outdoorsports

	TR
	TD
	5ha ofAncientWoodland


	facilities,which could
	facilities,which could
	site hasgradient

	TR
	TD
	be retainedon site,

	TD
	Figure
	1:40 or less


	on sitewhich could
	on sitewhich could

	TR
	TD
	althoughthere may


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	be losses
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	51-Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51-Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51-Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51-Byfleet Road, New Haw


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding but36% of sitein flood zone3a and 17%in flood zone2

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	Adjacent to

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Adjacent toWeyNavigationConservationArea withsmall part onsite

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority of

	Sitelocated to the south of NewHaw and on the boroughboundary with Woking BC.Identified as a housing reservesite in the 2001 Local Plan withno permission granted. 2.9ha(36%) of the site is within floodzone 3a where developmentwould need to pass the
	Sitelocated to the south of NewHaw and on the boroughboundary with Woking BC.Identified as a housing reservesite in the 2001 Local Plan withno permission granted. 2.9ha(36%) of the site is within floodzone 3a where developmentwould need to pass the
	sequential and exceptions tests,although risks could be avoidedby using areas in zone 3a as greenspace if appropriate and throughuse of SuDS. Area outside floodzone 3a narrows to 60m in southof site which is likely to restrictcapacity. Site also adjacent toWey Navigation SNCI andconservation area to westboundary of site andconsideration would have to begiven to these constraints, but asuitable buffer could beintroduced to avoid/mitigateharm. Constraints have mediumimpact overall.

	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Wey
	Navigation

	TD
	site hasgradient


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	SNCI

	TD
	Figure
	1:40 or less
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	52-Dial House, Northcroft Road, Englefield Green
	52-Dial House, Northcroft Road, Englefield Green
	52-Dial House, Northcroft Road, Englefield Green
	52-Dial House, Northcroft Road, Englefield Green


	TD
	Only limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	100% in

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	No heritageassets presenton site butEnglefieldGreenConservationarea 25m to


	north east
	north east
	Figure
	No loss of
	Majority of
	Majority of
	Majority of

	site has
	site has


	Site located to north west ofEnglefield Green. Only limitedpotential for groundwaterflooding identified which couldbe mitigated by suitably designeddrainage/SuDS. Site is fully withina minerals safeguarding area,although this is not identified as apreferred area and is unlikely toconstrain potential working overand above the existing urbanarea. Borehole evidence ofmineral quality/quantity will berequired to assess practicality ofprior working. Any harm to theconservation area to north westcould be avoided/m
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Minerals
	Safeguarding


	TR
	TD
	Area and notin or adjacentto a preferred


	area
	TR
	gradient
	gradient
	1:40 or less
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	56-Land atGreen Lane/ Norlands Lane/ Chertsey Lane, Thorpe
	56-Land atGreen Lane/ Norlands Lane/ Chertsey Lane, Thorpe
	56-Land atGreen Lane/ Norlands Lane/ Chertsey Lane, Thorpe

	Figure
	52% in

	TR
	functional
	functional
	floodplain
	floodplain
	floodplain

	with further
	with further

	99% in Flood
	99% in Flood

	Zone 3a
	Zone 3a



	TD
	Figure
	Vast majority

	TD
	Small area ofSNCI on site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	Green

	Majority of
	Site lies to the east of the villageof Thorpe and just west of theA320 Chertsey Lane. 3.6ha of thesite is functional floodplain andundevelopable. Aside from a verysmall area the rest of the site iswithin flood zone 3a. Whilst thearea of floodplain could be usedas green space, there is noguarantee thatsequential/exceptions tests canbe passed given extent of risk and
	Site lies to the east of the villageof Thorpe and just west of theA320 Chertsey Lane. 3.6ha of thesite is functional floodplain andundevelopable. Aside from a verysmall area the rest of the site iswithin flood zone 3a. Whilst thearea of floodplain could be usedas green space, there is noguarantee thatsequential/exceptions tests canbe passed given extent of risk and
	more sequentially preferablesites are likely to be availablefirst.The site is entirely within aminerals safeguarding area andhas been the subject ofextraction and restoration whichcould be a major constraint. Thiswill require more in depthconsideration, but at this time itis not known whether constraintcould be overcome. Small area ofSNCI located on site could beretained with suitable bufferintroduced, although this maynot be possible in the southernarea of the site as it tapers.Constraints have high impact

	High

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	of site in

	TD
	Figure
	Corridor on

	TD
	site hasgradient1:40 or less


	Minerals
	Minerals
	Minerals
	Safeguarding

	site(designated

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Area

	TD
	Figure
	as SNCI)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	60-Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60-Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60-Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60-Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey


	TD
	Potential forlimitedsurfacewater floodrisk on SEboundarywithpotential forgroundwaterfloodingbelowground innorth of site.12% of sitein functionalfloodplain,17% in zone3a& b and afurther
	1.2hain
	zone 2. 69%of site withinzone 1

	TD
	Figure
	Adjacent

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Southern

	TD
	Grade II*PyrcroftHouse, andGrade IIGolden GroveInn & HollandCottage listedbuildingsadjacent site

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Gradient1:40 or less

	Site located to the west ofChertsey and part identified as ahousing reserve site in the 2001Local Plan No planning
	Site located to the west ofChertsey and part identified as ahousing reserve site in the 2001Local Plan No planning
	application for housing has beensubmitted for the site since itsreserve status. 31%of the site
	liesoutside of flood zone 1wherethe sequential test would need tobe passed. Exceptions test forland in zone 3a would need to bepassed, althoughthese areascould be used as green space toavoid risk and suitably designeddrainage/SuDS could mitigateflood impacts. Harm to the
	setting of adjacent listed
	buildings could be avoidedthrough design. The site also liespartly within Grade 3 agriculturalland and as such other land oflesser value should be preferredproviding they can overcomeother constraints. However, thearea of grade 3 land is mostlywithin the housing reserve sitedesignation where the principleof residential development hasalready been established.Constraints have low-mediumimpact overall.

	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	safeguarding


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	separated by


	rail line &Ruxbury Road
	rail line &Ruxbury Road
	area of siteGrade 3
	area of siteGrade 3
	area of siteGrade 3



	TR
	TD
	Figure
	adjacent
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	62-Land atAddlestonemoor
	62-Land atAddlestonemoor
	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding andsurfacewaterflooding

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets presenton site butWoburn Parkhistoric park &Garden 105mto the east

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Gradient1:40 or less

	Site lies within Addlestonemoor.Only limited flood issues on sitewhich could be mitigated throughsuitably designed drainage/SuDS.No other constraints on site anddistance to historic park & gardenshould avoid harm. Constraintshave low impact overall.
	Low

	75-85Woodham ParkRoad,Woodham
	75-85Woodham ParkRoad,Woodham
	Considered in site 268

	77-232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77-232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77-232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77-232 Brox Road, Ottershaw


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No lossof

	TD
	Figure
	Mix of

	Site lies towards the south ofOttershaw. Potential forgroundwater and surface waterflooding could be mitigatedthrough suitably designed SuDSor other protection measures. Noother constraints. Constraintshave low impactoverall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	open space

	TD
	Figure
	gradients



	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	152

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	99-Former DERA site, Longcross Road (South)
	99-Former DERA site, Longcross Road (South)
	99-Former DERA site, Longcross Road (South)
	99-Former DERA site, Longcross Road (South)


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding butseveralsizeableareas at riskfrom surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Figure
	Heritage onsite includesGrade IIlistedBarrowhillsand itsterrace,BowlbarrowScheduledAncientMonumentand two areasof higharchaeologicalpotential atBarrowhillsand theBowlbarrowsSAM. Grade IILongcrossChurch liesadjacent thesite to thesouth.

	TD
	Figure
	7ha of

	TD
	Mix ofgradients

	Site lies to the south of VirginiaWater and on the south side ofthe M3 to the DERA site north.The site is partially developed.Limited potential for flood riskand these could be mitigated
	Site lies to the south of VirginiaWater and on the south side ofthe M3 to the DERA site north.The site is partially developed.Limited potential for flood riskand these could be mitigated
	with suitably designeddrainage/SuDS. Several heritageassets on or adjacent the site,although there is the potential toavoid harm through design. 7haof the site is identified as a smallarea of sports facilities forming aminiature golf course. This couldbe retained or replaced by othergreen spaces given the size of thesite. Site is within 20m ofdesignated waste site but wouldnot result in its loss. Mix ofgradients could be mitigatedthrough design. Constraints havelow-medium impact overall.

	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	sportsfacilities
	sportsfacilities

	TR
	TD
	identifiedwhich could


	TR
	TD
	be retainedor replaced


	TR
	TD
	on site orreplaced onsite


	122-79Woodham ParkRoad,Woodham
	122-79Woodham ParkRoad,Woodham
	Considered in site 268
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	123-CEMEX House, Coldharbour Lane, Thorpe
	123-CEMEX House, Coldharbour Lane, Thorpe
	123-CEMEX House, Coldharbour Lane, Thorpe
	123-CEMEX House, Coldharbour Lane, Thorpe


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterflooding atsurface withlimited areasof surfacewaterflooding.24% of thesite iswithinfunctionalfloodplain(zone 3b)with furtherareas in
	flood riskzone 2

	TD
	Figure
	Lies adjacent

	TD
	None on sitebut SNCIadjacent to

	TD
	Majority ofsite Grade 1
	Majority ofsite Grade 1


	TD
	Grade II*listed buildingon sitecomprisingsunken officeswith roofgardens. Partof site withinThorpeConservationArea

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Gradient1:40 or less

	Site lies to the east of ThorpeVillage and comprises existingoffice buildings. Potential forgroundwater and surface waterflooding on site which could bemitigated through suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS. Areacovered by functional floodplainand in zone 3a lie mainly to theperipheries of the site and couldbe avoided. Large area coveredby flood risk zone 2 which wouldneed to pass the sequential testand other sequentially preferablesites may be available. Mineralssafeguarding lies adjacent sitebut is not an impac
	Medium

	tosafeguarding
	tosafeguarding

	TR
	TD
	area but not apreferred area

	TD
	Figure
	or 2
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	Part
	Figure
	SLAA
	Site
	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Waste
	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Land
	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score
	129-Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone
	129-Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone
	129-Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone
	129-Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone
	129-Wey Manor Farm, Addlestone


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwateror surfacewaterflooding.16% of sitein flood zone3a and 5% inflood zone 2

	TD
	Figure
	100% in

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Identified by

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	8.9ha of

	TD
	Gradient1:40 or less

	Site lies to north of New Hawcomprisingtwo parcels.Whole ofsitewithinmineral safeguardingarea and whilst not adjacentpreferred area is around 150mfrom identified extension toAddlestone Quarry. Site wouldhave to ensure that any futureextraction of minerals isnotplaced at riskirrespective ofwhether a single company nolonger has an interestinthe site.8.9ha ofopen space on site,
	Site lies to north of New Hawcomprisingtwo parcels.Whole ofsitewithinmineral safeguardingarea and whilst not adjacentpreferred area is around 150mfrom identified extension toAddlestone Quarry. Site wouldhave to ensure that any futureextraction of minerals isnotplaced at riskirrespective ofwhether a single company nolonger has an interestinthe site.8.9ha ofopen space on site,
	some of whichcould be retained,butlikely that a large proportionwould be lost. Area inflood zone3a is around 2ha,entirely onthesouthern parcel andsequentialand exceptions test would needto be passed. Risks could bemitigatedusing thesouthern areaas green space and ground/surfacewater mitigated throughdrainage/SuDS design. Defraclassify site as grade 1/2agricultural land, but siteproponentstates grade 3.Evenat Grade 3,other land of lesservalue should be preferredproviding they can overcomeother constraints.Co

	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	Minerals
	Minerals

	Safeguarding
	Safeguarding

	Area but not
	Area but not

	in or adjacent
	in or adjacent

	to a preferred
	to a preferred
	Defra as

	area. Site
	area. Site
	Grade 1 or

	proponent
	proponent
	2. However
	TD
	Natural/Semi NaturalUrban Green


	states thatCEMEX have
	states thatCEMEX have
	Siteproponent

	TR
	TD
	indicated nointerest in the

	TD
	hassubmitted


	Space whichis
	Space whichis

	TR
	TD
	site. However,SCC will needto confirm

	TD
	anagriculturalland


	inaccessibleto the
	inaccessibleto the

	TR
	TD
	public.Partcould be


	whether site isstill valuable
	whether site isstill valuable
	classificationassessment

	TR
	TD
	retained butmajority


	as mineralresource or
	as mineralresource or
	for the site.Takingthe

	TR
	TD
	would belost.


	whethersafeguarding
	whethersafeguarding
	assessmenton face

	required to
	required to
	value, site is

	enable
	enable
	grade 3.

	preferred site
	preferred site

	at Addlestone
	at Addlestone

	Quarry
	Quarry

	Extension A.
	Extension A.


	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	155

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
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	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	154-Land at Howard’s Lane, Rowtown
	154-Land at Howard’s Lane, Rowtown
	154-Land at Howard’s Lane, Rowtown

	Figure
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding andonly limitedarea at risk
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	from surface
	water
	water
	water

	flooding at
	flooding at

	1:30 year
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	event
	event
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	No

	TD
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	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mix of

	Site lies to the south westof RowTown. Limited flood risk issueswhich could be mitigated throughdrainage/SuDS design. No othersignificant non-absoluteconstraints present. Constraintshave low overall impact.
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	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	156-Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane, Englefield Green
	156-Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane, Englefield Green
	156-Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane, Englefield Green
	156-Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane, Englefield Green


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterbutsignificantparts of thesite at riskfrom surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	Adjacent

	TD
	AdjacentSNCI and

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	Adjacent toLocally listedbuilding atPark Houseand adjacentGrade Ihistoric Park &Garden atWindsor GreatPark albeitseparated byWick Road

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies just south of EnglefieldGreen and adjacent reservehousing site. Areas of the site areat risk from groundwater andsurface water flooding but thesecould be mitigated throughappropriately designeddrainage/SuDS. Site is adjacent toa minerals safeguarding area,although this is not identified as apreferred area. The SNCI andWindsor Great Park Grade Ihistoric park and garden areadjacent the site, but separatedby Wick Road. Development
	Site lies just south of EnglefieldGreen and adjacent reservehousing site. Areas of the site areat risk from groundwater andsurface water flooding but thesecould be mitigated throughappropriately designeddrainage/SuDS. Site is adjacent toa minerals safeguarding area,although this is not identified as apreferred area. The SNCI andWindsor Great Park Grade Ihistoric park and garden areadjacent the site, but separatedby Wick Road. Development
	could be designed to ensure noharm to the heritage asset orSNCI with suitable buffers orlandscaping. The site also lieswithin Grade 3 agricultural landand whilst other land of lesservalue should be preferred, thesite is previously developed withnon-agricultural uses and inreality has already been lost.Constraints have medium impactoverall.
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	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	158-Landat Squires Garden Centre, Holloway Hill, Chertsey
	158-Landat Squires Garden Centre, Holloway Hill, Chertsey
	158-Landat Squires Garden Centre, Holloway Hill, Chertsey
	158-Landat Squires Garden Centre, Holloway Hill, Chertsey


	TD
	Limitedpotential forsurfacewater andgroundwaterflooding.Small areawithpotential forgroundwaterflooding atsurface

	TD
	100% withinsafeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	Adjacent

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	AdjacentGrade II listedSilverlands.Area of higharchaeologicalpotential tonorth

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Mix ofgradients

	Site lies to the west of Chertseyand north of the St Peter’sHospital site. Limited potentialfor surface and groundwaterflooding which could be
	Site lies to the west of Chertseyand north of the St Peter’sHospital site. Limited potentialfor surface and groundwaterflooding which could be
	mitigated by suitably designeddrainage/SuDS. Wholly within aminerals safeguarding area butSCC consider resource to be ofpoor quality. Further boreholeevidence would be required toconsider the practicalities of priorworking. Ancient woodland tonorth west of site but suitablebuffer could be introduced toavoid/mitigate impact. Harm toadjacent listed building or itssetting could be avoided throughdesign and archaeologicalpotential dealt with throughconditions. Constraints have low-medium impact overall.
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	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land
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	Open Space
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	Score

	167-Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone
	167-Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone
	167-Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone
	167-Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone


	TD
	Only limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Part withinWoburn HillHistoric Park& Garden

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies on north side of WoburnHill and between Woburn ParkFarm and St Georges College.Only limited potential forgroundwater flooding whichcould be mitigated throughsuitably designed drainage/SuDS.Site is partly within the WoburnHill historic park & garden butharm could be avoided throughdesign. No other constraints onsite. Constraints have low impactoverall.
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	Figure
	1:40


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	less


	173-Rodwell Farm Nursing Home
	173-Rodwell Farm Nursing Home
	TD
	Only limitedgroundwaterand surfacewater floodrisk

	TD
	Nosafeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies tothe south of Rowtownpart of which has recently beendeveloped for C2 use. Onlylimited potential for groundwater& surface water flooding whichcould be mitigated throughsuitably designed drainage/SuDS.No other constraints present.Constraints have lowimpactoverall.
	Low
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	Site lies between Addlestone andNew Haw. Area of site within thefunctional floodplain is around2ha and area within zone 3a is0.92ha. Area within zone 3awould need to pass sequentialand exceptions test to bedevelopable but risk could beavoided if these areas were usedfor green space. Developmentwithin area covered by flood zone2 would need to pass sequentialtest and other sequentiallypreferable sites could be
	available first. Zone 2 area couldalso be used in green space butthis would reduce site size byalmost half leaving a substantialgap to edge ofsettlement alongNew Haw Road. Surface waterand groundwater risk could bemitigated through suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS and thiscould mitigate some fluvial risks.100% of the site is open spacewhich if developed could bepartially retained or replaced onsite. Site lies adjacent to WeyNavigation SNCI and conservationarea and would need to takethese into account but a su
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	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
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	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
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	212-Home Farm,Stroude Road
	212-Home Farm,Stroude Road
	212-Home Farm,Stroude Road
	212-Home Farm,Stroude Road
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	Figure
	Northernpart of sitehas
	potential forgroundwaterfloodingbelow andabovesurface
	level. 10properties inpostcodeareasaffectedeither byinternal orexternalsewerflooding. 8%of site inflood zone 2
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	Vast majority
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	Adjacent to
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	Figure
	Ungraded
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	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Noloss ofopen spacewith

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to north west of VirginiaWater and accessed from
	Site lies to north west of VirginiaWater and accessed from
	Stroude Road. Potential forgroundwater and sewer floodingon site, but this could bemitigated through suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS. The siteis almost entirely within aminerals safeguarding areacontaining defined resources butSCC have no objection to loss ofsite.Ancient woodland is presentadjacent the site to the north andalong part of the site access routebut harm could beavoidedthrough use of suitable buffersand design of access route.Constraints have low-mediumimpact overall.
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	217-Land adjacent Wheelers Green,Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams
	217-Land adjacent Wheelers Green,Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams
	217-Land adjacent Wheelers Green,Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams
	217-Land adjacent Wheelers Green,Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams
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	No floodrisksidentified
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	No
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	None on or
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	Part grade 4

	TD
	Figure
	Grade II listedWheelersGreenadjacent siteand locallylisted Barn atChurch Farmadjacent sitealbeitseparated byGuildfordRoad

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	No data
	Site lies to the south-west ofChertsey Bittams. Impact tosetting of Grade II and locallylisted buildings adjacent the sitecould be mitigated throughdesign. No other constraints onsite. Constraints have low impactoverall.
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	218-Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218-Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218-Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218-Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
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	Potential forgroundwaterflooding atsurface andsmall areasat risk fromsurfacewaterflooding.29% of thesite withinflood zone
	3a and 15%in zone 2
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	Grade 3
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	No heritageassets present
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	Majority

	Site lies to the south of Eghamand east of the Royal HollowayUniversity of London site. 1.9haof the site is within flood zone 3aand would need to pass thesequentialand exception tests.However these areas are largelyon the periphery and risk couldbe avoided if this were used asgreen space. Any developmentwithin zone 2 would need to passthe sequential test. Groundwaterand surface water flooding couldbe mitigated through suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS whichcould also reduce fluvial risks onsite. Site is adjace
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	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
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	Agricultural
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	219-Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219-Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219-Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219-Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterflooding ineast of sitebelowground
	level. 4propertiesaffected byexternalsewerflooding inpostcodearea.Southeast cornerat risk fromsurfacewater floodrisk. 28% ofsite in floodzone 3a and6% in zone 2
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	100% withinsafeguarded
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	Figure
	Ancient
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	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Two Grade IIlistedbuildingsadjacent atGolden GroveInn andMausoleumChapel

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to north west of Chertseyand is partially developed. Area inflood zone 3a is 1.17ha whichwould have to pass the
	Site lies to north west of Chertseyand is partially developed. Area inflood zone 3a is 1.17ha whichwould have to pass the
	sequential and exceptions test tobe developable but risk could beavoided if used as green space.Any development in zone 2 willneed to pass sequential test.Groundwater and surface waterrisk could be mitigated throughsuitably designed drainage/SuDSwhich could also reduce risk fromfluvial flooding. Site is whollywithin minerals safeguarding areahowever, SCC conclude that thereare unlikely to be significantresources on site. Harm to
	ancient woodland to north couldbe avoided with suitable buffer orthrough design as could any harmto heritage assets. Constraintshave medium impact overall.

	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Woodlandadjacent to


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	area

	TD
	site to thenorth



	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	164

	Part
	Figure
	SLAA
	Site
	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Waste
	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Land
	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score
	220-Norlands Lane Landfill Site, Thorpe
	220-Norlands Lane Landfill Site, Thorpe
	220-Norlands Lane Landfill Site, Thorpe
	220-Norlands Lane Landfill Site, Thorpe
	220-Norlands Lane Landfill Site, Thorpe


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterflooding
	with limitedsurfacewaterflooding risk.10% of thesite is withinthefunctionalfloodplainand a
	further 4%in zone 3a.63% of thesite is inflood zone 2

	TD
	100%withinsafeguardingarea

	TD
	SNCI ineastern areaof site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Grade II listedFleetmere andThorpeConservationArea adjacentsite

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to the east of thevillageof Thorpe and south east ofThorpe Industrial Estate. Area infunctional floodplain and zone 3is around 6ha but lie mostly onthe periphery of the site and riskcould be avoided by using asgreen space. Large proportion ofthe site is within floodzone 2 andwill need to pass sequential testand there may be moresequentially preferable sitesavailable first. Groundwater andsurface water risks could bemitigated through suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS whichcould also mitigate some fluv
	Site lies to the east of thevillageof Thorpe and south east ofThorpe Industrial Estate. Area infunctional floodplain and zone 3is around 6ha but lie mostly onthe periphery of the site and riskcould be avoided by using asgreen space. Large proportion ofthe site is within floodzone 2 andwill need to pass sequential testand there may be moresequentially preferable sitesavailable first. Groundwater andsurface water risks could bemitigated through suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS whichcould also mitigate some fluv
	extraction and restoration whichcould be a major constraint. Thiswill require more in depthconsideration, but at this time itis not known whether constraintcould be overcome. Small area ofSNCI located to eastern side ofsite but this could be retainedwith suitable buffer introduced.Harm to heritage assets could beavoided through design.Constraints have medium-highimpact overall.
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	224-Land adjacent62Addlestonemoor
	224-Land adjacent62Addlestonemoor
	224-Land adjacent62Addlestonemoor
	224-Land adjacent62Addlestonemoor


	TD
	Figure
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterwith part ofsite at riskfrom surfacewaterflooding at1:1000 year

	TD
	Nosafeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Sitelies at Addlestonemoor andwest of Woburn Hill. Limitedpotential for groundwater andsurface water flooding whichcould be mitigated by suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS. Noother constraints on site.Constraints have low impactoverall.
	Low

	1:40gradient or
	1:40gradient or
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	less


	225-Landadjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225-Landadjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225-Landadjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225-Landadjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey
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	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding butnortherncorner haspotential forfloodingbelowsurface leveland limitedpockets forsurfacewaterflooding at1:1000 yearevent
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	100% within
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	None on oradjacent site
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	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	Around

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to west of Chertsey.Pockets of ground and surfacewater flooding could be mitigatedthrough suitablydesigneddrainage/SuDS. Site is whollywithin a minerals safeguardingarea but is unlikely to increaseconstraints above those thatalready exist althoughpracticalities of prior working willneed exploring.  0.7ha is
	Site lies to west of Chertsey.Pockets of ground and surfacewater flooding could be mitigatedthrough suitablydesigneddrainage/SuDS. Site is whollywithin a minerals safeguardingarea but is unlikely to increaseconstraints above those thatalready exist althoughpracticalities of prior working willneed exploring.  0.7ha is
	identified as natural/semi naturalgreenspace which could be lost,but there may be potential toretain some of this. Constraintshave low-medium impact overall.
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	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land
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	226-Land at 40 Crockford Park Road, Addlestone
	226-Land at 40 Crockford Park Road, Addlestone
	226-Land at 40 Crockford Park Road, Addlestone
	226-Land at 40 Crockford Park Road, Addlestone


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand majorityof site at riskfromsurfacewaterflooding.52% of thesite withinflood zone3b, 29% inzone 3aand17% inzone 2

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to south of Addlestone.Area of site within flood zone 3b0.63ha which would beinappropriate for anydevelopment. Area within floodzone 3a is 0.34ha where thesequential and exceptions testwould need to be passed. Areaoutside of zone 3b is 0.6ha whichis of a size which could beacceptable, if the exceptions testcan be passed. Some of thehighest flood risk areas could beused for green space or amenityto avoid risks but this would be alarge proportion of the site.
	Site lies to south of Addlestone.Area of site within flood zone 3b0.63ha which would beinappropriate for anydevelopment. Area within floodzone 3a is 0.34ha where thesequential and exceptions testwould need to be passed. Areaoutside of zone 3b is 0.6ha whichis of a size which could beacceptable, if the exceptions testcan be passed. Some of thehighest flood risk areas could beused for green space or amenityto avoid risks but this would be alarge proportion of the site.
	Given that the rest of the site is inzone 2 (aside fromthe access)there may also be sequentiallypreferable sites. Whilst surfacewater and groundwater could bemitigated by suitably designeddrainage/SuDS this may notentirely mitigate fluvial floodrisks. Constraints have a highimpact overall unless sequentialand exceptions test can be
	passed with delivery of a safedevelopment evidenced througha site FRA.
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	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
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	Agricultural
	Land
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	Topography
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	227-Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor
	227-Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor
	227-Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor
	227-Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor


	TD
	Limitedgroundwaterand surfacewater floodrisk. 11% ofsite withinfunctionalfloodplainwith 3% inzone3a and8% in zone 2
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	Figure
	Part of site

	TD
	Figure
	SNCI

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Whole sitewithinWoburn HillHistoric Park& Garden

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to the north of WoburnHill.Areas of flood risk on site liemainly to peripheries of site onits north eastern boundary withChertsey meads and risk could beavoided by using these areas asgreen space. Groundwater andsurface water risks can bemitigated through suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS. Part ofthe site lies in a mineralssafeguarding area but is unlikelyto significantly constrain mineralworking, however boreholeevidence will be required andpracticalities of prior workingexplored. Impact to SNCI atC
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	open spaceand


	withinsafeguarding
	withinsafeguarding
	adjacent siteat Chertsey

	TR
	TD
	potential foradditional



	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	168

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
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	Land
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	229-Virginia Heights, Sandhills Lane, Virginia Water
	229-Virginia Heights, Sandhills Lane, Virginia Water
	229-Virginia Heights, Sandhills Lane, Virginia Water
	229-Virginia Heights, Sandhills Lane, Virginia Water


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterfloodingalthoughpotential tofloodproperty atsouthernboundary.Limitedsurfacewater floodrisk

	TD
	Figure
	100% within

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies between Virginia Waterand Thorpe Green. Limitedpotential for groundwater andsurface water flooding whichcould be mitigated by suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS. Site iswholly within a mineralssafeguarding area containingdefined resources and apresumption against alternativedevelopment, but site partiallydeveloped already. Boreholeevidence of the quality/quantityof resource would be required toconsider the site further. Noother constraints. Constraintshave medium impact overall.
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	1:40gradient orless


	area but notadjacent
	area but notadjacent

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	preferred area


	230-Grove Nursery, Spinney Hill, Addlestone
	230-Grove Nursery, Spinney Hill, Addlestone
	230-Grove Nursery, Spinney Hill, Addlestone
	230-Grove Nursery, Spinney Hill, Addlestone


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	SNCI &

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 1 or 2

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to the north of SpinneyHill and west of the M25. Limitedpotential for groundwater andsurface water flooding whichcould be mitigated by suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS. Suitablebuffer to SNCI/Ancient Woodlandor design features could beprovided to avoid harm. Site ishowever grade 1 or 2 agriculturalland and as such other land oflesser value should be preferred.Constraints have high impactoverall
	High

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Ancient

	TD
	Figure
	1:40


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	less
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital


	TD
	Potential forgroundwateron 2/3 of
	site andpotential forsurfacewater floodrisk. 6% ofsite is withinflood riskzone 3a and1% in zone
	2.

	TD
	Small part ofsite within

	TD
	SNCI &SANG

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	2 locally listedbuilding onsite. Grade II*BotleysMansion andGrade II IvyCottage,Arbon Cottageand
	Silverlandsadjacent tosite. Area ofhigharchaeologicalpotentialadjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Majority1:40

	Site lies to west of ChertseyBittams and comprises largehospital complex. Potential forgroundwater and surface waterflooding which could be
	Site lies to west of ChertseyBittams and comprises largehospital complex. Potential forgroundwater and surface waterflooding which could be
	mitigated by suitably designeddrainage/SuDS. Area in flood
	zone 3a lies on eastern peripheryof the site and will need to passsequential and exceptions test,but risk could be avoided if usedas green space as could area inzone 2. Although a small part ofthe site is within a safeguardingarea, SCC do not consider this tobe a constraint, but boreholeevidence and assessment for
	prior working should be explored.Impact to heritageassets couldbe mitigated through design.Impact to SNCI and SANG couldbe overcome with suitable buffer.Constraints have low-mediumimpact overall.

	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	open spaceand


	TR
	TD
	safeguardingarea

	TD
	adjacent tosite

	TD
	potential toprovide

	TD
	gradient orless


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	additional



	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	170

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	234-Eden Farm, Virginia Water
	234-Eden Farm, Virginia Water
	234-Eden Farm, Virginia Water
	234-Eden Farm, Virginia Water


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewater floodrisk

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to south of VirginiaWater and east of Trumps Green.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding whichcould be mitigated by suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS. The sitealso lies within Grade 3agricultural land and whilst otherland of lesser value should bepreferred, the site is previouslydeveloped with non-agriculturaluses and in reality has alreadybeen lost. No other constraintson site. Constraints have lowimpact overall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	open space

	TD
	Figure
	gradient or


	254-Land Parcel B, Central Veterinary Laboratory,Rowtown, Addlestone (Rowtown West)
	254-Land Parcel B, Central Veterinary Laboratory,Rowtown, Addlestone (Rowtown West)
	254-Land Parcel B, Central Veterinary Laboratory,Rowtown, Addlestone (Rowtown West)
	254-Land Parcel B, Central Veterinary Laboratory,Rowtown, Addlestone (Rowtown West)


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwateronly.

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	SNCI to

	TD
	Part of siteGrade 4 to 5otherwise

	TD
	Grade II listedOld ThatchedCottage at OldRoad

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site is located to the south ofRowtown and compriseslandparcel B and land to north ofHalls Farm. Only limited potentialfor groundwater flood risk whichcould be mitigated with suitableprotection if required. This mayneed to be explored through asite FRA. Impacts to setting ofGrade II listed buildingat OldRoad could be mitigated throughdesign. Topography is mixed butnot a barrier to development.Constraints have low impactoverall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	andpotential toprovide


	south of sitealbeit
	south of sitealbeit

	TR
	TD
	separated byriver Bourne


	TR
	additionalincluding for
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	255–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams, Chertsey
	255–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams, Chertsey
	255–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams, Chertsey
	255–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams, Chertsey


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwateracross wholesite.Potential forsurfacewaterflooding onsmall area ofthe site.0.07hawithin zone3a withfurther
	0.3ha inzone 2
	0.3ha inzone 2


	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Grades 3, 4and 5

	TD
	Area of higharchaeologicalpotentialadjacent siteto thenorthwest

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site is located to north ofChertsey Bittams and east ofSalesian School. Small area of thesite is affected by flood zone 3awhere sequential and exceptionstests will need to be passed,however risk could be mitigatedif areas used as green space.Western part of the site is grade4 or 5 agricultural land whilst theeast is grade 3. In terms of grade3, other land of lesser valueshould be preferred providingthey can overcome otherconstraints. However, to bedeveloped comprehensively thewhole site should be broughtfor
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	adjacent sitebut not

	TD
	andpotential to

	TD
	1:40gradient or


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	preferred area

	TD
	provideadditional

	TD
	Figure
	less



	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	172

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	255-Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams
	255-Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams
	TD
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure



	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding.

	TD
	Safeguardingadjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	No heritageassets

	TD
	No loss ofopen spacewith

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site located to south east ofChertsey Bittams adjacent A320St Peter’s Way. Limited potentialfor groundwater and surfacewater which could be mitigatedthrough suitably design SuDS orother protection measures.Minerals safeguarding is oneastern side ofM25 so is not anissue. The site also lies withinGrade 3 agricultural land and assuch other land of lesser valueshould be preferred providingthey can overcome otherconstraints. Should other sites oflesser agricultural value not comeforward or are unsuitable forothe
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	but notpreferred area

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site


	potential foradditional
	potential foradditional
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	255–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	255–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding buthigh risk ofsurfacewaterflooding onnorthernsection ofsite.

	TD
	Safeguardingadjacent sitebut not

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	No heritageassets

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site located to east of ChertseyBittams adjacent M25. Potentialfor groundwater and surfacewater could be mitigatedthroughsuitably design SuDS or otherprotection measures. Mineralssafeguarding is on eastern side ofM25 so is not an issue. The sitealso lies within Grade 3agricultural land and as suchother land of lesser value shouldbe preferred providing they canovercome other constraints.Should other sites of lesseragricultural value not comeforward or are unsuitable forother reasons then Grade 3 landcould be
	Medium
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	256-Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A(Thorpe Lea Manor)
	256-Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A(Thorpe Lea Manor)
	256-Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A(Thorpe Lea Manor)
	256-Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A(Thorpe Lea Manor)


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterflooding atsurface.Limitedpotential forsurfacewaterflooding.

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	Locally listedbuildingadjacent atLaurel Cottagealbeitseparated byVicarage Road

	TD
	No lossofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to south of Egham.Potential for groundwater andsurface water could be mitigatedthrough suitably design SuDS orother protection measures.Impact to setting of listedbuilding could be mitigatedthrough design. The site also lieswithin Grade 3 agricultural landand whilst other land of lesservalue should be preferred, thesite is previously developed withnon-agricultural uses and inreality has already been lost. Noother constraints on site.Constraints have low impactoverall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	1:40gradient orless
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B (Glenville Farm)
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B (Glenville Farm)
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B (Glenville Farm)
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B (Glenville Farm)


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterflooding atsurface.Limitedpotential forsurfacewaterflooding. 1%in flood zone3b, 6% inzone 3a and5% in zone 2

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	No heritageassets

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to south of Egham.Potential for groundwater andsurface water could be mitigatedthrough suitably design SuDS orother protection measures.Areawithin floodplain and zone 3a isminimal and could be mitigatedthrough use as green space. Thesite also lies within Grade 3agricultural land and whilst otherland of lesser value should bepreferred, the site is previouslydeveloped with non-agriculturaluses and in reality has alreadybeen lost. No other constraintson site. Constraints have lowimpact overall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	1:40gradient orless
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	257-Thorpe Lea Road, West
	257-Thorpe Lea Road, West
	257-Thorpe Lea Road, West
	257-Thorpe Lea Road, West


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterflooding atsurface.Number ofareas withpotential forsurfacewater floodriskat
	1:1000 yearevent. 1% ofsite withinflood zone 2

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to the south and west ofEgham. Potential for
	Site lies to the south and west ofEgham. Potential for
	groundwater and surface waterflood risk could be mitigatedthrough appropriately designedSuDS or protection measures.The site also lies within Grade 3agricultural land and as suchother land of lesser value shouldbe preferred providing they canovercome other constraints.Should other sites of lesseragricultural value not comeforward or are unsuitable forother reasons then Grade 3 landcould be appropriate. Constraintshave medium impact overall.

	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	and

	TD
	Figure
	1:40


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	provide

	TD
	Figure
	less
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	258-Virginia Water North
	258-Virginia Water North
	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding at1:1000 yearevent

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	Only eastern

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Locally listedbuilding onsite

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed with

	Site lies to north of VirginiaWater. Only limited ground andsurface water flooding whichcould be mitigated throughsuitably designed SuDS or otherprotection measures. Site isadjacent to an SNCI but only themost western tip and harmcouldbe avoided with implementationof suitable buffer. Steepergradients to north of the site mayreduce developable area. Impactto locally listed building on sitecould be mitigated by design.Constraints have a low-mediumimpact overall.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	adjacentSNCI
	potential toprovide
	gradients tonorth

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	additional
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	259-Virginia Water, West
	259-Virginia Water, West
	259-Virginia Water, West
	259-Virginia Water, West


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	SNCI tosouth and

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to the westof VirginiaWater at Wellington Avenue.
	Site lies to the westof VirginiaWater at Wellington Avenue.
	Only limited ground and surfacewater flooding which could bemitigated with suitably designedSuDS or other protectionmeasures. Site is adjacent to anSNCI along part of its western andsouthern boundaries. Harm couldbe avoided with implementationof an effective buffer but givenproximity to SNCI and shape ofwestern part of site it is unknownif this can be overcome. Somesteeper gradients in centre of thesite but should not be a
	constraint to development.Constraints have medium impactoverall.

	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	open space


	andpotential to
	andpotential to

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	west of site


	TR
	provideadditional
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	261-Virginia Water South
	261-Virginia Water South
	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding at1:1000 yearevent

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	SNCI to west

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to the south of VirginiaWater at Trumps Green. Onlylimited ground and surface waterflooding which could be
	Site lies to the south of VirginiaWater at Trumps Green. Onlylimited ground and surface waterflooding which could be
	mitigated with suitably designedSuDS or other protectionmeasures. Impact to SNCIadjacent to west of site could bemitigated throughimplementation of suitable bufferwhich should be possible givensize and shape of site. Constraintshave low-medium impact overall.

	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	and


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	provide


	263-Ottershaw East
	263-Ottershaw East
	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding.Sizeable
	area to
	north at riskfrom surfacewaterflooding at1:30 yearevent withstrip of landto west in1:1000 yearevent.

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to the east and south ofOttershaw. Potential forgroundwater and surface waterflooding could be mitigatedthrough suitably designed SuDSor other protection measures. Noother constraints on site.Constraints have low impactoverall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	and

	TD
	Figure
	1:40


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	additional
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	266-LandWest of StGeorgesCollege,
	266-LandWest of StGeorgesCollege,
	266-LandWest of StGeorgesCollege,
	266-LandWest of StGeorgesCollege,


	Woburn Hill
	Woburn Hill
	Considered in site 167


	268-Land at 79-87aWoodham Park Road,Woodham
	268-Land at 79-87aWoodham Park Road,Woodham
	TD
	Figure
	Limited

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	Noneon or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	Figure
	No heritage

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to west of Woodham.Potential for groundwaterflooding could be mitigatedthrough suitably designed SuDSor other protection measures. Noother constraints on site.Constraints have low impactoverall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	potential for


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	flooding. No

	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	assets present

	TD
	Figure
	open space

	TD
	Figure
	gradient or


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	risk on site
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	Part
	Figure
	SLAA
	Site
	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Waste
	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Comments
	Agricultural
	Land
	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Site lies to the east of ThorpeIndustrial Estate west of GreenLane. Potential for groundwatercould be mitigated throughappropriateprotection measuresbut the extent of groundwaterflooding at surface may be notmake this achievable. A third ofthe site lies in the floodplainwhere no redevelopment isacceptable in principle. The areaof the site covered by zone 3a isalmost all floodplain. These areascould be mitigated if used asgreenspace, but this would be athird of the site. Rest of the site isalmost entirely wi
	sequential test for residentialdevelopment. This being the casethere may be sequentially
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	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	269-Land East of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	269-Land East of Thorpe Industrial Estate

	50% of site
	shown to
	have
	potential for
	groundwater
	Figure
	flooding at
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	surface with
	remainder
	of site below
	ground
	level. Low
	probability
	ofsurface
	water
	flooding.
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	31% in
	functional
	floodplain,
	39% in Zone
	3a and 91%
	in zone 2
	100% of site
	within
	minerals
	safeguarding
	area and
	constrained
	by previous
	extraction
	SSSI
	adjacent to
	east &
	eastern tip
	Figure
	adjacent
	SNCI
	Ungraded
	Area of high
	archaeological
	potential on
	Figure
	site
	Identified as
	Park or
	Garden.
	Potential to
	replace part
	but not all of
	open space
	Mixed
	preferable sites with lower risk.Archaeological importance couldbe dealt with by condition. Site isidentified within a mineralsafeguarding area constrained byprevious extraction. This could bea major constraint todevelopment and will requiremore in depth consideration, butat this time it is not knownwhether constraint could beovercome. Whole site is also
	open space which would be lostto development but some couldbe retained on site. Adjacent toSSSI and SNCI but suitable buffercould be implemented given
	Score
	High

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	273-Land South of Great Grove Farm
	273-Land South of Great Grove Farm
	273-Land South of Great Grove Farm

	Figure
	Limited

	potential for
	groundwater
	with low
	probability
	of surface
	water
	TR
	flooding.
	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	Noneon or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 1 & 2

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	Identified as

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to east of Great GroveFarm and north of Spinney Hill.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. Site is
	Site lies to east of Great GroveFarm and north of Spinney Hill.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. Site is
	grade 1 or 2 agricultural land andas such land of lesser valueshould be preferred. The wholesite is also considered to be openspace which would be lost todevelopment with only a smallproportion which could beretained on site. Constraints havehigh impact overall.

	High

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Semi-


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Urban Green


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	scope to


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	on site


	274-Allington & 37,47, 57 Howards Lane,Rowtown
	274-Allington & 37,47, 57 Howards Lane,Rowtown
	274-Allington & 37,47, 57 Howards Lane,Rowtown
	274-Allington & 37,47, 57 Howards Lane,Rowtown


	Limited
	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies within north area ofHoward’s Lane in Rowtown.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. No otherconstraints identified. Constraintshave low impact overall.
	Low

	potential for
	potential for

	groundwater
	groundwater

	and surface
	and surface

	water
	water

	although a
	although a

	small areais
	small areais

	at high
	at high

	probability
	probability

	of surface
	of surface

	water
	water

	flooding
	flooding
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	277-The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, VirginiaWater
	277-The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, VirginiaWater
	277-The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, VirginiaWater
	277-The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, VirginiaWater


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Grade II listedstructure atChrist Churchand LocallyListedHangmooradjacent site

	TD
	No loss ofopen spaceand

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to westof Virginia Waterand north of Christchurch Road.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. Impact tosetting of heritage assets couldbe mitigated or avoided throughdesign. No other constraints onsite. Constraints have low impactoverall.
	Low

	TR
	potential toprovide

	281-Land at Clockhouse Lane East, Thorpe
	281-Land at Clockhouse Lane East, Thorpe
	281-Land at Clockhouse Lane East, Thorpe

	Potential for
	Potential for
	Potential for

	groundwater
	groundwater

	flooding at
	flooding at

	surface
	surface



	across wholesite. Limited
	potential for
	Div
	Figure
	No
	surface
	Figure
	water.

	Div
	Figure
	None on or
	Safeguarding

	adjacent site
	adjacent site
	Figure
	Grade 1 or 2
	Part of site an
	Part of site an
	Part of site an

	area of high
	area of high



	Div
	Figure
	Identified as
	archaeological
	Figure
	potential

	TR
	Natural &
	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to south of ClockhouseLane East andnorth of FishingLake. Suitable mitigation againstgroundwater may not beachievable given its extent acrosswhole site and at surface level.Site is grade 1 or 2 agriculturalland and as such land of lesservalue should be preferred. Thewhole site is also considered tobe open space which would belost to development with only asmall proportion which could beretained on site. Constraints havehigh impact overall.
	High

	TR
	TD
	Semi-
	Natural


	Div
	Figure
	Urban Green

	Space with
	Space with
	TD
	Figure
	1:40


	Div
	Figure
	limited
	gradient or

	TR
	scope to
	TD
	Figure
	less


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	retain any


	on site
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	282-Land East of Fishing Lake, Thorpe Lea Road
	282-Land East of Fishing Lake, Thorpe Lea Road
	282-Land East of Fishing Lake, Thorpe Lea Road

	Potential for
	Potential for
	Potential for

	groundwater
	groundwater

	floodingat
	floodingat

	surface
	surface

	across whole
	across whole

	site. Limited
	site. Limited

	potential for
	potential for

	surface
	surface



	TR
	water.
	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 1 or 2

	TD
	Part of site anarea of higharchaeologicalpotential

	TD
	Figure
	Identified as

	TD
	Majority1:40

	Site lies to east of Fishing Lakeand west of Thorpe Lea Road.Suitable mitigation againstgroundwater may not beachievable given its extent acrosswhole site and at surface level.Site is grade 1 or 2 agriculturalland and as such land of lesservalue should be preferred. Thewhole site is also considered tobe open space which would belost to development with only asmall proportion which could beretained on site. Constraints havehigh impact overall.
	High

	Natural &Semi-
	Natural &Semi-

	TR
	TD
	Natural
	Urban Green


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Space withlimitedscope to


	gradient or
	gradient or
	gradient or
	gradient or

	less
	less


	retain any

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	on site
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	284-Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284-Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284-Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284-Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterwith someareas at highprobabilityof surfacewaterflooding.

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	SNCIadjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	Grade II listedNo 2ChobhamRoad adjacentsite

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	No data
	Site lies to north west ofOttershaw, north of Foxhills Roadand west of Guildford Road.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. SNCIadjacent site albeit separated byFoxhills Road. Site large enoughto mitigate impact throughimplementation of effectivebuffer. Impact to Grade II listedbuilding could be mitigatedthrough design. No otherconstraints on site. Constraintshave low impact overall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	andpotential toprovide
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	285-Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone
	285-Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone
	285-Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone
	285-Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding. 5%of site withinflood riskzone 2

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Grade 4 or 5or ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassetspresent

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Mixed butmostly 1:20

	Site lies south of Temple FieldClose in Addlestone. Potential forgroundwater and surface waterflooding could be mitigatedthrough suitably designed SuDSor other protection measures.Small area of site in flood riskzone 2 could be mitigatedthrough use as green space.Engineering solutions mayovercome gradient issues butwithout further information, it isassumed that gradients wouldreduce developable area. Noother constraints on site.Constraints have low-mediumimpact overall.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	andpotential toprovide
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	287-Land West of Bridge Lane, Virginia Water
	287-Land West of Bridge Lane, Virginia Water
	287-Land West of Bridge Lane, Virginia Water
	287-Land West of Bridge Lane, Virginia Water


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewateralthoughwith somesmall areasat highprobabilityof surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	100% within

	TD
	Figure
	Ancient

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 1 or 2

	TD
	Locally listedTrumps GreenCottageadjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Majority1:40

	Site lies to south east of VirginiaWater and south of Bridge Lane.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. Whollywithin a mineral safeguardingarea but SCCconsider resource tobe of poor quality. Furtherborehole evidence would berequired to consider thepracticalities of prior working.Ancient woodland on site couldbe retained with suitable bufferto ensure protection and
	Site lies to south east of VirginiaWater and south of Bridge Lane.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. Whollywithin a mineral safeguardingarea but SCCconsider resource tobe of poor quality. Furtherborehole evidence would berequired to consider thepracticalities of prior working.Ancient woodland on site couldbe retained with suitable bufferto ensure protection and
	adjacent SNCI is separated byBridge Road. Impact to locallylisted building could be mitigatedthrough design. Site is grade 1 or2 agricultural land and as suchland of lesser value should bepreferred. Constraints have highimpact overall.

	High

	TR
	TD
	open spaceand


	safeguardingarea but not
	safeguardingarea but not
	Woodlandon site &

	TR
	TD
	potential toprovide

	TD
	gradient orless


	adjacentpreferred area
	adjacentpreferred area
	SNCIadjacent site

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	additional
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	289-Webbs, The Green, Englefield Green
	289-Webbs, The Green, Englefield Green
	289-Webbs, The Green, Englefield Green
	289-Webbs, The Green, Englefield Green


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding
	with onlysmall
	pocketsshown tohave aprobabilityof surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 3

	TD
	Part withinconservationarea. Grade IIlisted CastleFarm Dairyand locallylisted TheCrown Houseadjacent

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to north west ofEnglefield Green and adjacentThe Green. Potential forgroundwater and surfacewaterflooding could be mitigatedthrough suitably designed SuDSor other protection measures.Majority of site within a mineralssafeguarding area, although thisis not identified as a preferredarea and is unlikely to constrainpotential working over andabovethe existing urban area. Boreholeevidence of mineralquality/quantity will be requiredto assess practicality of priorworking. The site also lies withinGrade 3
	Site lies to north west ofEnglefield Green and adjacentThe Green. Potential forgroundwater and surfacewaterflooding could be mitigatedthrough suitably designed SuDSor other protection measures.Majority of site within a mineralssafeguarding area, although thisis not identified as a preferredarea and is unlikely to constrainpotential working over andabovethe existing urban area. Boreholeevidence of mineralquality/quantity will be requiredto assess practicality of priorworking. The site also lies withinGrade 3
	mitigated through appropriatedesign. Constraints have mediumimpact overall.

	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	1:40gradient orless


	Safeguarding
	Safeguarding
	Safeguarding
	Area but not


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	adjacent a
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	290-The FieldNursery, BroxLane,Ottershaw
	290-The FieldNursery, BroxLane,Ottershaw
	Considered in site 263
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	292-Land East of Bishops Way, Egham
	292-Land East of Bishops Way, Egham
	292-Land East of Bishops Way, Egham
	292-Land East of Bishops Way, Egham


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterflooding atsurfaceacross wholesite. Limitedpotential forsurfacewater. 59%of site withinfunctionalfloodplainand 91%within zone3a withwhole site inzone 2

	TD
	Majoritywithin

	TD
	SSSIadjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	No loss ofopen spaceand

	TD
	Majority1:40

	Site lies to south of Egham Hytheand adjacent A320. Suitablemitigation against groundwatermay not be achievable given itsextent across whole site and atsurface level. Majority of site iswithin functional floodplain and91% within flood zone 3a. Whilstsome of these risks could bemitigated through use as greenspace, the extent of zone 3ameans that some developmentwill need to pass the exceptionstest and all development wouldhave to pass the sequential test.The area outside of floodplainand/or zone 3a is only a
	High

	TR
	TD
	Minerals
	Safeguarding


	to southwest
	to southwest
	potential toprovide
	gradient orless

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Area
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	293-Land north of Kings Lane, Englefield Green
	293-Land north of Kings Lane, Englefield Green
	293-Land north of Kings Lane, Englefield Green
	293-Land north of Kings Lane, Englefield Green


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterwith notableareas withsomeprobabilityof surfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	100% within

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Part Grade 3and part

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to west of EnglefieldGreen. Potential for groundwaterandsurface water flooding couldbe mitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. Site is fullywithin a minerals safeguardingarea, although this is notidentified as a preferred area andis unlikely to constrain potentialworking over and above theexisting urban area. Boreholeevidence of mineralquality/quantity will be requiredto assess practicality of priorworking. Gradients on site aremixed which may requireengineering soluti
	Site lies to west of EnglefieldGreen. Potential for groundwaterandsurface water flooding couldbe mitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. Site is fullywithin a minerals safeguardingarea, although this is notidentified as a preferred area andis unlikely to constrain potentialworking over and above theexisting urban area. Boreholeevidence of mineralquality/quantity will be requiredto assess practicality of priorworking. Gradients on site aremixed which may requireengineering soluti
	steepest areas. Majority of site isgrade 3agricultural land and assuch other land of lesser valueshould be preferred providingthey can overcome otherconstraints. Should other sites oflesser agricultural value not comeforward or are unsuitable forother reasons then Grade 3 landcould be appropriate, althoughsouthern portion of the siteappears to be ungraded.Constraints have medium impactoverall.

	Medium

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	minerals

	TD
	Figure
	open space


	safeguardingarea but not
	safeguardingarea but not
	andpotential to

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	ungraded


	adjacentpreferred area
	adjacentpreferred area
	provideadditional
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	296-Landadjacent Edale,Rowtown
	296-Landadjacent Edale,Rowtown
	Considered in site 154

	300-Land adjacent to 70 Crockford Park Road, Addlestone
	300-Land adjacent to 70 Crockford Park Road, Addlestone
	300-Land adjacent to 70 Crockford Park Road, Addlestone
	300-Land adjacent to 70 Crockford Park Road, Addlestone


	TD
	Figure
	Limitedpotentialforgroundwaterfloodingaccept northwest cornerwithpotential forfloodingbelow floorlevel. Lowprobabilityof surfacewaterflooding.64% infunctionalfloodplainand 95% inzone 3a withwhole site inzone 2

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to south of Addlestoneand east of New Haw Road.Majority of site is withinfunctional floodplain and 95%within flood zone 3a. Given sizeand shape of floodplain, unlikelythat this could be used asresidential amenity and thereforecould not be mitigated. Theextent of zone 3a means thatmajority of development willneed to pass the exceptions testand all development would haveto pass the sequential test.Assuch other more sequentiallypreferable sites should be takenforward. Mitigation through useof SuDS is
	High

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	open space

	TD
	Figure
	gradient or


	Land at GrangeFarm, PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey
	Land at GrangeFarm, PyrcroftRoad,Chertsey
	Considered in site 60
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home Farm Cottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home Farm Cottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home Farm Cottages

	Eastern area
	Eastern area
	Eastern area

	of site at risk
	of site at risk

	from surface
	from surface

	water flood
	water flood

	risk at
	risk at

	1:1000 and
	1:1000 and

	majority of
	majority of

	site at risk of
	site at risk of

	groundwater
	groundwater

	flooding at
	flooding at

	surface
	surface

	level.Very
	level.Very

	small area of
	small area of

	flood risk in
	flood risk in



	TR
	zones 2&3a
	zones 2&3a
	in far east of
	in far east of
	in far east of

	site.
	site.



	TD
	Figure
	Majority of

	TD
	Figure
	2.88ha of

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets on site

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Majority1:40

	Site lies to north east of VirginiaWater and north of site 212 andis accessed from Stroude Road.Only very small areas of fluvialflood risk on sitebut surface andgroundwater will need to beaddressed.Surrey County Councilhas confirmed no objection toloss of mineral safeguarding area.33% of the site is designatedancient woodland which can beretained and will reducedevelopable area of site,especially given pattern ofancient woodland on site.However largeareas of sitecovered by non-designatedwoodland which may b
	Medium

	TR
	TD
	site withinsafeguarding


	TR
	TD
	area. HoweverSCC haveconfirmed


	TR
	TD
	site coveredby ancient

	TD
	gradient orless, but far


	that there isunlikely to be
	that there isunlikely to be

	TR
	TD
	woodland(33%)

	TD
	western sidetopography


	operatorinterest in
	operatorinterest in

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	rises sharply


	underlying
	underlying
	underlying
	minerals due


	to quality and
	to quality and

	quantity.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	323 Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323 Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323 Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323 Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw


	TD
	Figure
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterbut westernarea of siteat risk fromsurfacewaterflooding at1:30.No riskof fluvialflooding onsite.

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4/5

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies to south of Ottershawtowards the southern end ofBousley Rise and east of Site 263(Ottershaw East). Whole sitelocated within zone 1 of fluvialflood risk.No other majorconstraints on site. Constraintshave low impact overall.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	1:40gradient or


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	less
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	326–Addlestone Quarry
	326–Addlestone Quarry
	326–Addlestone Quarry
	326–Addlestone Quarry


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwater
	with somepockets ofsurfacewater.14.4ha(21%)infunctionalfloodplain.42.7ha(63%)inflood zone3a and61.5ha(90%) inzone 2

	TD
	Figure
	Whole site

	TD
	2.33ha ofancient

	TD
	Large areaof site Grade

	TD
	Area of higharchaeologicalpotential onsite andadjacent toRiver WeyNavigationConservationArea

	TD
	No loss ofopen space

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed but

	Site lies to the south ofAddlestone and east of New Haw.90% ofthe site is within fluvialflood zone 2 wherethe
	Site lies to the south ofAddlestone and east of New Haw.90% ofthe site is within fluvialflood zone 2 wherethe
	sequential test would need to bepassed. 63% of site in flood zone3a where exceptions test wouldneed to be passed and 21%
	within floodplain. Whilst someareas could form open space,given the extent of flood risk,more sequentially preferable
	sites are available. Whole site isdesignated as minerals site andwaste safeguarding site withpreferred areas for minerals. SCCconsider that safeguarding forthe preferred area is still requiredand this remains asignificantconstraint. Areas of the site aredesignated ancient woodlandwhich could be retained. Area ofhigh archaeological importancecould be protected by conditionand heritage assets throughdesign. Open space could beprovided on site. Given floodriskand minerals constraints siteconsidered to have a h

	High

	TR
	TD
	designated asa safeguarded


	TR
	TD
	minerals siteand majority


	TR
	TD
	assafeguardedwaste site.

	TD
	woodlandon sitebutcould be

	TD
	1 or 2withremainingarea

	TD
	largely 1:40gradient orless


	7.14ha of thesite is a
	7.14ha of thesite is a

	preferred
	preferred
	preferred
	minerals site.
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	Appendix 5-Assessment of Site Accessibility(Employment)
	Appendix 5-Assessment of Site Accessibility(Employment)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Distance to BusStop with at leasta ‘Good’ level ofservice
	Distance to RailStation with atleast a ‘Good’level of service
	Accessibility ofemployment sitefrom Urban Areaby Cycling
	Health Centre
	Convenience
	Convenience
	Retail

	Comments
	Score

	18–Land north of ThorpeIndustrialEstate
	18–Land north of ThorpeIndustrialEstate
	18–Land north of ThorpeIndustrialEstate
	18–Land north of ThorpeIndustrialEstate


	TD
	2.3km toEgham

	TD
	Approx 35%within 2.6km

	TD
	Figure
	2.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.3km

	Site has low accessibility overall. Poor walktimes fromtransport nodes with good orvery good level of service although cycleaccessibility is good. Distance to health andretail poor to moderate.
	Low

	1.7km to route
	1.7km to route

	8/441 to Staines
	8/441 to Staines

	520m to route566/7 to Staines
	520m to route566/7 to Staines

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	radius


	(only operates 1bus in am & pm
	(only operates 1bus in am & pm

	peak Mon-Sat and
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)

	42–Cemex Thorpe 1, Ten AcreLane, Thorpe
	42–Cemex Thorpe 1, Ten AcreLane, Thorpe
	42–Cemex Thorpe 1, Ten AcreLane, Thorpe
	42–Cemex Thorpe 1, Ten AcreLane, Thorpe


	2km to routes 446
	TD
	Figure
	3km to Egham

	TD
	Figure
	Approx 35%

	TD
	Figure
	2.3km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has low-medium accessibility overall.Poor walk times from transport nodes withgood or very good level of service althoughcycle accessibility is good. Distance to healthpoor but good to retail.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	& 456 serving
	& 456 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	230m to route566/7 toStaines(only operates 1
	230m to route566/7 toStaines(only operates 1



	within 2.6kmradius
	within 2.6kmradius

	bus in am & pm
	bus in am & pm

	peak Mon-Sat and
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)

	46–Land atGreat GroveFarm, Ottershaw(west)
	Div
	Figure
	670m to route 446

	Div
	Figure
	Approx 20% in
	2.8km to

	TR
	2.6km radius &
	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	710m

	Sitehas medium level of accessibility overall.Good accessibility to bus with good or verygood level of service but poor to rail. Pooreraccessibility by cycling but good access tohealth and retail.
	Medium

	serving Staines &Woking
	serving Staines &Woking
	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	40% in 5.2km


	radius
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	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey
	48–HanworthLane, Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	560m to route 446

	TD
	Figure
	660m to

	TD
	Figure
	Approx 30% in

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	480m

	Site has high level of accessibility overall.Good access to both bus & rail with good orvery good service by range as well as cycling& good access health and retail facilities.
	High

	serving Staines
	serving Staines
	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	2.6km radius


	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw


	890m to route 456
	TD
	Figure
	550m to Byfleet

	TD
	Figure
	Approx 50% in

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	TD
	Figure
	1.4km

	Medium level of accessibility overall.Generally good accessibility by bus/rail withgood or very good level of service and good
	Medium level of accessibility overall.Generally good accessibility by bus/rail withgood or very good level of service and good
	accessibility by cycling. Access to health andretail is generally poor.

	Medium

	serving Woking
	serving Woking

	320m to route 593
	320m to route 593

	serving Woking &
	serving Woking &

	Brooklands
	Brooklands
	TD
	Figure
	& New Haw

	TD
	Figure
	2.6km radius


	(Mon/Wed/Fri
	(Mon/Wed/Fri

	only and no
	only and no

	service in peak or
	service in peak or

	before 8am)
	before 8am)

	205–CrockfordBridge Farm, NewHaw Road,Addlestone
	205–CrockfordBridge Farm, NewHaw Road,Addlestone
	TD
	Figure
	1.3km to

	TD
	Figure
	Approx 50% in

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has a medium-high level of accessibilityoverall. Generally good accessibility bybus/rail with good or very good level ofservice andgood accessibility by cycling.Good accessibility to both health and retail.
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	310m to route 456
	310m to route 456

	serving Woking &
	serving Woking &

	Staines
	Staines
	TD
	Figure
	Addlestone

	TD
	Figure
	2.6km radius


	225–Land adjacentSandgates, GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	225–Land adjacentSandgates, GuildfordRoad, Chertsey
	TD
	Figure
	120m to route 446

	TD
	Figure
	410m to

	TD
	Figure
	Approx 30% in

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	1km

	Site has medium-highlevel of accessibilityoverall. Good accessibility by bus/rail withgood or very good level of service and goodaccessibility by cycling. Good accessibility toretail but poorer to health facilities.
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	serving Staines
	serving Staines
	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	2.6km radius


	269–Land East ofThorpe IndustrialEstate
	269–Land East ofThorpe IndustrialEstate
	Figure
	800m to route 446
	Figure
	3.5km to
	Figure
	Approx 35%

	TR
	within 2.6km
	TD
	Figure
	3.2km

	TD
	Figure
	1.9km

	Site has low-medium accessibility overall.Good accessibility to bus with good or verygood level of service but no rail. Goodaccessibility by cycling. Pooraccessibility tohealth and retail services.
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	serving Staines
	serving Staines
	TD
	Figure
	Egham

	TD
	Figure
	radius
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	273–LandSouth of GreatGrove Farm
	273–LandSouth of GreatGrove Farm
	273–LandSouth of GreatGrove Farm
	273–LandSouth of GreatGrove Farm
	TD
	Figure
	1km to route 446

	TD
	Figure
	2.4km to

	TD
	Figure
	Approx 20% in

	TD
	Figure
	930m

	TD
	Figure
	1.1km

	Site has medium level of accessibility overall.Good accessibility by bus with good or verygood level of service but no rail and pooreraccessibility by cycling. Accessibility to
	Site has medium level of accessibility overall.Good accessibility by bus with good or verygood level of service but no rail and pooreraccessibility by cycling. Accessibility to
	health and retail is good.

	Medium

	TR
	TD
	serving Woking &Staines


	TR
	40% in 5.2kmradius

	281–Land at Clockhouse LaneEast, Thorpe
	281–Land at Clockhouse LaneEast, Thorpe
	281–Land at Clockhouse LaneEast, Thorpe
	281–Land at Clockhouse LaneEast, Thorpe


	1.3km to route
	TD
	Figure
	2km to Egham

	TD
	Approx 35%within 2.6km

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	880m

	Site has medium level of accessibility overall.Accessibility bybus/rail with good or verygood level of service is generally poor, butaccessibility by cycling is good. Accessibilityto retail is good but poor to health facilities.
	Medium

	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	740m to route566/7 to Staines
	740m to route566/7 to Staines

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	radius


	(only operates 1bus in am & pm
	(only operates 1bus in am & pm

	peak Mon-Sat and
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)

	282–Land East of Fishing Lake,Thorpe Lea Road
	282–Land East of Fishing Lake,Thorpe Lea Road
	282–Land East of Fishing Lake,Thorpe Lea Road
	282–Land East of Fishing Lake,Thorpe Lea Road


	1.3km to route
	TD
	Figure
	2km to Egham

	TD
	Figure
	Approx 35%

	TD
	Figure
	1.7km

	TD
	Figure
	880m

	Site has medium level of accessibility overall.Accessibility by bus/rail with good or verygood level of service is generally poor, butaccessibility by cycling is good. Accessibilityto retail is good but poor to health facilities
	Medium

	8/441 serving
	8/441 serving

	Staines
	Staines

	TR
	TD
	730m to route566/7 to Staines(only operates 1
	730m to route566/7 to Staines(only operates 1



	within 2.6kmradius
	within 2.6kmradius

	bus in am & pm
	bus in am & pm

	peak Mon-Sat and
	peak Mon-Sat and

	after 8am)
	after 8am)

	284–ChristmasTree Site,Ottershaw
	284–ChristmasTree Site,Ottershaw
	284–ChristmasTree Site,Ottershaw

	Figure
	580m to route 446
	2.8km to
	Figure
	Approx 20% in

	TR
	2.6km radius &
	TD
	Figure
	1km

	TD
	Figure
	630m

	Site has medium level of accessibility overall.Good accessibility by bus with good or verygood level of service but no rail and pooreraccessibility by cycling. Accessibility to
	Site has medium level of accessibility overall.Good accessibility by bus with good or verygood level of service but no rail and pooreraccessibility by cycling. Accessibility to
	health and retail services is good.

	Medium

	serving Staines &Woking
	serving Staines &Woking
	TD
	Figure
	Chertsey

	TD
	Figure
	40% in 5.2km


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	radius
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	Appendix 6–Assessment of Significant Non-AbsoluteConstraints (Employment)
	Appendix 6–Assessment of Significant Non-AbsoluteConstraints (Employment)
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Flood Risk
	Minerals/
	Minerals/
	Waste

	SNCI/LNR orAncientWoodland
	Agricultural
	Agricultural
	Land

	Heritage
	Open Space
	Topography
	Comments
	Score

	18–Land North of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land North of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land North of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	18–Land North of Thorpe Industrial Estate


	TD
	Majority ofsite haspotential forgroundwaterfloodingbelowsurface withlimited areasaffected bysurfacewaterflooding at1:1000 yearevent. 3% ofsite in floodzone 3aor
	3b and 13%in flood zone2

	TD
	Figure
	100% of site

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Area of higharchaeologicalimportanceadjacent tosite

	TD
	Figure
	Identified as

	TD
	Figure
	Majority of

	Site lies between the southernedge of Egham Hythe and theThorpe Industrial Estate. Thereare some flood risks on site butthese are largely outside of fluvialflood zones and could bemitigated by drainage/SuDSdesign. Archaeologicalimportance could be dealt withby condition. The site is identifiedwithin a mineral safeguardingarea constrained by previousextraction. This could be a majorconstraint to development andwill require more in depthconsideration, but at this time itis not known whether constraintcould be
	Medium-
	Medium-
	High


	TR
	TD
	withinminerals


	Park orGarden.
	Park orGarden.

	TR
	TD
	safeguardingarea and

	TD
	site hasgradient


	Potential toreplacepart
	Potential toreplacepart

	TR
	TD
	constrainedby previousextraction

	TD
	Figure
	1:40 or less


	but not all ofopen space
	but not all ofopen space
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	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Site SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)

	Adjacent to
	Adjacent to
	Adjacent to

	Thorpe
	Thorpe

	Conservation
	Conservation

	Area
	Area


	No loss of
	No loss of
	No loss of
	No loss of

	open space
	open space


	Site lies between the village ofThorpe and the Thorpe IndustrialEstate. Potential for groundwaterflooding at the surface and areasaround its boundaries affected bysurface water flooding but thiscould be mitigated by
	appropriate drainage/SuDSdesign.  Entirely within a mineralssafeguarding area which isconstrainedby previous orpotential extraction andconsidered a major constraint.However, SCC has agreed with aminerals reserve assessmentsubmitted by the site proponentsthat the minerals on site are oflow quality and small quantity. Assuch minerals are not a
	constraint but furtherinvestigation is required todetermine whether priorextraction is economically viable.Site lies just northwest of theThorpe Conservation Area anddesign would need to take thisinto account. Site is designatedGrade 1/2 agricultural land, butagricultural land classificationreport by site proponents statesthat site is only grade 3a. Eventaking the report on face valueother land of lesser value shouldbe preferred providing they canovercome other constraints. Ifother sites oflesser agricultur
	Medium

	42-CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42-CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42-CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe
	42-CEMEX Thorpe 1, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe


	TD
	Figure
	Potential for


	TR
	TD
	groundwaterflooding at


	TR
	TD
	the surfacewith anumber of


	areas to theboundaries
	areas to theboundaries

	TR
	203

	Gradient
	Gradient
	Gradient

	1:40 or less
	1:40 or less


	of the siteatrisk from
	of the siteatrisk from

	surfacewater
	surfacewater

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	flooding


	TR
	:Final

	100% of site
	100% of site
	100% of site

	within
	within

	minerals
	minerals

	safeguarding
	safeguarding

	area and
	area and

	constrained
	constrained

	by previous or
	by previous or

	potential
	potential

	extraction.
	extraction.

	However SCC
	However SCC

	has accepted
	has accepted

	evidence that
	evidence that

	on site
	on site

	resource is of
	resource is of

	low quality
	low quality

	and small
	and small

	quantity
	quantity


	None on or
	None on or
	None on or

	adjacent site
	adjacent site


	Grade 1 or
	Grade 1 or
	Grade 1 or

	2. Evidence
	2. Evidence

	now
	now

	submitted
	submitted

	by site
	by site

	proponents
	proponents

	that
	that

	agricultural
	agricultural

	classification
	classification

	is grade 3a
	is grade 3a




	46-Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw (west)
	46-Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw (west)
	46-Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw (west)
	46-Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw (west)
	46-Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw (west)

	Figure
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding andlimitedpockets ofsurfacewaterflooding. 5

	TR
	properties in
	properties in
	postcode
	postcode
	postcode

	area
	area

	affected by
	affected by

	internal
	internal

	sewerage
	sewerage

	flooding in
	flooding in

	last 10 years
	last 10 years



	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	Locally listedWorkhouseChapel andGrade II listedMurrayHouse


	adjacent site
	adjacent site
	albeit
	albeit
	albeit

	separated by
	separated by

	Murray Road
	Murray Road


	Figure
	No loss of
	No data forthis site
	Site is located north of SpinneyHill between Ottershaw andRowtown, however only the areato the west of the site isconsidered from A320 GuildfordRoad to Great Grove Farm. Onlylimited flood risk issues whichcould be mitigated and noapparent constraints other thanlisted buildings which sit on theopposite side of the highway atMurray Road where harm couldbe overcome. Constraints havelow-medium impact overall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	open space


	48-Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	48-Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	48-Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	48-Hanworth Lane, Chertsey


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding.South eastcorner at
	risk fromsurfacewaterflooding

	TD
	Figure
	Site adjacent

	TD
	Adjacent toSNCI

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	Outdoor

	TD
	Gradient1:40 or less

	Site is located to south ofChertsey east of the HanworthLane Trading Estate. Identified asa housing reserve site in the 2001Local Plan and northportion ofthe site has outline permissionand reserved matters for 130dwellings. Flood risk from surfacewater in south east corner of sitewould need to be addressed butcould be mitigated. Opportunityto retain part of the site for openspace which would lessen impactof overall loss and could be usedto mitigate/avoid flood risks.Although site is not in a mineralssafegua
	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	sports
	sports
	sports
	facility.


	TR
	TD
	Potential toretain part


	safeguardingarea but not a
	safeguardingarea but not a

	TR
	TD
	but not all ofopen space


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	on site
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	51-Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51-Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51-Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51-Byfleet Road, New Haw
	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterand surfacewaterflooding but36% of sitein flood zone3a and 17%in flood zone2

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Adjacent toWeyNavigation

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Adjacent toWeyNavigationConservationArea withsmall part onsite

	TD
	Noloss ofopen space

	TD
	Majority ofsite hasgradient

	Site located to the south of NewHaw and on the boroughboundary with Woking BC.Identified as a housing reservesite in the 2001 Local Plan withno permission granted.36% of thesite is withinflood zone 3a and17% within zone 2 wheredevelopment for employmentuse would need to pass thesequential test. This could beavoided by using areas in zone 2& 3a as amenity/landscaped
	Site located to the south of NewHaw and on the boroughboundary with Woking BC.Identified as a housing reservesite in the 2001 Local Plan withno permission granted.36% of thesite is withinflood zone 3a and17% within zone 2 wheredevelopment for employmentuse would need to pass thesequential test. This could beavoided by using areas in zone 2& 3a as amenity/landscaped
	areas if appropriate and throughuse of SuDS, but this unlikely tocover all risk areas. Site alsoadjacent to Wey Navigation SNCIand conservation area to westboundary of site andconsideration would have to begiven to these constraints, but asuitable buffer could beintroduced to avoid/mitigateharm. Constraints havemediumimpact overall.

	Medium
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	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding andsurfacewaterflooding.10% of thesite is withinflood zone3b, 5% inzone 3a and28% in zone2

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	Adjacent to

	TD
	Figure
	Ungraded

	TD
	Adjacent toWeyNavigationConservationArea

	TD
	Figure
	100% within

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Site lies between Addlestone andNew Haw. Area of sitewithin thefunctional floodplain is around2ha and area within zone 3a is0.92ha. Area within zones 2 & 3awould need to pass sequentialtest to be developable but couldbe avoided if these areas wereused for amenity/landscapedareas. However, Zone 2 areawould reduce site size by almosthalf leaving a substantial gap toedge of settlement along NewHaw Road. Surface water andgroundwater risk could bemitigated through suitablydesigned drainage/SuDS and thiscould mit
	Medium

	allotments,community
	allotments,community

	TR
	TD
	gardens orcity (urban)


	Wey
	Wey
	Wey
	Navigation

	1:40gradient or

	TR
	TD
	farm andsmall area ingreen
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	225-Land adjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225-Land adjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225-Land adjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225-Land adjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225-Land adjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225-Land adjacent Sandgates, Guildford Road, Chertsey


	TD
	Figure
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterflooding butnortherncorner haspotential forfloodingbelowsurface leveland limitedpockets forsurfacewaterflooding at1:1000 yearevent

	TD
	Figure
	100% within

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 4 or 5

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	Around

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to west of Chertsey.Pockets of groundand surfacewater flooding could be mitigatedthrough suitably designeddrainage/SuDS. Site is whollywithin a minerals safeguardingarea but is unlikely to increaseconstraints above those thatalready exist althoughpracticalities of prior working willneed exploring.  0.7ha is
	Site lies to west of Chertsey.Pockets of groundand surfacewater flooding could be mitigatedthrough suitably designeddrainage/SuDS. Site is whollywithin a minerals safeguardingarea but is unlikely to increaseconstraints above those thatalready exist althoughpracticalities of prior working willneed exploring.  0.7ha is
	identified as natural/semi naturalgreenspace which could be lost,but there may be potential toretain some of this. Constraintshave low-medium impact overall.

	Low-
	Low-
	Medium


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	0.7ha of the


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site


	TR
	semi-naturalurban
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	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Site SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)

	Area of high
	Area of high
	Area of high

	archaeological
	archaeological

	potential on
	potential on

	site
	site


	Identified as
	Identified as
	Identified as

	Park or
	Park or

	Garden.
	Garden.

	Potential to
	Potential to

	replace part
	replace part

	but not all of
	but not all of

	open space
	open space


	269-Land East of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	269-Land East of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	269-Land East of Thorpe Industrial Estate
	269-Land East of Thorpe Industrial Estate


	TD
	Figure
	50% of site

	208

	Div
	Figure
	Mixed
	Site lies to the east ofThorpeIndustrial Estate west of GreenLane. Potential for groundwatercould be mitigated throughappropriate protection measuresbut the extent of groundwaterflooding at surface may not makethis achievable. A third of the sitelies in the floodplain where noredevelopment is acceptable inprinciple. The area of the sitecovered by zone 3a is almost allfloodplain. These areas could bemitigated if used as greenspace,but this would be a third of thesite. Rest of the site is almostentirely withi
	open space which would be lostto development but some couldbe retained on site. Adjacent toSSSI and SNCI but suitable buffercould be implemented givenextent of floodplain adjacent tothe SSSI/SNCI. Constraints havehigh impact overall.
	High

	shown to
	shown to

	have
	have

	potential for
	potential for

	groundwater
	groundwater

	flooding at
	flooding at

	surface with
	surface with

	remainderof site below
	remainderof site below

	TR
	TD
	groundlevel. Low


	TR
	TD
	probabilityof surface


	TR
	TD
	waterflooding.


	31% in
	31% in

	functional
	functional

	floodplain,
	floodplain,

	39% in Zone
	39% in Zone

	3a and 91%
	3a and 91%

	in zone 2
	in zone 2

	TR
	:Final

	100% of site
	100% of site
	100% of site

	within
	within

	minerals
	minerals

	safeguarding
	safeguarding

	areaand
	areaand

	constrained
	constrained

	by previous
	by previous

	extraction
	extraction


	SSSI
	SSSI
	SSSI

	adjacent to
	adjacent to

	east &
	east &

	eastern tip
	eastern tip

	adjacent
	adjacent

	SNCI
	SNCI


	Div
	Figure
	Ungraded



	273-Land South of Great Grove Farm
	273-Land South of Great Grove Farm
	273-Land South of Great Grove Farm
	273-Land South of Great Grove Farm
	273-Land South of Great Grove Farm
	273-Land South of Great Grove Farm


	TD
	Limitedpotential forgroundwaterwith lowprobabilityof surfacewaterflooding.

	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 1 & 2

	TD
	No heritageassets present

	TD
	Figure
	Identified as

	TD
	Figure
	Mixed

	Site lies to east of Great GroveFarm and north of Spinney Hill.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. Siteis
	Site lies to east of Great GroveFarm and north of Spinney Hill.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. Siteis
	grade 1 or 2 agricultural land andas such land of lesser valueshould be preferred. The wholesite is also considered to be openspace which would be lost todevelopment with only a smallproportion which could beretained on site. Constraints havehigh impact overall.

	High

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Natural &


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Natural


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Space with


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	scope to


	281-Land at Clockhouse Lane East, Thorpe
	281-Land at Clockhouse Lane East, Thorpe
	281-Land at Clockhouse Lane East, Thorpe

	Potential for
	Potential for
	Potential for

	groundwater
	groundwater

	flooding at
	flooding at

	surface
	surface

	across whole
	across whole

	site. Limited
	site. Limited

	potential for
	potential for

	surface
	surface



	TR
	water.
	TD
	Figure
	No

	TD
	Figure
	None on or

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 1 or 2

	TD
	Part of site anarea of higharchaeologicalpotential

	TD
	Figure
	Identified as

	TD
	Majority1:40

	Site lies to south of ClockhouseLane East and north of FishingLake. Suitable mitigation againstgroundwater may not beachievable given its extent acrosswhole site and at surface level.Site is grade 1 or 2 agriculturalland and as such land of lesservalue should be preferred. Thewhole site is also considered tobe open space which would belost to development with only asmall proportion which could beretained on site. Constraints havehigh impact overall.
	High

	Natural &Semi-
	Natural &Semi-

	TR
	TD
	Natural
	Urban Green


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Space withlimitedscope to


	gradient or
	gradient or
	gradient or
	gradient or

	less
	less


	retain any

	TR
	TD
	Figure
	on site
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	282-Land East of Fishing Lake, Thorpe Lea Road
	282-Land East of Fishing Lake, Thorpe Lea Road
	282-Land East of Fishing Lake, Thorpe Lea Road
	282-Land East of Fishing Lake, Thorpe Lea Road
	282-Land East of Fishing Lake, Thorpe Lea Road
	282-Land East of Fishing Lake, Thorpe Lea Road


	TD
	Potential forgroundwaterflooding atsurfaceacross wholesite. Limitedpotential forsurfacewater.

	TD
	No
	Safeguarding

	TD
	None on oradjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	Grade 1 or 2

	TD
	Part of site anarea of higharchaeologicalpotential

	TD
	Figure
	Identified as

	TD
	Figure
	Majority

	Sitelies to east of Fishing Lakeand west of Thorpe Lea Road.Suitable mitigation againstgroundwater may not beachievable given its extent acrosswhole site and at surface level.Site is grade 1 or 2 agriculturalland and as such land of lesservalue shouldbe preferred. Thewhole site is also considered tobe open space which would belost to development with only asmall proportion which could beretained on site. Constraints havehigh impact overall.
	High

	Semi-
	Semi-
	Semi-
	Natural


	Urban GreenSpace with
	Urban GreenSpace with
	1:40gradient or

	TR
	TD
	limitedscope to

	TD
	Figure
	less


	TR
	TD
	retain anyon site


	284-Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284-Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284-Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw

	Limited
	Limited
	Limited

	potential for
	potential for

	groundwater
	groundwater

	with some
	with some

	areas at high
	areas at high



	probability
	Div
	Figure
	Figure
	Figure
	No
	SNCI
	Grade 4 or 5
	Grade II listedNo 2Chobham
	of surface
	water
	water
	water

	flooding.
	flooding.



	Road adjacent
	TR
	site
	TD
	Figure
	No loss of

	No data
	Sitelies to north west ofOttershaw, north of Foxhills Roadand west of Guildford Road.Potential for groundwater andsurface water flooding could bemitigated through suitablydesigned SuDS or otherprotection measures. SNCIadjacent site albeit separated byFoxhills Road. Site large enoughto mitigate impact throughimplementation of effectivebuffer. Impact to Grade II listedbuilding could be mitigatedthrough design. No otherconstraints on site. Constraintshave low impact overall.
	Low

	TR
	TD
	open spaceand


	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Safeguarding

	TD
	Figure
	adjacent site

	TD
	Figure
	potential to


	provide
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	additional
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	4–Barrsbrook & BarrsbrookCattery,Guildford Road, Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook & BarrsbrookCattery,Guildford Road, Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook & BarrsbrookCattery,Guildford Road, Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook & BarrsbrookCattery,Guildford Road, Chertsey


	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Built development strategy for SS3 seeks to,amongst other things retain pattern ofvillages/hamlets or short rows of dwellingsfacing onto roads/commons, conservegreens and commons, avoid mergingsettlements through linear developmentand retention of tree cover. It is notconsidered site 4 would adversely affectthese principles. Site within GPZ3 whichwould need to be taken into considerationthrough design. No other constraints.


	Runnymede Local Plan 2030:FinalSite SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)
	212

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	13–Stroude Road Farm, Stroude Road, Virginia Water
	13–Stroude Road Farm, Stroude Road, Virginia Water
	13–Stroude Road Farm, Stroude Road, Virginia Water
	13–Stroude Road Farm, Stroude Road, Virginia Water


	Y*
	N
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	North parcel of site within BOA TV01.Relevant objectives for this unit includepriority habitat restoration and creation andpriority species recovery. Whilst site 13 isnot itself a nationally orlocally designatedsite, there may be features within the sitewhich reflect BOA objectives. This does notpreclude development, but any proposalwould be expected to set out how itmitigates/ enhances BOA objectives andtargets for TV01. Within unit RV2of SLCA.Built development strategy for RV2 seeks
	North parcel of site within BOA TV01.Relevant objectives for this unit includepriority habitat restoration and creation andpriority species recovery. Whilst site 13 isnot itself a nationally orlocally designatedsite, there may be features within the sitewhich reflect BOA objectives. This does notpreclude development, but any proposalwould be expected to set out how itmitigates/ enhances BOA objectives andtargets for TV01. Within unit RV2of SLCA.Built development strategy for RV2 seeks
	to, amongst other things retain distinctcharacter of settlements and avoid mergingthrough linear development, maintain ruralgaps, maintain vegetated boundaries, retainpattern of houses facing onto commons andopen areas, limit impacts to rural views,development sympathetic to wider patternof settlements and resist urbanisation ofopen areas. Site 13 could have adverseeffects on some of these principlesespecially resisting urbanisation of openareas.This would need to be carefullyconsidered through design but i
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	14–Brox EndNursery,Ottershaw
	14–Brox EndNursery,Ottershaw
	14–Brox EndNursery,Ottershaw
	14–Brox EndNursery,Ottershaw


	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Area TPO 384 on site. Identified as a
	Area TPO 384 on site. Identified as a
	housing reserve site in 2001 Local Plan.Application for 40 dwellings deferred(15/1285) to amend housing numbers to 14.Still awaiting decision.


	17-Coombelands Lane, Rowtown
	17-Coombelands Lane, Rowtown
	N
	Y*
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Individual TPO 187 on site covers a numberof trees. Site within unit SS3 in the SLCA.Built development strategy for SS3 seeks to,amongst other things retain pattern ofvillages/hamlets or short rows of dwellingsfacing onto roads/commons, conservegreens and commons, avoid mergingsettlements through linear developmentand retention of tree cover. It is notconsidered site 17 would adversely affectthese principles. No other constraintspresent. Identified as a housing reserve sitein 2001 Local Plan andapplication 
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	22–Land South of St David’s Drive & Robert’s Way, Englefield Green
	22–Land South of St David’s Drive & Robert’s Way, Englefield Green
	22–Land South of St David’s Drive & Robert’s Way, Englefield Green
	22–Land South of St David’s Drive & Robert’s Way, Englefield Green


	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Within BOA unit TV01. Relevant objectivesfor this unit include priority habitatrestoration and creation and priorityspeciesrecovery. Whilst site 22 is not itself anationally or locally designated site, theremay be features within the site which
	Within BOA unit TV01. Relevant objectivesfor this unit include priority habitatrestoration and creation and priorityspeciesrecovery. Whilst site 22 is not itself anationally or locally designated site, theremay be features within the site which
	reflect BOA objectives. This does notpreclude development, but any proposalwould be expected to set out how itmitigates/enhances BOA objectives andtargets for TV01. Within unit SW1 of SLCA.Built development strategy for SW1 seeksto, amongst other things conserve a senseof seclusion with sparse settlement
	enclosed by woodland and to maintainwooded and undeveloped skyline. It is notconsidered site 22 would adversely affectthese principles but any proposal would totake account of these principles andmitigate/enhance features. No otherconstraints present although footpath runsadjacent to site on its southern boundary.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	24-Land at Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24-Land at Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24-Land at Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm, Addlestone
	24-Land at Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm, Addlestone


	N
	N
	Y
	Y*
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 24would adversely affect these principles, butany proposal would need to take account ofthese principles and mitigate/enhancefeatures where appropriate. Amenity couldbe affected by noise from A320 St Pe

	28–Great Grove Farm, Murray Road,Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm, Murray Road,Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm, Murray Road,Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm, Murray Road,Ottershaw


	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rowsof dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 28would adversely affect these principlesalthough account should be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design asappropriate. No other constraints.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	29-Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue,Woodham
	29-Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue,Woodham
	29-Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue,Woodham
	29-Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue,Woodham


	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern ofvillages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. Considered that site wouldnot adversely affect these principlesalthoughaccount should be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design asappropriate. No other constraints.

	30-CABI, BakehamLane, Egham
	30-CABI, BakehamLane, Egham
	30-CABI, BakehamLane, Egham
	30-CABI, BakehamLane, Egham


	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	No constraints on site. However site isadjacent BOA unit TV01 and any proposalshould incorporatemeasures to enhanceBOA features in general. Footpath 41 liesadjacent site to north of but would remainunchanged.

	34-Parklands, Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams
	34-Parklands, Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams
	34-Parklands, Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams
	34-Parklands, Parcel D,Chertsey Bittams


	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	TPO 80 on site formed from severalindividual trees and several groups oftrees.Any proposal will need to take account ofTPO and avoid harm to protected trees. Thismay reduce developable area but would notpreclude development. No otherconstraints.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	36-Sandylands Home Farm East, Blay’s Lane, Englefield Green
	36-Sandylands Home Farm East, Blay’s Lane, Englefield Green
	36-Sandylands Home Farm East, Blay’s Lane, Englefield Green
	36-Sandylands Home Farm East, Blay’s Lane, Englefield Green


	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Site is within unit TV01 of a Thames ValleyBiodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) andwhilst not itself a nationally or locallydesignated site, there may be featureswithin the site which reflect BOA objectives.This does not preclude development, butany proposal would be expected to set outhow it mitigates/ enhances BOA objectivesand targets. The site is also within unit SW1of the SLCA. Built development strategy forSW1 seeks to, amongst other thingsconserve a sense of seclusion with sparsesettlementenclosed by 
	Site is within unit TV01 of a Thames ValleyBiodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA) andwhilst not itself a nationally or locallydesignated site, there may be featureswithin the site which reflect BOA objectives.This does not preclude development, butany proposal would be expected to set outhow it mitigates/ enhances BOA objectivesand targets. The site is also within unit SW1of the SLCA. Built development strategy forSW1 seeks to, amongst other thingsconserve a sense of seclusion with sparsesettlementenclosed by 
	enhanced through design.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	46–Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw
	46–Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw
	46–Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw
	46–Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw


	N
	Y*
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid mergingsettlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 46would significantly adversely affect theseprinciples subject to design and will need toincorporate/enhance features which make apositive contribution to landscape principlesfor unit SS3. TPO 97 on part
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid mergingsettlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 46would significantly adversely affect theseprinciples subject to design and will need toincorporate/enhance features which make apositive contribution to landscape principlesfor unit SS3. TPO 97 on part
	from Murray Road to Guildford Road
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	48–Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	48–Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	48–Hanworth Lane, Chertsey
	48–Hanworth Lane, Chertsey


	N
	N
	Y
	Y*
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 48would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Noise impacts from adjacent employmentarea may be an issue for residential butcou
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	50–Brunel University Site, Cooper’s Hill, Englefield Green
	50–Brunel University Site, Cooper’s Hill, Englefield Green
	50–Brunel University Site, Cooper’s Hill, Englefield Green
	50–Brunel University Site, Cooper’s Hill, Englefield Green


	Y*
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Partly within BOA unit TV02. Relevantobjectives for this unit include priorityhabitat restoration and creation and priorityspecies recovery. Whilst site 50 is not itselfa nationally or locally designated site, it ispredominantlywooded with ancientwoodland and losing this part of the site todevelopment will likely have a significantnegative affect on BOA objectives andtargets. However, the site is large enough toretain BOA areas and as such there is theopportunity to mitigate/enhance BOAobjectives and target
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw


	Y*
	N
	Y*
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	Y
	Y
	Part of site within BOA R04, River Wey &Tributaries). Relevant objectives for thisunitinclude priority habitat restoration andcreation and priority species recovery.Whilst site 51 is not itself a nationally orlocally designated site, there may befeatures within the site which reflect BOAobjectives. This does not precludedevelopment, but any proposal would beexpected to set out how it mitigates/enhances BOA objectives and targets.
	Part of site within BOA R04, River Wey &Tributaries). Relevant objectives for thisunitinclude priority habitat restoration andcreation and priority species recovery.Whilst site 51 is not itself a nationally orlocally designated site, there may befeatures within the site which reflect BOAobjectives. This does not precludedevelopment, but any proposal would beexpected to set out how it mitigates/enhances BOA objectives and targets.
	Within unit RF7 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for RF7 seeks to, amongst otherthings ensure development is sensitivelysited, retain undisturbedrural character ofriver Wey Valley, avoid development on thecourse of the Wey and avoid visuallyintrusive new large mass or bulky
	structures. Site 51 could adversely affectthese principles and therefore design willneed to be carefully considered withpotential for a buffer along the WeyNavigation. Site is adjacent the M25 andnoise could be an issue but could beattenuated. The AQMA for the M25 also
	falls over small part of the site and could beavoided. Several electricity pylons andoverhead cableson site and Wey Navigationtowpath lies on western boundary. As
	stated in stage 3 this site is not appropriatefor housing although it was identified as ahousing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan,but has not been the subject of a planningapplicationsince designation.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	60-Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60-Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60-Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60-Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey


	N
	Y*
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SCLA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conservegreens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 60would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.TPO 235 on northern boundary adjacentPyrcroft Road could be retained. Within GPZ2 

	62–Land at Addlestonemoor
	62–Land at Addlestonemoor
	62–Land at Addlestonemoor
	62–Land at Addlestonemoor


	N
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	TPO 370 located on site for individual Oaktree but harm can beavoided. Within unitSS3 of SCLA. Built development strategy forSS3 seeks to, amongst other things retainpattern of villages/hamlets or short rows ofdwellings facing onto roads/commons,conserve greens and commons, avoidmerging settlements through lineardevelopment and retention of tree cover. Itis not considered site 62 would adverselyaffect these principles although account willneed to be taken of principles and
	TPO 370 located on site for individual Oaktree but harm can beavoided. Within unitSS3 of SCLA. Built development strategy forSS3 seeks to, amongst other things retainpattern of villages/hamlets or short rows ofdwellings facing onto roads/commons,conserve greens and commons, avoidmerging settlements through lineardevelopment and retention of tree cover. Itis not considered site 62 would adverselyaffect these principles although account willneed to be taken of principles and
	enhanced through design if possible givensize of site. Within GPZ 3 which will need tobe considered through design process.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw


	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS4 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS4 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered that Site77 would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples andenhanced through design ifpossible given size of site. TPO 115 coverswhole site but trees located mos
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	99–Former DERA site, Longcross Road (South)
	99–Former DERA site, Longcross Road (South)
	99–Former DERA site, Longcross Road (South)
	99–Former DERA site, Longcross Road (South)


	Y
	Y*
	Y
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Within BOA unit TBH02. Relevantobjectivesfor this unit include priority habitatrestoration and creation and priority speciesrecovery.  Whilst site 99 is not itself anationally or locally designated site, theremay be features within the site which
	Within BOA unit TBH02. Relevantobjectivesfor this unit include priority habitatrestoration and creation and priority speciesrecovery.  Whilst site 99 is not itself anationally or locally designated site, theremay be features within the site which
	reflect BOA objectives. This does notpreclude development, but any proposalwould be expected to set out how itmitigates/ enhances BOA objectives andtargets and given size of site potential forpriority habitat restoration. Within unit SS4of SLCA. Built development strategy for SS4seeks to, amongst other things retainpattern of villages/hamlets or short rows ofdwellings facing onto roads/commons,conserve greens and commons, avoidmerging settlements through lineardevelopment and retention of tree cover. Itis n
	across south east part of site and under M3but could be retained/diverted. TPO6 runsalong southern and eastern boundary of
	site but impacts could be avoided.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	154–Land atHoward’s Lane,Rowtown
	154–Land atHoward’s Lane,Rowtown
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	TPO 180 on periphery of site and harm canbe avoided. Footpath on periphery ofsitebut can be retained. No other constraints.

	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’sLane,Englefield
	156–Blay’sHouse, Blay’sLane,Englefield
	Green
	Green
	N

	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	No constraints present. Site is partiallydeveloped.

	167–Land atWoburn Hill,Addlestone
	167–Land atWoburn Hill,Addlestone
	167–Land atWoburn Hill,Addlestone
	167–Land atWoburn Hill,Addlestone


	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	Site partly within GPZ 3which will need tobe considered through design process. Noother constraints.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205-Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone


	Y*
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	Y
	Site within BOA unit R04. Relevantobjectives for this unit include priorityhabitat restoration andcreation and priorityspecies recovery.  Whilst site 205 is not
	Site within BOA unit R04. Relevantobjectives for this unit include priorityhabitat restoration andcreation and priorityspecies recovery.  Whilst site 205 is not
	itself a nationally or locally designated site,there may be features within the site whichreflect BOA objectives. This does notpreclude development, but any proposalwould be expected to set out how itmitigates/ enhances BOA objectives andtargets and given size of site potential forpriority habitat restoration. Within unit SS3of the SLCA. Built development strategy forSS3 seeks to, amongst other things retainpattern of villages/hamletsor short rows ofdwellings facing onto roads/commons,conserve greens and co
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road


	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	P
	N
	N
	Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for RV2 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain distinct character ofsettlements and avoid merging throughlinear development, maintain rural gaps,maintain vegetated boundaries, retainpattern of houses facing onto commons andopen areas, limit impacts to rural views,development sympathetic to wider patternof settlements and resist urbanisation ofopen areas. Site 212could have adverseeffects onsome of these principlesespecially resisting urbanisation of openareas
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	217–Land adjacent Wheeler’s Green, Parcel E,Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land adjacent Wheeler’s Green, Parcel E,Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land adjacent Wheeler’s Green, Parcel E,Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land adjacent Wheeler’s Green, Parcel E,Chertsey Bittams


	N
	Y*
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	TPO 16 on site but harm could be avoided.Within unit SS3 of SCLA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 217would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Potential amenity issue from noise give
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane,Egham
	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane,Egham
	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane,Egham
	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane,Egham


	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	Y*
	P
	N
	N
	Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for RV2 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain distinct character ofsettlements and avoid merging throughlinear development, maintain rural gaps,maintain vegetated boundaries,retainpattern of houses facing onto commons andopen areas, limit impacts to rural views,development sympathetic to wider patternof settlements and resist urbanisation ofopen areas. Site 13 is already largelydeveloped and as such is unlikely to havegreater impact than existing subject tod
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill, Chertsey


	N
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conservegreens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 219would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design,especially with respect to retention of treecover. TPO 2 on site which could bere
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	224–Land adjacent 62 Addlestonemoor
	224–Land adjacent 62 Addlestonemoor
	224–Land adjacent 62 Addlestonemoor
	224–Land adjacent 62 Addlestonemoor


	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 224would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Partly within GPZ 2 & 3 which will need tobe considered through design process.O
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	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Runnymede Local Plan 2030
	Site SelectionMethodology and Assessment(Dec 2017)

	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	225–Land adjacent Sandgates,  Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225–Land adjacent Sandgates,  Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225–Land adjacent Sandgates,  Guildford Road, Chertsey
	225–Land adjacent Sandgates,  Guildford Road, Chertsey


	N
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. Site 219could adversely
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. Site 219could adversely
	affect these principles especially retentionof tree cover as the site is heavily wooded inparts and subject to two TPOs. WoodlandTPO 403 covers some 0.9ha leaving 0.54haof developable area. This reduces site sizebelow threshold for employment use and assuch site will not be taken forward foremployment. However the woodland TPOalso covers individual species along thefrontage of Guildford Road which should beretained and therefore further limits thedevelopable area on site. Developmentwould therefore either l
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	227–Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor
	227–Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor
	227–Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor
	227–Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor


	N
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	Y
	N
	Area TPO 137 lies to the site frontage andcovers an area of some 0.8ha. Siteis largeenough for harm to protected trees to beavoided through design. Within unit SS3 ofSLCA. Built development strategy for SS3seeks to, amongst other things retainpattern of villages/hamlets or short rows ofdwellings facing onto roads/commons,conserve greens and commons, avoidmerging settlements through lineardevelopment and retention of tree cover. Itis not considered site 227 would adverselyaffect these principles although acc
	Area TPO 137 lies to the site frontage andcovers an area of some 0.8ha. Siteis largeenough for harm to protected trees to beavoided through design. Within unit SS3 ofSLCA. Built development strategy for SS3seeks to, amongst other things retainpattern of villages/hamlets or short rows ofdwellings facing onto roads/commons,conserve greens and commons, avoidmerging settlements through lineardevelopment and retention of tree cover. Itis not considered site 227 would adverselyaffect these principles although acc
	enhanced through design, especiallyretention of protected trees on site. Partlywithin GPZ 2 & 3 which will need to beconsidered through design process.Overhead electricity cables run over thecentre of the site from southwest tonortheast which may reduce developablearea.


	231–St Peter’sHospital
	231–St Peter’sHospital
	231–St Peter’sHospital
	231–St Peter’sHospital


	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	P
	N
	N
	TPO 244 on site covering both individuallyprotected trees and a general area. Site islarge enough for harm to be avoidedthrough design. Potential for contaminationrelated to hospital waste and as such asurvey may be required.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	254–Land Parcel B, Central VeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B, Central VeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B, Central VeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B, Central VeterinaryLaboratory, Rowtown


	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 254would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.TPO 216 and footpath adjacent eastboundary of site could be retained.

	255A–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams
	255A–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams
	N
	N
	Y*
	Y*
	Y*
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows ofdwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 255Awould adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Part of eastern parcel of land within M25AQMA but could be avoided through
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows ofdwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 255Awould adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Part of eastern parcel of land within M25AQMA but could be avoided through
	design. Noise from M25 may be an issue butharm could be avoided through design.Within GPZ 3 which will need to beconsidered throughdesign process
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	255B–Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams
	255B–Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams
	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 255Bwould adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Noise from M25 may be an issue but harmcould be avoided through design.

	255C–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	255C–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	N
	N
	Y*
	Y*
	Y*
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conservegreens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 255Bwould adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Part of eastern parcel of land within M25AQMA but could be avoided through
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conservegreens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 255Bwould adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Part of eastern parcel of land within M25AQMA but could be avoided through
	design. Noise from M25 may be an issue butharm could be avoided through design.Within GPZ 3 which will need to beconsidered through design process.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	256–ThorpeLea RoadNorth,Parcel A(Thorpe Lea
	256–ThorpeLea RoadNorth,Parcel A(Thorpe Lea
	Manor)
	Manor)
	N

	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Within GPZ 3 which will need to beconsidered through design process.

	256–ThorpeLea RoadNorth, Parcel B(Glenville
	256–ThorpeLea RoadNorth, Parcel B(Glenville
	Farm)
	Farm)
	N

	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	N
	N
	N
	Within GPZ 3 which will need to beconsidered through designprocess.

	257–Thorpe Lea Road West
	257–Thorpe Lea Road West
	257–Thorpe Lea Road West
	257–Thorpe Lea Road West


	N
	Y*
	N
	Y*
	Y*
	Y
	N
	N
	Y
	TPO 98 on site covers individual trees andsmall areas which could be retained andharm avoided. Noise and air quality couldbe an issue given proximity to M25 and M25AQMA but could be avoided ormitigatedthrough design. Within GPZ 3 which willneed to be considered through designprocess. Footpath runs along westernboundary of site but could be retained.

	258–Virginia Water North
	258–Virginia Water North
	258–Virginia Water North
	258–Virginia Water North


	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Site within unit SW1 of SLCA. Builtdevelopment strategy for SW1 seeks to,amongst other things conserve a sense ofseclusion with sparse settlement enclosedby woodland and to maintain wooded andundeveloped skyline. It is not consideredsite would adversely affect these principlesalthoughaccount will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design,especially retention of more wooded areatoward west of site. No other constraintspresent.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	259–VirginiaWater West
	259–VirginiaWater West
	259–VirginiaWater West
	259–VirginiaWater West


	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	TPO 20S &77 on site but could be retainedand harm avoided. No other constraints onsite.

	261–Virginia Water South
	261–Virginia Water South
	261–Virginia Water South
	261–Virginia Water South


	N
	N
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Within unit SS4 of SLCA.Built developmentstrategy for SS4 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamletsorshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 261would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Part of site adjacent to rail line and within70m of M3, however noise issues could
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East
	263–Ottershaw East


	N
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	TPO 50 in west of site but could be retainedand harmavoided. Within unit SS4 of SLCA.Built development strategy for SS4 seeks to,amongst other things retain pattern ofvillages/hamlets or short rows of dwellingsfacing onto roads/commons, conservegreens and commons, avoid mergingsettlements through linear developmentand retention of tree cover. It is notconsidered site 263 would adversely affectthese principles although account will needto be taken of principles and enhancedthrough design. Footpath runs north

	268–Land at79-87aWoodham ParkRoad,
	268–Land at79-87aWoodham ParkRoad,
	Woodham
	Woodham
	N

	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	P
	N
	N
	Site within 250m of potential waste source,so survey may be required.

	274–Allington &37, 47, 57 Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	274–Allington &37, 47, 57 Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	274–Allington &37, 47, 57 Howard’sLane, Rowtown
	274–Allington &37, 47, 57 Howard’sLane, Rowtown


	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	P
	N
	Y
	TPO 221 on part of site, but this could beretained and harm avoided. Site within250m of potential contaminating site, sosurvey may be required. FP 24, 27 and 28surround site but could be retained withoutdiversion.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	277–The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, Virginia Water
	277–The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, Virginia Water
	277–The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, Virginia Water
	277–The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, Virginia Water


	Y*
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	P
	N
	N
	Sitewithin BOA TV01. Relevant objectivesfor this unit include priority habitatrestoration and creation and priority speciesrecovery. Whilst site 277 is not itself anationally or locally designated site, it ispredominantly wooded and its loss todevelopment couldnegatively affect BOAobjectivesand this will need to be carefullyconsidered. Site within unit SW1 of SLCA.Built development strategy for SW1 seeksto, amongst other things conserve a senseof seclusion with sparse settlement
	Sitewithin BOA TV01. Relevant objectivesfor this unit include priority habitatrestoration and creation and priority speciesrecovery. Whilst site 277 is not itself anationally or locally designated site, it ispredominantly wooded and its loss todevelopment couldnegatively affect BOAobjectivesand this will need to be carefullyconsidered. Site within unit SW1 of SLCA.Built development strategy for SW1 seeksto, amongst other things conserve a senseof seclusion with sparse settlement
	enclosed by woodland and to maintainwooded and undeveloped skyline. Althoughnot covered by a TPO, the site ispredominantly covered by woodland anddevelopment could negatively affectprinciples and will need to be carefullydesigned. Whilst not a bar to developmentat this stage, level of constraints on site willreduce developable area.An unidentifiedtank lies 10m to north of site which couldhave potential for contamination and asurvey would likely be required.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	284–Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284–Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284–Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284–Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw


	N
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	P
	N
	N
	Several TPOs on site, but these lie largely onthe periphery and can be retained so harmcan be avoided. Within units SS3 & SS4 ofSLCA. Built development strategy for SS3 &SS4 seeks to, amongst other things retainpattern of villages/hamlets or short rows ofdwellings facing onto roads/commons,conserve greens and commons, avoidmerging settlements through lineardevelopment and retention of tree cover. Itis not considered site 284 would adverselyaffect these principles although account willneed to betaken of prin
	Several TPOs on site, but these lie largely onthe periphery and can be retained so harmcan be avoided. Within units SS3 & SS4 ofSLCA. Built development strategy for SS3 &SS4 seeks to, amongst other things retainpattern of villages/hamlets or short rows ofdwellings facing onto roads/commons,conserve greens and commons, avoidmerging settlements through lineardevelopment and retention of tree cover. Itis not considered site 284 would adverselyaffect these principles although account willneed to betaken of prin
	enhanced through design. Potentialcontamination site within 250m and asurvey would likely be required.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	285–Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone
	285–Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone
	285–Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone
	285–Sayes Court Kennels, Addlestone


	N
	N
	Y*
	Y*
	Y*
	Y
	Y
	N
	N
	Within unit SS3 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS3 seeksto, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 284would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Western area of site within M25 AQMA butcould be avoided through design. Noisefro
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	289–Webb’s, The Green, Englefield Green
	289–Webb’s, The Green, Englefield Green
	289–Webb’s, The Green, Englefield Green
	289–Webb’s, The Green, Englefield Green


	N
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	TPO 168 on part of site, but can be retainedand as such harm can be avoided. Partlywithin unit SS2 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS2 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern ofvillages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 289would significantly adversely affect theseprinciples and will need toincorporate/enhance features which make apositiv
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	293–Land North of Kings Lane, Englefield Green
	293–Land North of Kings Lane, Englefield Green
	293–Land North of Kings Lane, Englefield Green
	293–Land North of Kings Lane, Englefield Green


	N
	Y*
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	P
	N
	Y
	TPO 284 on site for individual tree whichcan be retained and as such harm avoided.Within unit SS2 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS2 seeks to, amongst otherthingsretain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 293would not significantly adversely affectthese principles but will need toincorporate/enhance features which make aposi
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home Farm Cottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home Farm Cottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home Farm Cottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home Farm Cottages


	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	P
	N
	N
	Within unit RV2 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for RV2 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain distinct character ofsettlements and avoid merging throughlinear development,maintain rural gaps,maintain vegetated boundaries, retainpattern of houses facing onto commons andopen areas, limit impacts to rural views,development sympathetic to wider patternof settlements and resist urbanisation ofopen areas. Site 316could have adverseeffects on some of these principlesespecially resisting urbanisation of openareas
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	BOA
	TPO
	Landscape
	Amenity
	AQMA
	GPZ
	Contaminated
	Contaminated
	Land

	Utilities
	PROW
	Comments

	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw


	N
	N
	Y*
	N
	N
	N
	N
	N
	Y
	Within unit SS4 of SLCA. Built developmentstrategy for SS4 seeks to, amongst otherthings retain pattern of villages/hamlets orshort rows of dwellings facing ontoroads/commons, conserve greens andcommons, avoid merging settlementsthrough linear development and retentionof tree cover. It is not considered site 323would adversely affect these principlesalthough account will need to be taken ofprinciples and enhanced through design.Footpath runs north-south west ofsite andcould be retained.
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	Appendix 8-Performance of Sites& Green Belt
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	4–Barrsbrook & Barrsbrook Cattery, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook & Barrsbrook Cattery, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook & Barrsbrook Cattery, Guildford Road, Chertsey
	4–Barrsbrook & Barrsbrook Cattery, Guildford Road, Chertsey


	Highperforming siteoverall withhighaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	GB Review Part 1 scored thewider parcel stronglyagainstpurposes 1a and againstpurpose 3 finding that itprevented encroachment intothe countryside. Green BeltReview Part 2 found that sub-parcel 50 performs a lesser rolein preventing sprawl andencroachment and itscontainment would limit potentialharm to the wider GB. Loss ofthe sub-parcel would not harmintegrity of surrounding GB ifconsidered in a wider parcel withsub-area 51.
	Site performs highly against accessibility and low-medium against constraints.Sub-area performs moderately in terms of Green Belt purpose 1 andweakly/relatively weakly against purposes 2 & 3, but as it is considered to playa lesser role in preventing sprawl and encroachment the site could be releasedfor development. The site is located on the edge of Chertsey but witha gapformed from a school, school playing fields and public open space between itand the urban boundary. The sub-area containing the school, s
	Site performs highly against accessibility and low-medium against constraints.Sub-area performs moderately in terms of Green Belt purpose 1 andweakly/relatively weakly against purposes 2 & 3, but as it is considered to playa lesser role in preventing sprawl and encroachment the site could be releasedfor development. The site is located on the edge of Chertsey but witha gapformed from a school, school playing fields and public open space between itand the urban boundary. The sub-area containing the school, s
	purposes, because of the disproportionate nature of the GB release, it is notconsidered to promote sustainable patterns of development as required byparagraph 84 of the NPPF. As such greater weight has been given toprotection of the Green Belt in this instance.

	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	13–Stroude Road Farm,Stroude Road
	13–Stroude Road Farm,Stroude Road
	13–Stroude Road Farm,Stroude Road
	13–Stroude Road Farm,Stroude Road


	Mediumperforming sitefor bothaccessibilityandconstraints.
	GB Review Part 1 scored thewider parcel (9) relatively highlyagainst purpose 3 preventingencroachment into thecountryside, moderately againstpurpose 1a and weakly againstpurpose 2. The GB review Part
	GB Review Part 1 scored thewider parcel (9) relatively highlyagainst purpose 3 preventingencroachment into thecountryside, moderately againstpurpose 1a and weakly againstpurpose 2. The GB review Part
	2 divides the site into two sub-areas, 72 (south parcel) and 77(north parcel). Sub-area 72 onlyscored weakly against purposes1 & 2 but scored stronglyagainst purpose 3. Also,although the overall role of thesub-area against purpose 2 waslimited, cumulatively asubstantial loss would begin toharm the gap between VirginiaWater & Egham at a strategiclevel. Sub-area 77 also scoredstrongly against purpose 3 andmore strongly against purpose 2then sub-area 72.

	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints, but also scoresstrongly against Green Belt purposes locally and to some degree at a strategiclevel in terms of preventing encroachment into the countryside and
	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints, but also scoresstrongly against Green Belt purposes locally and to some degree at a strategiclevel in terms of preventing encroachment into the countryside and
	cumulatively against reducing the gap betweenVirginia Water & Egham. Whilstthe site could help to meet needs and is moderately accessible with mediumconstraints, given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt,delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Beltprotectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely affect the overallintegrity, role andfunction of the Green Beltand would not promote
	sustainable patterns of development.

	

	14–Brox End Nursery,Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursery,Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursery,Ottershaw
	14–Brox End Nursery,Ottershaw


	Medium-highperforming sitewith mediumaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within parcel D of GB ReviewPart 1 and whilst scoring highlyagainst purpose 3, scored veryweakly against purposes 1 & 2.Further refinement of the landparcel found that it does notform a strategicgap and wouldnot result in significantencroachment into thecountryside if placed into theurban area.
	Site is identified as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan The overallsustainability credentials of this site are considered to outweigh itsweakperformance against Green Belt purposes and as such the site could beallocated. The site is already acceptable to develop in principle through theexisting Local Plan and two planning applications are under consideration atthe time of writing this assessment. Greater weight therefore given to meetingdevelopment needs.
	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown
	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown
	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown
	17–CoombelandsLane, Rowtown


	Site scoredmedium-highoverall withmediumaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel E of GBReview Part 1 which scoredrelatively highly against purpose2 but only weakly againstpurposes 1 & 3.
	Site is identified as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan.The overallsustainability credentials of this site are considered to outweigh itsrelativelyweak performance against GreenBelt purposesand as such the site could beallocated. The siteis already acceptable to develop in principle through theexisting Local Planand permission for 43 units has been granted subject toS106. Greater weight therefore given to meeting development needs.
	

	22–Land south of St David’s Drive & Robert’s Way,Englefield Green
	22–Land south of St David’s Drive & Robert’s Way,Englefield Green
	22–Land south of St David’s Drive & Robert’s Way,Englefield Green
	22–Land south of St David’s Drive & Robert’s Way,Englefield Green


	Mediumperforming siteoverall withmediumaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 8 in GBReview Part 1 and scoredweakly against purposes 1 & 2,but relatively strongly againstpurpose 3. Further refined
	Within land parcel 8 in GBReview Part 1 and scoredweakly against purposes 1 & 2,but relatively strongly againstpurpose 3. Further refined
	parcel indicates development ofthe site could compromise theability of the Green Belt to meetpurpose 3 and risk damage tothe gap between Egham andVirginia Water. The GB ReviewPart 2 scored the sitestronglyagainst preventing sprawl,encroachment in the countrysideand moderately in maintaininggaps and considers the sub-area important in maintaininggeneral scale of openness at astrategic level with loss resultingin harm to Green Belt.

	Siteperforms medium against accessibility with low-medium constraintsoverall, However, the site does perform strongly against Green Belt purposesboth at a local and wider level. Whilst the site could help to meet needs and ismoderately accessible with low-mediumconstraints, given its Green Beltperformance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needsisnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Releasewould thereforeadversely affect the overall integrity, role andfunctio
	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	24–Land at Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm,Addlestone
	24–Land at Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm,Addlestone
	24–Land at Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm,Addlestone
	24–Land at Prairie Road, Hatch Close & Hatch Farm,Addlestone


	Medium-highperformingoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel40 of GBReview Part 1 and scoredrelatively highly against
	Within land parcel40 of GBReview Part 1 and scoredrelatively highly against
	purposes 1&2 and highly againstpurpose 3. Further refined
	parcel indicates development ofthe site could lead to erosion ofthe gap between Addlestone &Chertsey and its role inprotecting opencountryside. GBReview Part 2, scored the sub-are (39) moderately againstpurposes 1 & 3 and stronglyagainst purpose 2 with the sitecomprising the majority of thenarrow gap between Addlestone& Chertsey. Sub-area 39considered to play fundamentalrole in wider strategic Green
	Belt.

	The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility and medium againstconstraints. However, the site also performs strongly against Green Beltpurposes, playing a fundamental role in preventing the coalescence ofsettlements. Whilst it is noted that the site performs medium-high againstaccessibility with medium constraints, given its Green Belt performance androle in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsideredto outweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Release would thereforea
	

	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw
	28–Great Grove Farm,Murray Road, Ottershaw


	Site performsmedium-highoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 41 of GBReview Part 1 and scores highlyagainst purposes 2 & 3 butrelatively weakly againstpurpose 1.  This site wasexcluded from the refined landparcel.
	The site performsmedium-high in terms of accessibility and low againstconstraints, but also highly against Green Belt purposes especially purposes 2&3, to prevent neighbouring towns merging and to assist in safeguarding thecountryside from encroachment. Whilst the siteperforms medium-high in termsof accessibility with low constraints, given its Green Belt performance and rolein the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered tooutweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Release would t
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	29–Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue, Woodham
	29–Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue, Woodham
	29–Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue, Woodham
	29–Charnwood Nurseries, 33 The Avenue, Woodham


	Site performsmedium-highoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 28 of GBReview Part 1 which scores very
	Within land parcel 28 of GBReview Part 1 which scores very
	highly against purpose 1 andrelatively highly againstpurposes 2 & 3. Further refinedparcel indicates developmentcould risk merging settlements.GB Review Part 2 scores thesub-area (2), strongly against all3 purposes and finds that at thelocal level the sub-area acts asthe wider parcel in preventingoutward sprawl, but also morelocally in preventingencroachment. At a strategicscale it is consideredfundamental to maintainingscale and openness in what is anarrow gap betweensettlements. Overall, loss wouldbe harm

	The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints,but also strongly against all Green Belt purposes especially maintaining gapsbetween settlements. Whilst accessibility is medium-high and constraints low,given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin thisinstance.Release would thereforeadversely affect the overall integrity, roleandfunction of the Green Beltand would not promote su
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	30–CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham
	30–CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham
	30–CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham
	30–CABI, Bakeham Lane, Egham


	Site performsmedium-highoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 8 in GBReview Part 1 and scoredweakly against purposes 1 & 2,but relatively strongly againstpurpose 3. GB Review Part 2scores the sub area (90)moderately against purpose 1 toprevent sprawl but weaklyagainst purposes 2 & 3.However, it is considered thatoverall that loss of the sub-areawould harm the wider strategicGB, promoting a loss ofopenness in a gap betweensettlements which is alreadyfragmented.
	The site performs medium-high in termsof accessibility and low againstconstraints. However, the site plays a strategic role in preventingencroachment and maintaining the gap between settlements. Whilstaccessibility is high and constraint low, given its Green Belt performance androle in thewider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsideredto outweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely affect the overall integrity, role andfunction of the Green Beltandwould not 
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	34–Parklands, Parcel D, Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, Parcel D, Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, Parcel D, Chertsey Bittams
	34–Parklands, Parcel D, Chertsey Bittams


	Site performsmedium-highoverall withmediumaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 25 of GBReview Part 1 which scoresstrongly against purpose 1 andmoderately againstpurposes 2& 3. Analysis of further refinedparcel finds that as part of awider strategic gap,
	Within land parcel 25 of GBReview Part 1 which scoresstrongly against purpose 1 andmoderately againstpurposes 2& 3. Analysis of further refinedparcel finds that as part of awider strategic gap,
	development would not lead tothe merging of settlements andwith an existing semi-urbancharacter its role in meetingpurpose 3 has already beencompromised. GB Review Part 2scores the sub-area (36)moderately against purposes 1& 3 but weakly against purpose2, preventing merging ofsettlements. However the sub-area has a sense ofcontainment, would not seeoutward expansion orsignificantly reduce the gapbetween settlements and assuch overall plays a limited rolewith respect to the wider GreenBelt and loss would not

	The site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low constraints. Therefined land parcel in the GB review Part 1 states that the parcel’s strongboundaries will prevent further sprawl. It further states that the strategic gapwould not lead to merger of settlements and that the semi-urban character hasalready compromised open countryside and its role in meeting purpose 3. Thesub-area is also only considered to play a limited role in the wider Green Belt.As such, given thesites moderate level of accessi
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	36–Sandylands Home Farm East, Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen
	36–Sandylands Home Farm East, Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen
	36–Sandylands Home Farm East, Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen
	36–Sandylands Home Farm East, Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen


	Site performsmediumagainst bothaccessibilityandconstraints.
	Within land parcel 5 in GBReview Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 3,relatively highly against purpose1 and relatively weakly againstpurpose 2.This site wasexcluded from the refined landparcel.GB Review Part 2 scoredthe sub-area (96) stronglyagainst purpose 3, moderatelyagainst purpose 1 and weaklyagainst purpose 2. The sub-areais considered to play afundamental role in preventingsprawl and encroachment intothe countryside. Its loss is
	Within land parcel 5 in GBReview Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 3,relatively highly against purpose1 and relatively weakly againstpurpose 2.This site wasexcluded from the refined landparcel.GB Review Part 2 scoredthe sub-area (96) stronglyagainst purpose 3, moderatelyagainst purpose 1 and weaklyagainst purpose 2. The sub-areais considered to play afundamental role in preventingsprawl and encroachment intothe countryside. Its loss is
	judged to harm the wider GB bypromoting loss of openness inthe gap between EnglefieldGreen & Virginia Water.

	The site performs mediumin terms of accessibility and constraints butperforms stronglyagainst Green Belt purposes especially purpose 1 to restrictsprawl and 3 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment.Whilst the site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints, givenits Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin thisinstance.Release wouldthereforeadversely affect the overall integri
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	46–Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw
	46–Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw
	46–Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw
	46–Land at Great Grove Farm, Ottershaw


	Site performsmedium-highoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 41 in GBReview Part 1 which scoreshighly against purposes 2 & 3but relatively weakly againstpurpose 1. Further refined
	Within land parcel 41 in GBReview Part 1 which scoreshighly against purposes 2 & 3but relatively weakly againstpurpose 1. Further refined
	parcel finds that developmentcould compromise purpose 1and could lead to mergerbetween settlements andinterrupt the openness of thecountryside. GB Review Part 2scores the sub-area (25)moderately against purposes 2& 3 and weakly against purpose1. The Part 2 GB Reviewconsiders that the majority of thesub-area plays a critical rolewithrespect to the gap betweenOttershaw & Chertsey, but asmall portion in the southwestcorner (10.8ha) plays adiminished role and does notrepresent the largely unspoiltrural characte

	The site performs medium-high against accessibility with low-mediumconstraints. The refined land parcel in the GB Review Part 1 finds thatdevelopment could interrupt the openness of countryside and lead to townsmerging. However, the GB Review Part 2 finds that a more developed area tothe southwest of the sub-area performs a diminished role in preventingencroachment and is less fundamental to maintaining openness. Whilst the GBReview Part 2 sets out the possibility of releasing a smaller area of GB to thesou
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	48–Hanworth Lane,Chertsey
	48–Hanworth Lane,Chertsey
	48–Hanworth Lane,Chertsey
	48–Hanworth Lane,Chertsey


	Highperforming siteoverall withhighaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel C of GBReview Part 1 which scoreshighly against purposes 1 & 3but not at all against purpose 2.This site is not included as arefined parcel and the GreenBelt review indicates it as aGreen Belt extension parcel.
	The site performs highly against both accessibility and constraints and alsoagainst Green Belt purposes 1 & 3. However, the parcel does not score at allagainst purpose 2, to prevent neighbouring towns merging. Theparcel was nottaken forward for further refinement but was recommended as a Green Beltextension with concerns over the loss of open space. However, the site isdesignated as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan with developmentfor 130 dwellings under construction on the northern section of 
	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	50–Brunel University Site, Coopers Hill, Englefield Green
	50–Brunel University Site, Coopers Hill, Englefield Green
	50–Brunel University Site, Coopers Hill, Englefield Green
	50–Brunel University Site, Coopers Hill, Englefield Green


	Mediumperforming siteagainst bothaccessibilityandconstraints.
	Within land parcel 4 of GBReview Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 3 butweakly against purposes 1 & 2.GB Part 2 scores the sub-area106 moderatelyagainstpurposes 1 & 2 but weakeragainst 3 with sub-area 107performing more strongly
	Within land parcel 4 of GBReview Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 3 butweakly against purposes 1 & 2.GB Part 2 scores the sub-area106 moderatelyagainstpurposes 1 & 2 but weakeragainst 3 with sub-area 107performing more strongly
	against purposes 2 & 3. At thelocal level sub-area 106 plays arole in preventing outward
	sprawl however as the sub-areais already built out on its westernboundary and contained on theeastern side by built form andwooded areas the risk of sprawlis reduced. Sub-area 106performs moderately but
	physical features reduce the riskof harm to Green Belt. Sub-area107 is considered to beimportant at a strategic level inpreventing encroachment intothe countryside and loss wouldintegrity of wider GB.

	The site performs medium against both accessibility and constraints. Althoughat a strategic level the site is considered to perform weakly against Green Beltpurposes 1 & 2, at the local level the site performs moderately well againstpurposes 1 & 2 for sub-area 106 and strongly against purposes 2 & 3 for sub-area 107. Sub-area 107 also plays a more important role in the integrity of thewider GB. Given the strong performance against purposes 2 & 3 and moderateperformance against accessibility and constraints,
	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site
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	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw
	51–Byfleet Road, New Haw


	Mediumperforming siteforemploymentuse.Performanceagainst bothaccessibilityand
	Mediumperforming siteforemploymentuse.Performanceagainst bothaccessibilityand
	constraints ismedium.

	Within land parcel F of GBReview Part 1 which performsstrongly against purposes 2 & 3and relatively strongly againstpurpose 1. Further refined
	Within land parcel F of GBReview Part 1 which performsstrongly against purposes 2 & 3and relatively strongly againstpurpose 1. Further refined
	parcel finds that site iscompletely surrounded by urbandevelopment and no potentialfor urban sprawl and that its rolein meeting purpose 2 hasalready been compromised.

	The site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints for anemployment use. The site performs relatively strongly against all Green Beltpurposes, but further refinement reveals that development would notcompromise purpose 2 and the site is surrounded by urban development withno potential for sprawl. As such, it is considered that the development of thesite for employment needs outweighs protection of the Green Belt as in thisinstance releasing the site would not adversely affect the overal
	

	52–Dial House, Northcroft Road,Englefield Green
	52–Dial House, Northcroft Road,Englefield Green
	52–Dial House, Northcroft Road,Englefield Green
	52–Dial House, Northcroft Road,Englefield Green


	Mediumperforming siteagainst bothaccessibilityandconstraints.
	Within land parcel 5 of GBReview Part 1 which scoredweakly against purpose 2,moderately against purpose 1and strongly against purpose 3.GB Review Part 2 scores thesub-area (104) weakly againstpurpose 2 but strongly againstpurposes 1 and 3. The siteperforms strongly againstpreventing sprawl and is unspoiltin character, with loss resultingin harm to the wider strategicGreen Belt.
	Site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints butperforms strongly against Green Belt purposes, especially purposes 1 & 3playing a strong role in preventing sprawl. Whilst the site performs medium interms of accessibility and constraints, given its Green Belt performance androle in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsideredto outweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely affect the overall integrity, role andfunction of the Gree
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	60–Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60–Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60–Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey
	60–Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey


	Medium-Highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel B in GBReview Stage 1 which performsrelatively highly against purpose3, relatively weakly againstpurpose 1 and not at all againstpurpose 2. Further refined
	Within land parcel B in GBReview Stage 1 which performsrelatively highly against purpose3, relatively weakly againstpurpose 1 and not at all againstpurpose 2. Further refined
	parcel finds that developmentwould not have an adverse
	effect of the strategic gapbetween Chertsey & Egham orcause further encroachment intothe countryside including a smallenlargement to the reserve sitefrom a triangular piece of land tothe south west.  GB Review Part2 considered furtherenlargement of the site toaccommodate Grange Farm(sub-area 56) which performedweakly against purposes 2 & 3and moderately against purpose1 playing a lesser role in thewider Green Belt as a resultoflimited openness and loss wouldnot harm integrity of surroundingGB.

	Thesite performs medium-high against accessibility with low-mediumconstraints.Thereservesiteextended by a triangular piece of land to the southwestperforms relativelyweakly or not at all against Green Belt purposes 1 & 2to check unrestricted sprawl and prevent neighbouring towns merging butrelativelystrongly againstGreen Belt purpose 3 to assist in safeguarding thecountryside from encroachment. However,further refinement reveals thatdevelopment would not compromise purpose 2or 3.At a local level, includingt
	Thesite performs medium-high against accessibility with low-mediumconstraints.Thereservesiteextended by a triangular piece of land to the southwestperforms relativelyweakly or not at all against Green Belt purposes 1 & 2to check unrestricted sprawl and prevent neighbouring towns merging butrelativelystrongly againstGreen Belt purpose 3 to assist in safeguarding thecountryside from encroachment. However,further refinement reveals thatdevelopment would not compromise purpose 2or 3.At a local level, includingt
	Beltand would promotesustainable patterns of development. The site ispartlyidentified as a housing reserve site in the 2001 Local Plan.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site
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	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	62–Land at Addlestonemoor
	62–Land at Addlestonemoor
	62–Land at Addlestonemoor
	62–Land at Addlestonemoor


	Highperforming sitein terms ofbothaccessibilityandconstraints.
	Within land parcel 35 of GBReview Part1 and performedmoderately against purposes 1& 2 and weakly against purpose3. The GB Review Part 2 alsoscores the sub-area (46)moderately against purposes 1& 2 and weakly against purpose3. The site is considered to beintegral in strategic terms tomaintaining the gap betweenChertsey & Addlestone andopenness with loss harmingwider strategic Green Belt.
	Site performs highly against both accessibility and constraints, but performsmoderately against Green Belt purposes and is considered to be integral tomaintaining the gap between Addlestone and Chertsey. Whilst it is noted thatthe site is highly accessible with low constraints, given its Green Beltperformance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needsisnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Releasewould thereforeadversely affect the overall integrity, role andfun
	

	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw
	77–232 Brox Road, Ottershaw


	Medium-highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 28of GreenBelt Review Part 1which scoresvery highly against purpose 1and relatively highly againstpurposes 2 & 3.However, at thelocal level the Green BeltReview Part 2 scores the sub-area (13) weakly againstpurposes 1 & 2 and moderatelyagainst purpose 3 because thesub-area does not preventsprawl and makes a lessercontribution to overall opennessand gap between settlements,with loss unlikely to harm widerstrategic Green Belt, althoughboundaries would needstrengthening.
	Thesite performs medium-highin terms ofaccessibility with low constraintsand at a local level performs a lesser role in the wider strategic Green Belt.However, the site is located to the south west of Ottershaw, is small in scaleandwould form backland development between Brox Road and GuildfordRoad.It is considered that this would appear as incongruous to the generalsettlement pattern and would not form a rounding off of the settlement,especially given that the land to the northof the site is not recommende
	
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	SLAA
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	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	97& 99–Longcross Garden Village
	97& 99–Longcross Garden Village
	97& 99–Longcross Garden Village
	97& 99–Longcross Garden Village


	Mediumperforming siteoverall with
	Mediumperforming siteoverall with
	lowaccessibilityand lowconstraints.

	Area north of the M3 within landparcel 21 of Green Belt ReviewPart 1 which does not scoreagainst any of the Green Beltpurposes at all. Furtherrefinedparcel finds that there may bescope for durable boundaries toprotect surrounding Green Beltfrom further sprawl and preventcoalescence with Virginia Waterwith further consideration ofwhether development wouldcompromise wider non-fragmented swathe of GreenBelt.
	Area north of the M3 within landparcel 21 of Green Belt ReviewPart 1 which does not scoreagainst any of the Green Beltpurposes at all. Furtherrefinedparcel finds that there may bescope for durable boundaries toprotect surrounding Green Beltfrom further sprawl and preventcoalescence with Virginia Waterwith further consideration ofwhether development wouldcompromise wider non-fragmented swathe of GreenBelt.
	Area south of the M3 within landparcel 22 of the Green BeltReview Part 1scoresmoderatelyagainstpurpose 3,but relatively weakly againstpurposes 1 and 2.Furtherrefined parcel finds that theremay be scope for durableboundariesto protectsurrounding Green Beltfromfurther sprawl with furtherconsiderationas towhetherdevelopment would compromisewider non-fragmented swathe ofGreen Belt.

	The site performs low in terms of accessibility but with low constraints.
	The site performs low in terms of accessibility but with low constraints.
	However the site as a potential new Garden Village wouldbe large enough toimprove accessibility and provide on-site local services and facilities and theGovernment has given its support to the site as a location for such a
	settlement. The area north of the M3 does not meet any of the Green Beltpurposes at all and south of the M3 performs moderately against purpose 3 toassist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment but only relatively orvery weakly against purposes 1 & 2 to check unrestricted sprawl and preventneighbouring towns from merging.The refined land parcels found thatconsideration should be given to whether development would compromise thenon-fragmented swathe of Green Belt between Runnymede & Surrey Heath.T
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	154–Land at Howard’s Lane, Rowtown
	154–Land at Howard’s Lane, Rowtown
	154–Land at Howard’s Lane, Rowtown
	154–Land at Howard’s Lane, Rowtown


	Mediumperforming siteoverall.Accessibility ismedium andconstraints arelow.
	Within land parcel 28 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoreshighly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3. Green Belt Review Part 2scores the sub-area (14)moderately against all threepurposes. The sub-area isconsidered to form part of thewider essential gap betweenAddlestone and Ottershawpreventing the erosion of analready narrow gap andcontributing to openness. Its
	Within land parcel 28 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoreshighly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3. Green Belt Review Part 2scores the sub-area (14)moderately against all threepurposes. The sub-area isconsidered to form part of thewider essential gap betweenAddlestone and Ottershawpreventing the erosion of analready narrow gap andcontributing to openness. Its
	loss is considered harmful to thewider integrity of the Green Belt.

	Site performs medium against accessibility with low constraints. Howeverperformance against GreenBelt purposes is either moderate or strong with thesite playing an integral role in preventing erosion of the narrow gap betweensettlements.Whilst the site performs medium in terms of accessibility with lowconstraints,given its Green Belt performanceand role in the wider Green Belt,delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Beltprotectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely affec
	Site performs medium against accessibility with low constraints. Howeverperformance against GreenBelt purposes is either moderate or strong with thesite playing an integral role in preventing erosion of the narrow gap betweensettlements.Whilst the site performs medium in terms of accessibility with lowconstraints,given its Green Belt performanceand role in the wider Green Belt,delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Beltprotectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely affec
	sustainable patterns of development.

	

	156–Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen
	156–Blay’s House, Blay’s Lane, EnglefieldGreen


	Mediumperforming sitein terms ofbothaccessibilityandconstraints.
	Within land parcel 5in GreenBelt Review Part 1 andscoreshighly against purpose 3,moderately against purpose 1butweakly against purpose 2.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (95) moderatelyagainst purposes 1 & 2 andweakly against 3. The sub-areahas limited openness and semi-urban character with limitedcontribution to preventingencroachment and sense ofseparation from the countrysideand loss would not harm widerintegrity of Green Belt.
	The site is medium performing in terms of bothconstraintsand accessibility.The sitescores moderately well against most Green belt purposes but itssense of separation from the wider countryside and semi-urban charactermeans that in reality, the site plays a limited role in meeting Green Beltpurposes. The sub-area is also strongly bounded by defensible and durablefeatures.As such, given thesites moderate level of accessibility and mediumconstraints, it is considered thatthe delivery of development needs on th
	
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	158–Squires Garden Centre, Hollow HillChertsey
	158–Squires Garden Centre, Hollow HillChertsey
	158–Squires Garden Centre, Hollow HillChertsey
	158–Squires Garden Centre, Hollow HillChertsey


	Mediumperforming siteoverall.Accessibility ismedium andconstraints arelow-medium.
	Within land parcel 22 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purposes 1& 3 and weakly against purpose2. Site falls within 3 sub areas inGreen Belt Review Part 2, sub-area 43, 44 & 45. Sub-area 43performs moderately against allthree purposes. Sub-area 44scores highly against purposes
	Within land parcel 22 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purposes 1& 3 and weakly against purpose2. Site falls within 3 sub areas inGreen Belt Review Part 2, sub-area 43, 44 & 45. Sub-area 43performs moderately against allthree purposes. Sub-area 44scores highly against purposes
	1 & 3 and sub-area 45 weaklyagainst purpose 1 butmoderately against purpose 2and highly against purpose3. Allthree sub-areas play animportant role in preventingcoalescence with sub-areas 44& 45 also preventing sprawland/or encroachment into thecountryside. The loss of any ofthe sub-areas would be harmfulto the wider strategic Green
	Belt.

	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low-medium constraints.However performance against Green Belt purposes is predominantly eithermoderate or strong with the site playing an important role in preventingcoalescence and sprawl/encroachment into thecountryside.Whilst the siteperforms moderately in terms of accessibility with medium constraints,given itsGreen Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin thisin
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
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	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	167–Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone
	167–Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone
	167–Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone
	167–Land at Woburn Hill, Addlestone


	Medium-Highperforming siteoverall.Accessibility ismedium-highand
	Medium-Highperforming siteoverall.Accessibility ismedium-highand
	constraintslow.

	Within land parcel 35 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderate-high against purpose1, moderately against purpose 2and weakly against purpose 3.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (41) highly againstpurpose 2, moderately againstpurpose 1 and moderately-weakagainst purpose 3. Sub-areaprovides a barrier to furthersprawl and plays a heightenedrole in maintaining separationbetween Chertsey &
	Within land parcel 35 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderate-high against purpose1, moderately against purpose 2and weakly against purpose 3.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (41) highly againstpurpose 2, moderately againstpurpose 1 and moderately-weakagainst purpose 3. Sub-areaprovides a barrier to furthersprawl and plays a heightenedrole in maintaining separationbetween Chertsey &
	Addlestone. Sub-area plays afundamental role in widerGreenBelt and loss would besignificantly harmful.

	The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.However, the site also performs strongly against Green Belt purposes, playinga fundamental role in preventing the coalescence of settlements and its role inpreventing sprawl. Whilst the site is highly accessible with low constraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin thisinstance.Release would thereforeadversely affect t
	
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	205–Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205–Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205–Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone
	205–Crockford Bridge Farm, New Haw Road, Addlestone


	Mediumperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 30 in GBReview Part 1 whichperformsstrongly against purposes 1 & 2and relatively strongly againstpurpose 3. Site falls within subarea 23 in Green Belt ReviewPart 2 with a small area in sub-area 22. Sub-area 23 scoreshighly against purposes 1 & 2and moderately against purpose3 with sub-area 22 scoringhighly against purpose 1,moderately against purpose 2and moderately-weak againstpurpose 3. Sub areas 22 & 23play an integral role inpreventing sprawl andmaintaining openness within anarrow gap
	The site is medium-highperforming in terms of accessibility with mediumconstraints. The site scores highly againstGreen Belt purpose 1 &2 and isconsidered to be integral to preventing sprawl with potential to narrow the gapbetween settlements. Whilst it is noted that the site performs medium-highagainst accessibility with medium constraints, given its Green Belt performanceand role inthe wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needswhether forhousing or employmentisnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt prot
	The site is medium-highperforming in terms of accessibility with mediumconstraints. The site scores highly againstGreen Belt purpose 1 &2 and isconsidered to be integral to preventing sprawl with potential to narrow the gapbetween settlements. Whilst it is noted that the site performs medium-highagainst accessibility with medium constraints, given its Green Belt performanceand role inthe wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needswhether forhousing or employmentisnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt prot
	role andfunction of the Green Beltand would not promote sustainable patternsof development.
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	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road
	212–Home Farm, Stroude Road


	Medium Highperforming siteoverall withmedium highaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 9 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose 1,weakly against purpose 2 andmoderately against purpose 3.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (65) weakly againstpurpose 1 and moderatelyagainst purposes 2 & 3. Loss ofthe sub-area would harm widerGreen Belt by promotingencroachment into an open andsensitive area of countryside.
	Site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility and constraints. However,performance against Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 is moderate and is consideredto play an important role in preventingencroachment into a sensitive area ofcountryside.Whilst the site performs well in terms of accessibility andconstraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt,delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Beltprotectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely affect t
	Site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility and constraints. However,performance against Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 is moderate and is consideredto play an important role in preventingencroachment into a sensitive area ofcountryside.Whilst the site performs well in terms of accessibility andconstraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt,delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Beltprotectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely affect t
	sustainable patterns of development.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	217–Land adjacent Wheelers Green, Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land adjacent Wheelers Green, Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land adjacent Wheelers Green, Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams
	217–Land adjacent Wheelers Green, Parcel E, Chertsey Bittams


	Medium-Highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 25 of GBReview Part 1 which performsstrongly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3. Further refined parcel findsthat aspart of a wider strategicgap, development would notlead to the merging ofsettlements and with an existingsemi-urban character its role inmeeting purpose 3 has alreadybeen compromised. GB ReviewPart 2 scores the sub-area (35)moderately against purposes 1& 3 but weakly against purpose2, preventing merging ofsettlements. However the sub-area has a sense ofcon
	The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.Thewiderland parcel performedrelatively highly against Green Belt purpose
	The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.Thewiderland parcel performedrelatively highly against Green Belt purpose
	1, however the commentary for the refined parcel states that strong boundarieswill prevent further sprawl, the strategic gap would not lead to merger ofsettlements and the semi-urban character has already compromised opencountryside and its role in meeting purpose 3. The sub-area is also onlyconsidered to play a limited role in the wider GB.As such, given thesitesrelatively high level of accessibility and limited impact on constraints, andgenerally weak performance against Green belt purposes, it is conside
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham
	218–Rusham Park, Whitehall Lane, Egham


	Mediumperforming sitefor bothaccessibilityand
	Mediumperforming sitefor bothaccessibilityand
	constraints

	Within land parcel 9 of GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purposes 1& 3 and weakly against purpose2. Green Belt Review Part 2scores the sub-area (92) weaklyagainst all three purposes. Thesub-area plays no role inpreventing sprawl, a small rolein preventing coalescence and isurban in character and overallplays a limited role in the widerGreen Belt.
	Site performs medium against both accessibility and constraints and onlyweakly against Green Belt purposes playing a limited role in the wider GreenBelt. However, thesite is located on the edge of Egham but with a gap formedfrom Royal Holloway University of London (RHUL) and public open spacebetween it and the urban boundary to the north. The sub-areas containingRHUL and the open space (97, 98 & 99) have also beenidentified as weakeror moderately performing with loss not considered harmful to the wider Gree
	

	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill,Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill,Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill,Chertsey
	219–Villa Santa Maria, St Ann’s Hill,Chertsey


	Mediumperforming siteboth in termsof accessibilityandconstraints.
	Within land parcel 16 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoreshighly against purposes 1,moderately against purpose 3but weakly against purpose 2.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (57) highly againstpurpose 1, moderately againstpurpose 3 and weakly againstpurpose 2. Sub-area plays aheightened role in preventingsprawl with limited potential toreduce harm. Loss would beharmful to wider Green Belt.
	The site is medium performing in terms ofboth accessibility and constraints butperforms stronglyagainst purpose1 and moderately against purpose 3,
	The site is medium performing in terms ofboth accessibility and constraints butperforms stronglyagainst purpose1 and moderately against purpose 3,
	playing an important role in preventing sprawl.Whilstthe site performsmoderately against accessibility and constraints, given its Green Beltperformance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needsisnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Releasewould thereforeadversely affect the overall integrity, role andfunction of theGreen Beltand would not promote sustainable patterns of development.
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	SLAA
	SLAA
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	Site
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	Green Belt Review
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	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	224–Land adjacent 62 Addlestonemoor
	224–Land adjacent 62 Addlestonemoor
	224–Land adjacent 62 Addlestonemoor
	224–Land adjacent 62 Addlestonemoor


	Highperforming siteoverall.Medium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints
	Within land parcel 35 of GBReview Part 1 and performedmoderately against purposes 1& 2 and weakly against purpose3. The GB review Part 2 alsoscores the sub-area (46)moderately against purposes 1& 2 and weakly against purpose3. The site is considered to beintegral in strategic terms tomaintaining the gap betweenChertsey & Addlestone andopenness with loss harmingwider strategic Green Belt.
	Site performs high against accessibility with low constraints, but performsmoderately against Green Belt purposes and is considered to be integral tomaintaining the gap between Addlestone and Chertsey performing a strategicrole. Whilst it is noted that the site is highly accessible with low constraints,given its Green Belt performance androle in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin thisinstance.Release would thereforeadversely affect the over
	

	227–Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor
	227–Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor
	227–Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor
	227–Woburn Park Farm, Addlestonemoor


	Medium-Highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 35 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderate-high against purpose1, moderately against purpose 2and weakly against purpose 3.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (41) highly againstpurpose 2, moderately againstpurpose 1 and moderately-weakagainst purpose 3. Sub-areaprovides a barrier to furthersprawl and plays a heightenedrole in maintaining separationbetween Chertsey &
	Within land parcel 35 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderate-high against purpose1, moderately against purpose 2and weakly against purpose 3.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (41) highly againstpurpose 2, moderately againstpurpose 1 and moderately-weakagainst purpose 3. Sub-areaprovides a barrier to furthersprawl and plays a heightenedrole in maintaining separationbetween Chertsey &
	Addlestone.Sub-area plays afundamental role in wider GreenBelt and loss would besignificantly harmful.

	The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with mediumconstraints. However, the site also performs strongly against Green Beltpurposes, playing afundamental role in preventing the coalescence ofsettlements and its role in preventing sprawl. Whilst it is noted that the site ishighly accessible with medium constraints, given its Green Belt performanceand role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Release wouldtheref
	
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	Green Belt Review
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	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital
	231–St Peter’s Hospital


	Medium-Highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 26 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresweakly against purpose 1 butmoderately against purposes 2& 3. Green Belt Review Part 2scores the sub-area (38) asweakly, relatively weakly againstpurposes 2 & 3 but moderatelyagainstpurpose 1. Sub areadoes not representcharacteristics of wider landparcel with limited contribution topurpose 3 and makes lessercontribution to gap betweensettlements. Sub-area playslimited role in wider strategicGreen Belt and loss would notbe harmful.
	The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low-mediumconstraints.Thewiderland parcel performed moderately well against purposes2 &3, but the smaller sub-area is also only considered to play a limited role inmeeting purposes 2 & 3 and loss would not be harmful to wider Green Belt.Assuch, given thesites relatively high level of accessibility and limited impact onconstraints, it is considered thatthe delivery of development needon the site isconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protection. It is
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
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	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	254–Land Parcel B, Central Veterinary Laboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B, Central Veterinary Laboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B, Central Veterinary Laboratory, Rowtown
	254–Land Parcel B, Central Veterinary Laboratory, Rowtown


	Mediumperforming sitewith mediumaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 28of GBReview Part 1which scores veryhighly against purpose1 andmoderatelyagainst purposes 2& 3.Further refined land parcelfinds that in general
	Within land parcel 28of GBReview Part 1which scores veryhighly against purpose1 andmoderatelyagainst purposes 2& 3.Further refined land parcelfinds that in general
	development of refined areawould not compromise purpose1. Green Belt Review Part 2scores the sub-area (7) weaklyagainst purposes 1 & 2 andmoderately against purpose 3.Sub-area makes lessercontribution to separation ofsettlements at local level due toenclosed nature of northernsection of sub-area. Loss of sub-area would not be harmful towider Green Belt as it ispredominantly infill, but southwestern part of sub-area plays amore critical role, preventingfurther ribbon development andsignificant mitigation wou

	The site performs mediumin terms ofaccessibility with low constraints. Whilstthe wider land parcel performs very highly or moderately against all threepurposes the refined parcel is not considered to compromise any of the threepurposes. At the local level the sub-area performs weakly against purpose 1 &2 and moderately against purpose 3. Given the sub-area’s lesser role inpreventing sprawl and coalescence, due in partto being infill in nature, losswould not harm wider Green Belt. However, as has been acknow
	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
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	Site
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	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	255A–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams
	255A–Parcel A, Chertsey Bittams
	Medium-highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints
	Within land parcel 25 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresstrongly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3. Further refined parcel findsthat as part of a wider strategicgap, development would notlead to the merging ofsettlements and with an existingsemi-urban character its role inmeeting purpose 3 has alreadybeen compromised. Green BeltReview Part 2 scores sub-area(40) moderately againstpurposes 1 & 3 and weaklyagainst purpose 2. Sub-areafundamentally plays lesser rolein preventing sprawl and
	The site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low-mediumconstraints. Whilst the wider land parcel performs strongly or moderatelyagainst all three purposes the refined parcel states that strong boundaries willprevent further sprawl and the strategic gap wouldnot lead to merger ofsettlements and the semi-urban character has already compromised opencountryside and its role in meeting purpose 3. This also reflects the findings ofthe Part 2 Review of the sub-area and its loss would not be harmful
	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
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	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	255B–Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams
	255B–Parcel B, Chertsey Bittams
	Mediumperforming forbothaccessibilityandconstraints
	Within land parcel 25 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresstrongly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3. Further refined parcel findsthat as part of a wider strategicgap, development would notlead to the merging ofsettlements and with an existingsemi-urban character its role inmeeting purpose 3 has alreadybeen compromised. Part 2Green Belt Review scores sub-area (37) moderately againstpurposes 1 & 3 and weaklyagainst purpose 2. Sub-areafundamentally plays lesser rolein preventing sprawl an
	The site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints. Whilstthe wider land parcel performs strongly or moderately against all threepurposes the refined parcel states that strong boundaries will prevent furthersprawl and the strategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements and thesemi-urban character has already compromised open countryside and its rolein meeting purpose 3. This also reflects the findings of the Part 2 Review of thesub-area and its loss would not be harmful to the wid
	The site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints. Whilstthe wider land parcel performs strongly or moderately against all threepurposes the refined parcel states that strong boundaries will prevent furthersprawl and the strategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements and thesemi-urban character has already compromised open countryside and its rolein meeting purpose 3. This also reflects the findings of the Part 2 Review of thesub-area and its loss would not be harmful to the wid
	Green Belt protection aslosswouldnotadversely affect the overall integrity,role or function of the Green Beltand promote sustainable patterns ofdevelopment.
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	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	255C–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	255C–Parcel C, Chertsey Bittams
	Mediumperforming forbothaccessibilityandconstraints
	Within land parcel 25 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresstrongly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3. Further refined parcel findsthat as part of a wider strategicgap, development would notlead to the merging ofsettlements and with an existingsemi-urban character its role inmeeting purpose 3 has alreadybeen compromised. Part 2Green Belt Review scores sub-area (37) moderately againstpurposes 1 & 3 and weaklyagainst purpose2. Sub-areafundamentally plays lesser rolein preventing sprawl and
	The site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints. Whilstthe wider land parcel performs strongly or moderately against all threepurposes the refined parcel states that strong boundaries will prevent furthersprawland the strategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements and thesemi-urban character has already compromised open countryside and its rolein meeting purpose 3. This also reflects the findings of the Part 2 Review of thesub-area and its loss wouldnot be harmful to the wider
	The site performs medium in terms of both accessibility and constraints. Whilstthe wider land parcel performs strongly or moderately against all threepurposes the refined parcel states that strong boundaries will prevent furthersprawland the strategic gap would not lead to merger of settlements and thesemi-urban character has already compromised open countryside and its rolein meeting purpose 3. This also reflects the findings of the Part 2 Review of thesub-area and its loss wouldnot be harmful to the wider
	Green Belt protection aslosswouldnotadversely affect the overall integrity,role or function of the Green Beltand promote sustainable patterns ofdevelopment.
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	SLAA
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	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel A (ThorpeLea Manor)


	Medium-highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 11of GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose1but weaklyagainst purposes2&3. Refined land parcel finds thatthere may be scope for smalldevelopment withoutcompromising meeting purposes2 & 3, but consideration shouldbe given to impact on purpose 1.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoressub-area (101) weakly againstall three purposes. Sub-areaplays no role in preventingcoalescence and loss wouldhave limited harm to wider
	Within land parcel 11of GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose1but weaklyagainst purposes2&3. Refined land parcel finds thatthere may be scope for smalldevelopment withoutcompromising meeting purposes2 & 3, but consideration shouldbe given to impact on purpose 1.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoressub-area (101) weakly againstall three purposes. Sub-areaplays no role in preventingcoalescence and loss wouldhave limited harm to wider
	Green Belt.

	The site performsmedium-high in terms ofaccessibility with lowconstraints.Thewiderland parcel performsrelativelystronglyagainst purpose 1 but weaklyagainst 2 & 3 withthe refined parcelnot compromising purposes 2 & 3 butconsideration should be given to purpose 1. At thelocal level the sub-areaperforms weakly against all three purposes. It is considered that the northernboundaries of the site can form a permanent physical boundary which isdurable and defendable and therefore would not impact upon purpose 1.As
	The site performsmedium-high in terms ofaccessibility with lowconstraints.Thewiderland parcel performsrelativelystronglyagainst purpose 1 but weaklyagainst 2 & 3 withthe refined parcelnot compromising purposes 2 & 3 butconsideration should be given to purpose 1. At thelocal level the sub-areaperforms weakly against all three purposes. It is considered that the northernboundaries of the site can form a permanent physical boundary which isdurable and defendable and therefore would not impact upon purpose 1.As
	considered to outweigh Green Belt protection as it is not considered thatdevelopment would adversely affectthe overall integrity, role or function of theGreen Beltand promote sustainable patterns of development.
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	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B (GlenvilleFarm)
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B (GlenvilleFarm)
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B (GlenvilleFarm)
	256–Thorpe Lea Road North, Parcel B (GlenvilleFarm)


	Medium-highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 11of GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose1but weaklyagainst purposes2&3. Refined land parcel finds thatthere may be scope for smalldevelopment withoutcompromising meeting purposes2 & 3, but consideration shouldbe given to impact on purpose 1.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoressub-area (101) weakly againstall three purposes. Sub-areaplays no role in preventingcoalescence and loss wouldhave limited harm to wider
	Within land parcel 11of GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose1but weaklyagainst purposes2&3. Refined land parcel finds thatthere may be scope for smalldevelopment withoutcompromising meeting purposes2 & 3, but consideration shouldbe given to impact on purpose 1.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoressub-area (101) weakly againstall three purposes. Sub-areaplays no role in preventingcoalescence and loss wouldhave limited harm to wider
	Green Belt.

	The site performsmedium-highin terms of accessibility with lowconstraints.Thewiderland parcel performsrelativelystronglyagainst purpose 1 but weaklyagainst 2 & 3 withthe refined parcelnot compromising purposes 2 & 3 butconsideration should be given to purpose 1. At thelocal level the sub-areaperforms weakly against all three purposes. It is considered that the northernboundaries of the site can form a permanent physical boundary which isdurable and defendable and therefore would not impact upon purpose 1.As
	The site performsmedium-highin terms of accessibility with lowconstraints.Thewiderland parcel performsrelativelystronglyagainst purpose 1 but weaklyagainst 2 & 3 withthe refined parcelnot compromising purposes 2 & 3 butconsideration should be given to purpose 1. At thelocal level the sub-areaperforms weakly against all three purposes. It is considered that the northernboundaries of the site can form a permanent physical boundary which isdurable and defendable and therefore would not impact upon purpose 1.As
	Green Beltand would promote sustainable patterns of development.
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	257–Thorpe Lea Road West
	257–Thorpe Lea Road West
	257–Thorpe Lea Road West
	257–Thorpe Lea Road West


	Medium-highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 10 of GreenBelt Review Part 1 which scoresmoderately against purposes 1and 3 but weakly againstpurpose 2. Refined land parcelfinds that permanent siteboundaries could be definedwhich would prevent sprawl andwould not risk mergingsettlements. The sites role inmeeting purpose 3 has alreadybeen compromised. Green BeltReview Part 2 scores the sub-area (94) moderately againstpurpose 1 and weakly againstpurposes 2 & 3. Sub-area ofmoderate importance topreventing sprawl with M25restricting outwa
	The site performsmedium-high in terms of accessibility and medium in termsof constraints. Thewiderland parcel performsrelativelystronglyagainstpurposes 1 & 3 but weakly against purpose 2 with the refined parcel stating
	The site performsmedium-high in terms of accessibility and medium in termsof constraints. Thewiderland parcel performsrelativelystronglyagainstpurposes 1 & 3 but weakly against purpose 2 with the refined parcel stating
	that development would not compromise purposes 1 & 2 and that purpose 3has already been compromised. At the local level the sub-area also performedweakly against purposes 2 & 3 with M25 restricting outward growth with no rolein preventing coalescence of settlements.As such, given the sites relativelyhigh accessibility and medium impact on constraints and overall Green Beltperformance,it is considered that the delivery of development needs on the
	site outweighsGreen Belt protection as development wouldnotadverselyaffect the overall integrity, role or function of the Green Beltand would promotesustainable patterns of development.
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	258–Virginia Water North
	258–Virginia Water North
	258–Virginia Water North
	258–Virginia Water North


	Mediumperforming sitewith mediumaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 8 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose 3but weakly against purposes 1 &2. Refined land parcel finds thatthere may be scope fordevelopment adjacent to VirginiaWater with site partiallycontained within existing urbanarea and bounded by permanentphysical features preventingfurther encroachment into thecountryside and notcompromising purpose 2. GreenBelt Review Part 2 scores sub-area (70) weakly againstpurposes 1 & 2 and moderatelyagainst purpose 3. Sub-areadoes not
	The site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low-mediumconstraints. Thewiderlandparcel performs moderately against purposes 3 butweakly against purposes 1 &2with the refined parcel statingthat developmentwould not compromise purpose2or 3. At the local level the sub-area performsweakly against purposes 1 & 2 and moderately against purpose 3 but playsonly a limited role in wider Green Belt.As such, given the sites moderateaccessibility and low-medium impact on constraints and the overallperformance
	
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	259–Virginia Water West
	259–Virginia Water West
	259–Virginia Water West
	259–Virginia Water West


	Mediumperforming sitefor bothaccessibilityandconstraints.
	Within land parcel 7 of GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresweakly against all threepurposes. Further refined parcelfinds scope fordevelopment intwo areas which are partiallycontained within existingdevelopment, checked bypermanent features and noadverse impact on the strategicgap between Sunningdale andVirginia Water or cause furtherencroachment into thecountryside. Site falls within twosub-areas in the Green BeltReview Part 2 (59 & 60). Sub-area 59 scores weakly/relativelyweakly against all threepurposes wi
	The site performs medium against accessibility andconstraints. Thewiderlandparcel performsweakly or not at all against all three purposes, with the refinedparcel statingthat development would not compromise purposes 2 or 3. At thelocal level sub-area 59 performs weakly against all three purposes and playsno role in the wider Green Belt. Sub-area 60 performs weakly against purposes1 & 2 but moderately against purpose 3, although its role at the strategic levelis limited. As such, given the sites moderate acc
	
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	261–Virginia Water South
	261–Virginia Water South
	261–Virginia Water South
	261–Virginia Water South


	Mediumperforming siteoverall withmediumaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 7 of GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresweakly against all threepurposes. Further refined parcelfinds scope for development intwoareas which are partiallycontained within existingdevelopment, checked bypermanent features and noadverse impact on the strategicgap between Sunningdale andVirginia Water or cause furtherencroachment into thecountryside. Green Belt ReviewPart 2 scores sub-area (52)weakly against purposes 1 & 2and moderately against purpose3. Sub-area plays little or no roleto pre
	The site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low-mediumconstraints.Thewiderland parcel performs weakly or not at all against all
	The site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low-mediumconstraints.Thewiderland parcel performs weakly or not at all against all
	three purposes,with the refined parcel statingthat development would notcompromise purposes 2 or 3.At the local level the sub-area performs weaklyagainst purposes 1 &2 and moderately against purpose 3, but is considered toplay only a limited role in the wider Green Belt.As such, given the sitesmoderate accessibility and low-medium impact on constraints as well as
	overall performance of Green Belt,the delivery of development needs on thesite is considered to outweigh Green Belt protectionandthat developmentwouldnotadversely affect the overall integrity, role or function of the GreenBeltand would promote sustainable patterns of development.
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	263–OttershawEast
	263–OttershawEast
	263–OttershawEast
	263–OttershawEast


	Medium-highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 28of GreenBelt Review Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3.Further refined land parcelfinds that in generaldevelopment of refined landparcelwould not compromisepurpose 1 and given sitepartially contained andboundedby physical features does notadversely impactgaps betweenOttershaw, Addlestone, NewHaw/Woking or cause furtherencroachment.Site falls withintwo sub-areas in the Green BeltReview Part 2 (10 & 11). Sub-area 10 scores weakly againstpurpose
	Within land parcel 28of GreenBelt Review Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3.Further refined land parcelfinds that in generaldevelopment of refined landparcelwould not compromisepurpose 1 and given sitepartially contained andboundedby physical features does notadversely impactgaps betweenOttershaw, Addlestone, NewHaw/Woking or cause furtherencroachment.Site falls withintwo sub-areas in the Green BeltReview Part 2 (10 & 11). Sub-area 10 scores weakly againstpurpose
	site would not harm wider GreenBelt.

	The site performsmedium-highin termsof accessibilitywith lowconstraints.Thewider land parcel performs strongly or relatively strongly against all threepurposes withthefurther refined parcelnot considered to compromise any ofthe three purposes.At the local level both sub-areas 10 and 11 do not play arole in preventing sprawl with sub-area 10 playing no role in preventingcoalescence and limitedrole in preventing encroachment. The western part ofsub-area 11 also does not play a role in preventing coalescence a
	The site performsmedium-highin termsof accessibilitywith lowconstraints.Thewider land parcel performs strongly or relatively strongly against all threepurposes withthefurther refined parcelnot considered to compromise any ofthe three purposes.At the local level both sub-areas 10 and 11 do not play arole in preventing sprawl with sub-area 10 playing no role in preventingcoalescence and limitedrole in preventing encroachment. The western part ofsub-area 11 also does not play a role in preventing coalescence a
	integrity, role or function of the Green Beltand promote sustainable patterns ofdevelopment on the western area of the site. The eastern area of the site (eastof the public footpath) plays a more fundamental role in the wider Green Beltand should be retained in the Green Belt along with sub-area10.
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	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham Park Road, Woodham
	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham Park Road, Woodham
	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham Park Road, Woodham
	268–Land at 79-87a Woodham Park Road, Woodham


	Mediumperforming siteoverall withmediumaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 28of GreenBelt Review Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2&3.Further refined land parceldid not include the site. GreenBelt Review Part 2 scores thesub-area (1) moderately againstpurpose 1 and weakly/relativelyweakly against purposes 2 & 3.Sub-area plays a limited role inpreventing sprawl and formssmallpart of wider gap betweensettlements with limitedcontribution to openness.However site prevents furthersprawl in absence of defensibleboundaries and 
	The site performs medium interms of accessibility with low constraints. TheGreen Belt Review Part 2 found the sub-area to perform either weakly ormoderately against Green Belt purposes, however, because of the site’s role inpreventing further sprawl in the absence of defensibleboundaries to the southand preventing coalescence of settlements the sub-area is considered to playa strong role in the wider Green Belt. Although the site performs moderately interms of accessibility and has low constraints, given it
	The site performs medium interms of accessibility with low constraints. TheGreen Belt Review Part 2 found the sub-area to perform either weakly ormoderately against Green Belt purposes, however, because of the site’s role inpreventing further sprawl in the absence of defensibleboundaries to the southand preventing coalescence of settlements the sub-area is considered to playa strong role in the wider Green Belt. Although the site performs moderately interms of accessibility and has low constraints, given it
	performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needsisnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Releasewould thereforeadversely affect the overall integrity, role andfunction of theGreen Beltand would not promote sustainable patterns of development.

	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	274–Allington & 37, 47, 57 Howard’s Lane, Rowtown
	274–Allington & 37, 47, 57 Howard’s Lane, Rowtown
	274–Allington & 37, 47, 57 Howard’s Lane, Rowtown
	274–Allington & 37, 47, 57 Howard’s Lane, Rowtown


	Mediumperforming siteoverall withmediumaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 28of GreenBelt Review Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3.Further refined land parceldid not include the site. GreenBelt Review Part 2 scores thesub-area (19) strongly againstpurpose 1 and moderatelyagainst purposes 2 & 3. Sub-area plays a strong role inpreventing sprawl in theabsence of defensibleboundaries and would furtherreduce an already narrow gapbetween settlements. Loss
	Within land parcel 28of GreenBelt Review Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3.Further refined land parceldid not include the site. GreenBelt Review Part 2 scores thesub-area (19) strongly againstpurpose 1 and moderatelyagainst purposes 2 & 3. Sub-area plays a strong role inpreventing sprawl in theabsence of defensibleboundaries and would furtherreduce an already narrow gapbetween settlements. Loss
	would be harmful to wider GreenBelt.

	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low constraints. Howeverperformance against Green Belt purposes is either moderate or strong with thesite playing an integral role in preventing erosion of the narrow gap betweensettlements and preventing sprawl.Whilst the site performs moderately interms of accessibility with low constraints,given its Green Belt performanceand role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin this instance.Relea
	

	277–The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, Virginia Water
	277–The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, Virginia Water
	277–The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, Virginia Water
	277–The Old Chalet, Callow Hill, Virginia Water


	Mediumperforming siteoverall withmediumaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 8 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose 3but weakly against purposes 1 &2.Further refined land parceldidnot include the site. Green BeltReview Part 2 scores the sub-area (71) strongly againstpurpose 3 and weakly againstpurposes 1 & 2. Sub-area playsimportant role in preventingencroachment into countrysideand at strategic level maintainopenness of Green Belt. Losswould be harmful to wider GreenBelt.
	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low constraints. However,performance against Green Belt purpose 3 is strong and is considered to playan important role in preventing encroachment into countryside and maintainingopenness.Whilst the site performs moderately in terms of accessibilitywith lowconstraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt,delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Beltprotectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely
	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low constraints. However,performance against Green Belt purpose 3 is strong and is considered to playan important role in preventing encroachment into countryside and maintainingopenness.Whilst the site performs moderately in terms of accessibilitywith lowconstraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt,delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Beltprotectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely
	sustainable patterns of development.

	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	284–Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284–Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284–Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw
	284–Christmas Tree Site, Ottershaw


	Medium-highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand lowconstraints.
	Within land parcel 26 in GreenBeltReview Stage 1 and scoresweakly against purpose 1 butmoderately against purpose 2and strongly against purpose 3.Site falls within two sub-areas inGreen Belt Review Part 2 (24 &34). Sub-area 24 scores weaklyagainst purpose 1 but stronglyagainst purposes 2 & 3, playinga role in preventing coalescenceat a strategic level andpreventing encroachment intothe countryside. Sub-area 34scores weakly against purposes1 & 2 but strongly againstpurpose 3 playing a role inpreventing encro
	Site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.However, performance against Green Belt purpose 3 is strong for both sub-areas and is considered to play an important role in preventing encroachmentinto countryside and at a strategic level is also considered to prevent thecoalescence of settlements.Whilst the site performs medium-high high in
	Site performs medium-high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.However, performance against Green Belt purpose 3 is strong for both sub-areas and is considered to play an important role in preventing encroachmentinto countryside and at a strategic level is also considered to prevent thecoalescence of settlements.Whilst the site performs medium-high high in
	terms of accessibility with low constraints,givenits Green Belt performanceand role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needswhether forhousing or employmentisnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectioninthis instance.Release would thereforeadversely affect the overall integrity,
	role andfunction of the Green Beltand would not promote sustainable patternsof development.

	

	285–Sayes Court Kennels,Addlestone
	285–Sayes Court Kennels,Addlestone
	285–Sayes Court Kennels,Addlestone
	285–Sayes Court Kennels,Addlestone


	Medium-Highperforming siteoverall withmedium-highaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 29of GreenBelt Review Stage 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose 1and strongly against purposes 2& 3. Green Belt Review Stage 2scores sub-area (20) stronglyagainst purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3. Sub-area plays a role inpreventingsprawl andpreventing encroachment intocountryside. Loss would beharmful to wider Green Belt.
	Site performs medium high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.However, performance against Green Belt purpose 1 is strong and isconsidered to play an important role in preventing sprawl and encroachmentinto countryside.Whilst the site performs medium-high in terms of accessibilitywith low constraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the widerGreen Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh
	Site performs medium high in terms of accessibility with low constraints.However, performance against Green Belt purpose 1 is strong and isconsidered to play an important role in preventing sprawl and encroachmentinto countryside.Whilst the site performs medium-high in terms of accessibilitywith low constraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the widerGreen Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh
	Green Belt protectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely affectthe overall integrity, role andfunction of the Green Beltand would not promotesustainable patterns of development.

	
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	289–Webb’s, The Green, EnglefieldGreen
	289–Webb’s, The Green, EnglefieldGreen
	289–Webb’s, The Green, EnglefieldGreen
	289–Webb’s, The Green, EnglefieldGreen


	Mediumperforming siteoverall withmediumaccessibilityand low-mediumconstraints.
	Within land parcel 5 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose 1,weakly against purpose 2 andstrongly against purpose 3.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (105) moderatelyagainst purpose 1, weaklyagainst purpose 2 and relativelyweakly against purpose 3. Sub-area plays an important role inpreventing sprawl strategicallyand loss would be harmful towider Green Belt.
	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility with low-medium constraints.However, performanceagainst Green Belt purpose 1 is strong and isconsidered to play an important role in preventing sprawl strategically.Whilstthe site performs moderately well in terms of accessibility with low constraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweigh Green Belt protectionin thisinstance.Release would thereforeadversely affect the overall 
	

	293–Land North of Kings Lane,Englefield Green
	293–Land North of Kings Lane,Englefield Green
	293–Land North of Kings Lane,Englefield Green
	293–Land North of Kings Lane,Englefield Green


	Mediumperforming sitein terms ofbothaccessibilityandconstraints.
	Within land parcel 5 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose 1,weakly against purpose 2 andstrongly against purpose 3.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (103) stronglyagainst purposes 1 & 3 andweakly against purpose 2. Sub-area plays important role inpreventing sprawl and
	Within land parcel 5 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose 1,weakly against purpose 2 andstrongly against purpose 3.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (103) stronglyagainst purposes 1 & 3 andweakly against purpose 2. Sub-area plays important role inpreventing sprawl and
	preventing encroachment intocountryside. Loss would beharmful to wider Green Belt.

	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints. However,performance against Green Belt purposes 1 & 3 is strong and is considered toplay an important role in preventing sprawl and encroachment into thecountryside.Whilst the site performs moderately well in terms of accessibilitywith medium constraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the
	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints. However,performance against Green Belt purposes 1 & 3 is strong and is considered toplay an important role in preventing sprawl and encroachment into thecountryside.Whilst the site performs moderately well in terms of accessibilitywith medium constraints,given its Green Belt performance and role in the
	wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotconsidered to outweighGreen Belt protectionin this instance.Release would thereforeadversely affectthe overall integrity, role andfunction of the Green Beltand would not promotesustainable patterns of development.

	
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	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages
	312–Jasmine Cottage and 1 & 2 Home FarmCottages


	Mediumperforming sitein terms ofbothaccessibilityandconstraints.
	Within land parcel 9 in GreenBelt Review Part 1 and scoresmoderately against purpose 1,weakly against purpose 2 andmoderately against purpose 3.Green Belt Review Part 2 scoresthe sub-area (65) weakly againstpurpose 1 and moderatelyagainst purposes 2 & 3. Loss ofthe sub-area would harm widerGreen Belt by promotingencroachment into an open andsensitive area of countryside.
	Site performs medium in terms of accessibility and constraints. However,performance against Green Belt purposes 2 & 3 is moderate and is consideredto play an important role in preventing encroachment into a sensitive area ofcountryside.Whilst the site performs moderately well in terms of accessibilityand constraints and it is noted that planning permission has been grantedunder RU.15/1899 for 10 dwellings,given its Green Belt performance and rolein the wider Green Belt, delivery ofdevelopment needs isnotcon
	
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	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	SLAA
	Site

	Stage 3&4
	Green Belt Review
	Comments
	TakeForwardto Stage6?

	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw
	323–Cacti Nursery, Bousley Rise, Ottershaw


	High-Mediumperforming sitein terms ofbothaccessibilityand
	High-Mediumperforming sitein terms ofbothaccessibilityand
	constraints

	Within land parcel 28of GreenBelt Review Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3.Further refined land parcelfinds that in general
	Within land parcel 28of GreenBelt Review Part 1 which scoreshighly against purpose 1 andmoderately against purposes 2& 3.Further refined land parcelfinds that in general
	development of refined landparcelwould not compromisepurpose 1 and given site
	partially contained andboundedby physical features does notadversely impactgaps betweenOttershaw, Addlestone, NewHaw/Woking or cause furtherencroachment.Site falls withinsub-area 11 in the Green BeltReview Part 2. Sub-area 11scores weakly against purpose 1and moderately against
	purposes 2 & 3. Eastern part ofsub-area plays a moresubstantive role in preventingcoalescence, with western areamore enclosed and lessimportant at a strategic level.Sub-area refined to parcel 11iwhich finds that existingresidential development in northeast of parcel further reduceslinkages with more rural openareas and its loss would notreduce overall scale of gapbetween settlements.

	The site performsmedium-highin termsof accessibilitywith lowconstraints.Thewider land parcel performs strongly or relatively strongly against all threepurposes withthefurther refined parcelnot considered to compromise any ofthe three purposes.At the local level sub-area 11 does not play a role inpreventing sprawl. The western part of sub-area 11 also does not play a role inpreventing coalescence and ismore infill in nature and less important at thestrategic level. However, the area east of the footpath is c
	The site performsmedium-highin termsof accessibilitywith lowconstraints.Thewider land parcel performs strongly or relatively strongly against all threepurposes withthefurther refined parcelnot considered to compromise any ofthe three purposes.At the local level sub-area 11 does not play a role inpreventing sprawl. The western part of sub-area 11 also does not play a role inpreventing coalescence and ismore infill in nature and less important at thestrategic level. However, the area east of the footpath is c
	It is considered that the footpath which runs to the west of the site can form adefensible and durable boundary and is the logical separation between the
	east and west areas of sub-area 11 and the refined parcel at 11i. Whilst Arupconsidered the north eastern areaof sub-parcel 11i could be released from theGreen Belt this is one of few instances where the Council disagree with theconsultants. It is considered that the footpath running north-south remains themost defensible and durable feature to demark the GreenBelt from the urbanarea. Whilst it is acknowledged that Bousley Rise is already developed to acertain degree, the site itself would form a pocket of 

	
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	Sustainability Objectives
	Sustainability Objectives
	Sustainability Objectives
	Sustainability Objectives

	1.To conserve and enhance biodiversity, habitats and species
	1.To conserve and enhance biodiversity, habitats and species
	1.To conserve and enhance biodiversity, habitats and species
	1.To conserve and enhance biodiversity, habitats and species



	2.To protect and improve the health and well-being of thepopulation and reduceinequalities in health
	2.To protect and improve the health and well-being of thepopulation and reduceinequalities in health
	2.To protect and improve the health and well-being of thepopulation and reduceinequalities in health
	2.To protect and improve the health and well-being of thepopulation and reduceinequalities in health



	3.To protect soil and minerals resources
	3.To protect soil and minerals resources
	3.To protect soil and minerals resources
	3.To protect soil and minerals resources



	4.To improve water quality and efficiency
	4.To improve water quality and efficiency
	4.To improve water quality and efficiency
	4.To improve water quality and efficiency



	5.To increase resilience to climate change, including flood risk
	5.To increase resilience to climate change, including flood risk
	5.To increase resilience to climate change, including flood risk
	5.To increase resilience to climate change, including flood risk



	6.To reduce air and noise pollution
	6.To reduce air and noise pollution
	6.To reduce air and noise pollution
	6.To reduce air and noise pollution



	7.To reduce greenhouse gas emissions
	7.To reduce greenhouse gas emissions
	7.To reduce greenhouse gas emissions
	7.To reduce greenhouse gas emissions



	8.To sustain economic growth and competitiveness across the Borough
	8.To sustain economic growth and competitiveness across the Borough
	8.To sustain economic growth and competitiveness across the Borough
	8.To sustain economic growth and competitiveness across the Borough



	9.To ensure the provision of high quality, sustainable constructed and affordable homesand necessary community infrastructure
	9.To ensure the provision of high quality, sustainable constructed and affordable homesand necessary community infrastructure
	9.To ensure the provision of high quality, sustainable constructed and affordable homesand necessary community infrastructure
	9.To ensure the provision of high quality, sustainable constructed and affordable homesand necessary community infrastructure



	10.To protect and enhance the Borough’s historic assets
	10.To protect and enhance the Borough’s historic assets
	10.To protect and enhance the Borough’s historic assets
	10.To protect and enhance the Borough’s historic assets



	11.Toprotect and enhance open space and the landscape character of the Borough
	11.Toprotect and enhance open space and the landscape character of the Borough
	11.Toprotect and enhance open space and the landscape character of the Borough
	11.Toprotect and enhance open space and the landscape character of the Borough
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	Part
	Table
	TR
	TD
	Figure
	Representor/Site

	TD
	Figure
	Representor Comments

	TD
	Figure
	Runnymede Response

	TD
	Figure
	Actions


	Ottershaw Properties Ltd
	Ottershaw Properties Ltd
	Ottershaw Properties Ltd
	Land to rear of 232 BroxRoad, Ottershaw (Site77)
	Land to rear of 232 BroxRoad, Ottershaw (Site77)


	The site and all the surrounding area is designated GreenBelt, including that which is already developed. The Councilis considering removing from the Green Belt other parcels ofland in the vicinity of Brox Road. It is suggested that as partof its Borough-wide review, the council also rescind this site’sGreen Belt designation and include its curtilage within thesettlement boundary so that it could be considered forplanning permission for residential development.
	The site and all the surrounding area is designated GreenBelt, including that which is already developed. The Councilis considering removing from the Green Belt other parcels ofland in the vicinity of Brox Road. It is suggested that as partof its Borough-wide review, the council also rescind this site’sGreen Belt designation and include its curtilage within thesettlement boundary so that it could be considered forplanning permission for residential development.
	There is a designated public footpathto the south of the sitewhich leads a short distance to the established settlement onBrox Road which is on a bus route which connects in turnwith Woking about 4km to the south. The M25 and the M3are both within a few minutes’ drive of the site. Also within ashort level walking distance of the site are local shops, aschool, pub and other community facilities. St Peter’sHospital is about 1km to the north.
	The site itself is of limited environmental value having beenfor very many years a mono-cultureof grass pasture.However it does benefit from being surrounded by maturetrees and hedgerows, already much taller than any likely newbuildings that might be created by a residential development.This total tree screen means the site is not overlooked fromany directions and in turn none of the adjoining propertiescan be seen from the site. The access to Guilford Roadhowever offers good straight sight-lines in both di

	The Runnymede draft Site Selection Methodology &Assessment considered the site at 232 Brox Road havinghad regard to the sites performance against Green Beltas indicated in the Green Belt Review (2014) andsustainability. The SSMA concluded that the site shouldnot be preferred for development.
	The Runnymede draft Site Selection Methodology &Assessment considered the site at 232 Brox Road havinghad regard to the sites performance against Green Beltas indicated in the Green Belt Review (2014) andsustainability. The SSMA concluded that the site shouldnot be preferred for development.
	Comments regarding the site are noted as are theaccessibility credentials of the site and performanceagainst constraints which have again been considered inthis SSMA along with performance against Green Beltpurposes as indicated by the Stage 1 and Stage 2 GreenBelt Reviews. For the reasons set outin this assessmentin Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 it is consideredthat greaterweight be attached to protection of the Green Belt andthe site at232 Brox Road not taken recommendedforallocation.

	No action.

	Ashill
	Ashill
	Ashill
	Land at Fox Hills Road,Ottershaw(Site 284 knownas Christmas Tree Site,Ottershaw)

	The site has beenassessed using the site selectionmethodology and the site performs well (appendix two of therepresentation on the Runnymede IOPA gives further detail).
	This site was not considered within the draftSiteSelection Methodology & Assessment as the site was notknown to the Council at the time of assessment.However, the site hasnowbeen considered within thisversion of the SSMA and within the Stage 2 Green BeltReview.Although the site performs well in terms ofaccessibility and constraints, for the reasons set out in
	Assess site in FinalDraft SSMA.
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	TR
	Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 of this assessment greaterweight has been attached to protection of the Green Beltand the site is not recommended for allocation.

	Berkeley Homes
	Berkeley Homes
	Berkeley Homes
	Crockford Bridge Farm(Site205)

	The draft site selection methodology, which only takesResultant Land Parcels forward to stage 6 is flawed becauseit fails to prioritise the most suitable sites for developmentand it relies upon the indicative number of dwellings given toeach site to be deliverable. Sustainability criteria were notconsidered in the Green Belt Review and Crockford BridgeFarm is sustainable.
	The draft site selection methodology, which only takesResultant Land Parcels forward to stage 6 is flawed becauseit fails to prioritise the most suitable sites for developmentand it relies upon the indicative number of dwellings given toeach site to be deliverable. Sustainability criteria were notconsidered in the Green Belt Review and Crockford BridgeFarm is sustainable.
	In relation to the RLPs as strategicallocations, there is noevidence which ‘automatically’ shows that indicative capacityof the RLPs can realistically be provided. For example, sites97, 99, 255 and 257 are directly adjacent to the M25 and M3and densities of 35-45 dwellings per gross hectare areunrealistic given the buffer, public open space andlandscaping areas that would be required to deliver a qualitydevelopment. Furthermore, this density does not allow forSuitable Alternative Natural Greenspaces (SANGs)

	There is no mention of site capacity in thedraftSSMAorthis version of the SSMAand at no stage does it usecapacity as a method to assess the suitability of a site.Further, thedraft and thisSSMA considers sites in theround to ensure that the performance of sites arecompared to one another, rather than only taking somesites forward and not others.
	There is no mention of site capacity in thedraftSSMAorthis version of the SSMAand at no stage does it usecapacity as a method to assess the suitability of a site.Further, thedraft and thisSSMA considers sites in theround to ensure that the performance of sites arecompared to one another, rather than only taking somesites forward and not others.
	In any event the site at Crockford Bridge Farm has beenappraised in this assessment for its performance againstaccessibility and constraints and although the siteperformed reasonably well, for the reasons set out inTable 5-4 and Appendix 8 of this assessment greaterweight has been attached to protection of the Green Beltand the site is not recommended for allocation.
	The Council have undertaken further more detailed sitecapacity work since the publication of the IOPA whichtakes account of constraints such as M25/M3 and theneed to provide SANGon or off site. This capacity workwill be published alongside this version of the SSMA.

	No action.

	IQ Planning Consultants
	IQ Planning Consultants
	IQ Planning Consultants
	TheOldChalet, Callow Hill

	New site identified through consultation.
	This site was not considered within the draft SSMAas thesite was not known to the Council at the time ofassessment.The site has now been appraised in thisversion of the SSMA and for the reasons set out in Table
	Assess site in FinalDraft SSMA.
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	(Site 277)
	(Site 277)
	5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has been attached toprotection of the Green Belt and the site is notrecommended for allocation.

	Surrey Wildlife Trust
	Surrey Wildlife Trust
	Support the use of criteria including proximity to SNCI andAncient woodland, as well as alerts to potential loss ofNatural and Semi-Natural Urban Green Space, within the‘Non-absolute constraint analysis’. Incidentally, we observethat there appear to be very fewdirect tensions regardingimpact/loss of SNCI/AW.
	Support the use of criteria including proximity to SNCI andAncient woodland, as well as alerts to potential loss ofNatural and Semi-Natural Urban Green Space, within the‘Non-absolute constraint analysis’. Incidentally, we observethat there appear to be very fewdirect tensions regardingimpact/loss of SNCI/AW.
	A similar consideration of proximity to BiodiversityOpportunity Areas might also have been useful, as an earlyrecognition of opportunitieswithin the development planningprocess for achieving their respective objectives/targets,which appears to include Site 254 (Veterinary LaboratorySite, Rowtown) as having part of a BOA R04 (River Wey &tributaries) and Former DERA site, Longcross Road is whollywithin BOA TBH01 (Chobham Commons North),or similarlyBOA TBH02 (Chobham Commons South). The SurreyNature Partnershi

	Support for criteria in the SSMA noted and welcomed.
	Support for criteria in the SSMA noted and welcomed.
	A similar considerationof proximity to BOAs isconsidered to be unnecessaryas a sifting exerciseas aBOA is a non-statutory designation and development onthese areas is permitted. Whilst it is noted that the impacton a BOA should be taken into account(as it has been inStage 4 of this SSMA)it is likely that if a site wereallocated within a BOA or close to it, it should make acontribution to achieving their objectives/targets andconsider priority habitat restoration. This would be true ofthe Vet Labs Site (Site

	No action forSSMA.

	Steadman Consulting
	Steadman Consulting
	Steadman Consulting
	47 Howards Lane,Addlestone(Site 274 knownas Allington & 37, 47, 57Howard’s Lane, Rowtown)

	Is there a reason why the land adjacent to SLAA site 154(Land at Howards Lane, Row Town) was not included in theSite Selection Assessment? The same selection criteriaapply should aTechnical Review of the Green Belt beforthcoming.
	This site was not considered within the draft SSMAas thesite was not known to the Council at the time ofassessment.The site has now been appraised in thisversion of the SSMA and for the reasons set out in Table5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has been attached toprotection of the Green Belt and the site is not
	Assess site in FinalDraft SSMA.
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	TR
	recommended for allocation.

	Nexus Planning Ltd
	Nexus Planning Ltd
	Nexus Planning Ltd
	Villa Santa Maria, Chertsey(Site 219)

	Analysis of the Sitein the ‘’Sustainability Appraisal of theIssues and Options’’ document (July 2016) confirms that theSite scores positively against a number of SustainabilityAppraisal objectives. It concludes in summary that the Site iscurrently in residential use so development is likely to have aneutral impact on landscape character. It further suggeststhat if the Site provided open space it would score positivelywith regard to protecting and enhancing open space.
	Analysis of the Sitein the ‘’Sustainability Appraisal of theIssues and Options’’ document (July 2016) confirms that theSite scores positively against a number of SustainabilityAppraisal objectives. It concludes in summary that the Site iscurrently in residential use so development is likely to have aneutral impact on landscape character. It further suggeststhat if the Site provided open space it would score positivelywith regard to protecting and enhancing open space.
	The Site has no role when assessed against Green Beltpurposes, 2, 4 and 5. Against purposes 1and 3 it is clearthat the Siteperforms only very weakly. The Site whenviewed in isolation contains clear and defensible boundaries.Furthermore, it would see a significant gap retained to theB389, it would not represent ribbon development and wouldnot result in the merging of settlements.
	The Site Selection Methodology concluded that the Site ismedium performing in terms of accessibility and constraints.Central Government research states that distancesoflessthan 2km are suited to journeys on foot whilst the Institute ofHighways and Transportation Guidelines suggest amaximum ‘acceptable’ walking distance for pedestrianswithout mobility impairment is 2km. Central governmentresearch also explains that for journeys of less than 5km,cycling has the potential to replace trips by car.  Site is with
	Bus routes 446 and 461 operate less than a 10 minute walk

	Comments onthe sustainability appraisal are noted, butthis is not the only determining factor when allocatingsites.
	Comments onthe sustainability appraisal are noted, butthis is not the only determining factor when allocatingsites.
	A finer grained Stage 2 Green Belt Review hasbeenundertaken which considers smaller sub-areas of landincluding the sub-area covering site 219. The Stage 2Green Belt Review continues to conclude that the siteperforms strongly against Green Belt purposes and losswould be harmful to the wider Green Belt.
	The Institute of Highways & Transportationguidancementioned is presumably the document titled ‘Providingfor Journeys on Foot’ and dates from 1999-2000. Thissets out suggested acceptable walking distancesfor arange of facilitieswith a preferred maximum forcommuting & schools as 2km but for elsewhere 1.2km.Further guidance from 2015 also sets out walk distancesto bus stops and rail stations as 400m & 800mrespectively (ref 14) and the Manual for Streets considers800m as an accessible walking distance.As such t

	Reviewaccessibility &constraints
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	TR
	from the Site providing regular bus services to a range ofcentres including Weybridge, Staines, Woking, Kingston-upon-Thames and Addlestone. Staines with its wide range ofshops, leisure and employment opportunities is only 5kmaway and can be reached in approximately 15 minutes eitherby bus or bicycle. Chertsey Railway Station is situated justover 1km from the Site. When assessed in accordance withthe methodologyused in the Site Selection document, weconsider that the Site should be given a score of ‘medium-
	from the Site providing regular bus services to a range ofcentres including Weybridge, Staines, Woking, Kingston-upon-Thames and Addlestone. Staines with its wide range ofshops, leisure and employment opportunities is only 5kmaway and can be reached in approximately 15 minutes eitherby bus or bicycle. Chertsey Railway Station is situated justover 1km from the Site. When assessed in accordance withthe methodologyused in the Site Selection document, weconsider that the Site should be given a score of ‘medium-
	The Draft Site Selection Methodology and Assessmentstates that there is a landfill within 250m of the Site.However, there is no known landfill within this distance andthis is assumed to be an error.

	centres, not all users of a health centre will necessarily beable to cycle due to infirmity or because it is not practical.The distance to secondary education has been measuredto Sir William Perkins School which is a private single sexschool and as such not a suitable comparator.
	centres, not all users of a health centre will necessarily beable to cycle due to infirmity or because it is not practical.The distance to secondary education has been measuredto Sir William Perkins School which is a private single sexschool and as such not a suitable comparator.
	Nevertheless, the accessibility and constraints at the sitewere re-appraised in this assessment and confirm thatthe site performs medium in terms of accessibility andconstraints and for the reasons set out in Table 5-4 andAppendix 8 greater weight has been attached toprotection of the Green Belt and the site is notrecommended for allocation.
	Noted. Thishas been checked and no issues highlightedso reference removed from Stage 4 assessment.


	Bracknell Forest Council
	Bracknell Forest Council
	Draft Site Selection Methodology includes a section on theassessment of sites and the Green Belt Review–paragraph4.55 should be amended in light of the level of need fordevelopment in Runnymede. NPPF makes clear that GreenBelt boundaries can be altered in exceptional circumstances.BFBC feels that the restrictive nature of national policyrelating to the Green Belt is being over emphasised.
	The draft SSMAand this version of the SSMAconsideredboth the sustainability of sites in terms of accessibility andconstraints as well as performance against Green Beltpurposes. In other words it considersthe balancebetween sustainability and Green Belt purposesand thisis set out in paras 4.50-4.63 of thisSSMA. Whilst thelevel of housing need in Runnymede is noted, paragraph47 of theNPPF sets out that full OAN should be met asfar as is consistent with policies set out in the Frameworkand para 14 that OAN sho
	No action.
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	is not being over emphasised.
	is not being over emphasised.
	Therefore theability of Runnymede to meet OAN willneed to take account of policies in the NPPFwhichconstrain development butseek to balance growth withthe need to do so sustainably.


	Turley Associates
	Turley Associates
	Turley Associates
	Parcel A–Chertsey Bittams(Site 255A)

	Supportive of the multi-step approach undertaken with regardto identifying positive and negative impacts that may arisefrom a development, and relating Green Belt considerationsto the delivery of sustainable development.
	Supportive of the multi-step approach undertaken with regardto identifying positive and negative impacts that may arisefrom a development, and relating Green Belt considerationsto the delivery of sustainable development.
	The site (Parcel A of ID255) directly abuts the existingsettlement boundary of Chertsey South, which is identified asan existing urban area within RBC’s adopted Local Planwhich provides a range of local facilities and is within easyaccess of Chertsey itself by bus or on foot, with the trainstation providing onward services to Reading or LondonWaterloo. The site provides an opportunity to deliver anextension to the existing urban boundary, infilling the existingland between the settlement and the M25to the e
	RBC has assessed the ID255 through its SustainabilityAppraisal IOPA 2016 at Appendix 2. As such, we haveprovided an updated table, in line with the Council’s ownmethodology to assist in demonstrating that Parcel A ofID255 should continue to be promoted for allocation albeitwith the potential for it to come forward in isolation to thewider Chertsey Bittams allocationwithin the New Local Plan.
	Through these representations our Client seek to confirm theavailability and deliverability of the land over the plan periodand would be willing to meet to discuss the opportunities for

	Noted.
	Noted.
	Noted.
	Noted. The findings of the IOPA SA have now fed intothis version of the SSMA, including individual parcel A atChertsey Bittams.
	Availability of the site is noted.

	No action.
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	the site to come forward separately to the wider ID255 siteand earlier in the plan period.

	ECA Architects
	ECA Architects
	ECA Architects
	Land at Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe(Site 42 known asCEMEX 1, Ten Acre Lane,Thorpe)

	We have the following specific objections to the Draft SiteAllocation Selection Methodology and Assessment (theassessment) and attach a table of detailed comments on theassessment of some sites, highlighting irregularities. Ourresearch indicates that the Assessment is unsound on thefollowing grounds:
	We have the following specific objections to the Draft SiteAllocation Selection Methodology and Assessment (theassessment) and attach a table of detailed comments on theassessment of some sites, highlighting irregularities. Ourresearch indicates that the Assessment is unsound on thefollowing grounds:
	1. Smaller sites on the edge of Thorpe are proposed forremoval from the Green Belt. In the proposed boundarychange and for the purposes of assessment, these greenbeltsites have therefore been considered as part of theurban area. But this is highly inconsistent with themethodology used to assess other sites in the green belt andis alsonot consistent with all sites adjoining Thorpe Village,including the TREG site on Ten Acre Lane.

	1.The GBVR Stage 2 does not consider the small areason the edge of Thorpe as ‘sites’. The GBVR Stage 2identified these areas throughconsideration of how eacharea of the village as set out in the map tiles in appendix
	1.The GBVR Stage 2 does not consider the small areason the edge of Thorpe as ‘sites’. The GBVR Stage 2identified these areas throughconsideration of how eacharea of the village as set out in the map tiles in appendix
	1.The GBVR Stage 2 does not consider the small areason the edge of Thorpe as ‘sites’. The GBVR Stage 2identified these areas throughconsideration of how eacharea of the village as set out in the map tiles in appendix
	1 of the GBVR performs against Green Belt purposes. Assuch, the process for assessing wherethe most logicaland defensible boundary should be placed between thevillage andGreen Belt. How large sites which could beallocated for development are considered in the SSMArather than where a village boundary should sit,is notcomparable. At no point in the GBVR Stage 2 are thesmall areas around Thorpe considered to form part of the‘urban area’ but are assessed on their merits inaccordance with the methodology set out
	1 sift of sites in the SSMA. As such, this is notcomparable to theassessment in the GBVR Stage 2which looks at the location for a village boundary. If theSSMA had found that one of the larger sites on the edgeof Thorpe could be allocated for development, then theGBVR Stage 2 would have taken this into account whenconsidering options for the location for the village


	Review site in FinalDraft SSMA.
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	2. The assessment was informed by the Stage 2 GreenBeltVillages Review, but this part of the evidence baseinappropriately designates Thorpe Industrial Estate as partofthe green belt and open countryside. This is whollyinconsistent with not only its existing built up character butalso its current designation within the urban area on thecurrent Local Plan Policies Map. This methodology istherefore unsound as it iscontrary to the NPPF which nolonger allows for ‘Major developed Sites’ in the green belt. Itis ex
	2. The assessment was informed by the Stage 2 GreenBeltVillages Review, but this part of the evidence baseinappropriately designates Thorpe Industrial Estate as partofthe green belt and open countryside. This is whollyinconsistent with not only its existing built up character butalso its current designation within the urban area on thecurrent Local Plan Policies Map. This methodology istherefore unsound as it iscontrary to the NPPF which nolonger allows for ‘Major developed Sites’ in the green belt. Itis ex
	3. A more detailed critique of the individual sitesassessments is attached as Table 1 and specific objectionsin relation to Site 42, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe are set outbelow.These confirm that the assessment is unsound as itmakes some completely incorrect assumptions at each stageas follows:
	3. A more detailed critique of the individual sitesassessments is attached as Table 1 and specific objectionsin relation to Site 42, Ten Acre Lane, Thorpe are set outbelow.These confirm that the assessment is unsound as itmakes some completely incorrect assumptions at each stageas follows:
	• Stage 1: Initial Sift: The site passes this stage whichconfirms that it is completely comparable with other largestrategic sites;
	• Stage 2: SEA of Sites: The SEA is not used to exclude sitesat this stage in the process. The site therefore passes thisstage. 39 potential housing sites and 6 employment sites are


	boundary.
	boundary.
	2.The GBVR Stage 2 does not state that the ThorpeIndustrial Estate is Green Belt or a ‘Major Developed Site’in the Green Belt and neither does the SSMA. Neitherdoes the NPPF set out how areas such as the industrialestate should be considered when selecting sites forallocation and therefore themethodology cannot becontrary to it. Again, the reason for not considering theThorpe Industrial Estate as part of the urban area for thepurposes of the SSMA is that the industrial estate is not astand-alone settlement 
	3.Noted, the site passed Stage 1 as it fell within a 200mbuffer of the village of Thorpe.
	3.Noted, the site passed Stage 1 as it fell within a 200mbuffer of the village of Thorpe.

	Noted, howeverscoring between sites is not consideredto be inconsistent.
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	selected and assessed. This seems to be a sufficient amountand the sites are reasonablealternatives. However thescoring between the sites is inconsistent.
	selected and assessed. This seems to be a sufficient amountand the sites are reasonablealternatives. However thescoring between the sites is inconsistent.
	• Stage 3: Accessibility and Significant Non-AbsoluteConstraints: We object to the scoring methodology whichshould be weighted for some constraints. We objectto the‘Constraints Impact’ score of ‘Medium-High’ which is basedon the site scoring poorly in 2/6 criteria. No weight is given tothe fact that it scores far higher than othersites on othercriteria. For example, in relation to ‘Major Centres JourneyTime and/or Walk Time fromPublic Transport toEmployment, the site scores ’19 minutes to Staines and 250met
	Stage 4: Assessment of Significant Non-AbsoluteConstraints-The site receives a Red scoreas it is states thatit is ‘Grade 1 or 2’ Agricultural. Our recent report confirmsthat it is Grade 3 Agricultural Land Value and the scoring andtherefore the assessment is unsound and not sufficientlyrobust. This table also states that ‘100% of the site is within aminerals safeguarded area and constrained by previous orpotential extraction’. Minerals have never been extractedfrom the site and planning permission was previ

	Noted, however each constraint has been consideredqualitatively based on the information available at thetime of assessment. In concluding how a site performseither in terms of  ‘accessibility’ or ‘constraints’ it is thebalance across all parameters that was considered andeach site was considered on its merits in the round ratherthan the scoring of points for comparison. Weighting ofconstraints/accessibility is not therefore considered to benecessary or reasonable.The site has been reappraisedin this versio
	Noted, however each constraint has been consideredqualitatively based on the information available at thetime of assessment. In concluding how a site performseither in terms of  ‘accessibility’ or ‘constraints’ it is thebalance across all parameters that was considered andeach site was considered on its merits in the round ratherthan the scoring of points for comparison. Weighting ofconstraints/accessibility is not therefore considered to benecessary or reasonable.The site has been reappraisedin this versio
	Submission of agriculturalreport and minerals reportnoted and scoring has beenre-assessedon this basis asset out above. However, consideration of agricultural landvalue and minerals is stillpart of Stage 3 not Stage 4 ofthis SSMA.
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	for mineral extraction. There is no potential in the future as itis surplus to Cemex requirements and was sold by them.
	for mineral extraction. There is no potential in the future as itis surplus to Cemex requirements and was sold by them.
	The site should therefore have been taken forward to Stage5.

	The site has been reassessed and was sifted out of theSSMA process at Stage 3 given its overall low-mediumscore. In any event should the site have passed throughto stage 5, the Stage 2 Green Belt Review foundthat thesub-area performed strongly against all Green Beltpurposes.

	Boyer Planning
	Boyer Planning
	Boyer Planning
	Stroude Road Farm, VirginiaWater(Site 13)

	Representation contains several appraisals of sites in thedraft SSMA including appraisingaccessibility andconstraints.
	Appraisals noted, however all sites appraised within thisversion of the SSMA have been considered on aconsistent basis in line with the methodology set out. It isnoted that the scoring methodology in the Boyerrepresentations is different to the SSMA and as such isnot comparable. Site 13 passed through stages 1, 3 and4 and although performed reasonably well in terms ofaccessibility and constraints for the reasons set out inTable 5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has beenattached to protection of the Green Be
	No action

	OSP Architecture
	OSP Architecture
	OSP Architecture
	Charnwood Nurseries,Woodham(site 29)
	Charnwood Nurseries,Woodham(site 29)


	The site falls from the methodology at stage 5 due to theconclusion that “if [the site were] developed [it] wouldadversely affect the integrity, role and function of theGreenBelt”.
	The site falls from the methodology at stage 5 due to theconclusion that “if [the site were] developed [it] wouldadversely affect the integrity, role and function of theGreenBelt”.
	Given the conclusions of section 4 of this document thisconclusion is challenged. Particular weight appears to begiven to the potential for urban sprawl and this doesnotreflect that fact that the site already contains built form and islargely screened from the wider landscape (issues on whichthe site performs better than the allocated Ottershaw Eastsite).
	It would therefore be contended that the site should have

	Comments noted. Site 29 passed through stages 1, 3 and4 of this SSMA and has been consideredagain in Stage5 in light of the findings of the Green Belt Review Stage 2which considers smaller sub-areas of land within theGreen Belt such as site 29. Whilst the site performed wellagainst accessibility and constraints, for the reasons setout in Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has beenattached to protection of the Green Belt and the site is notrecommended for allocation. The Green Belt ReviewStage 2 highlig
	Noaction
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	progressed further in the draft site selection methodologyand assessment process and that the criteria have beeninaccurately applied to the site in this regard.

	Mr & Mrs Holdaway
	Mr & Mrs Holdaway
	Mr & Mrs Holdaway
	Land at Howards Lane,Rowtown(Site 154)
	Land at Howards Lane,Rowtown(Site 154)


	Land at Howards Lane site or part of site should bereconsidered in the site selection methodology and takenforward for allocation. The site could accommodate morethan 10 dwellings and could be classified as infill.Representation includes comments about the 2014 ArupGreen Belt Review.
	Land at Howards Lane site or part of site should bereconsidered in the site selection methodology and takenforward for allocation. The site could accommodate morethan 10 dwellings and could be classified as infill.Representation includes comments about the 2014 ArupGreen Belt Review.
	Common land for general recreation is located only twominutes from the site and the public footpath which runsalong-side is a shortcut to Ottershaw CofESchool.
	Three infant/junior schools in walking distance. Ongar Place0.7miles; Holy Family 0.7miles, Grange Infants/New HawJunior 1.2miles and Ottershaw CofE 1.5miles via HowardsLane. Secondary Schools are Fullbrook 1.5miles and JubileeHigh 1mile. Localconvenience stores are Ongar Parade0.5miles and Co-Op at The Broadway, New Haw 1.2miles.Large children's playing space is 5 min walk along Rowtownand another 1 mile away in New Haw.
	Nearest Health Centre is Crouch Oak in Addlestone 1.4milesaway with nearest train station at Addlestone 1.7miles , WestByfleet 2.6miles and Woking 4.1miles.
	All 'services' are in place.

	Noted. Thedraft SSMA and this version of the SSMAalready recognises that the site is capable of delivering10 or more dwellings.In terms of Green Belt a Stage 2Review has been undertaken which considered smallersub-areas of land including site 154.
	Noted. Thedraft SSMA and this version of the SSMAalready recognises that the site is capable of delivering10 or more dwellings.In terms of Green Belt a Stage 2Review has been undertaken which considered smallersub-areas of land including site 154.
	Distance to local services highlighted in the response arenoted, however standards to various services have beenset out in the draftSSMAand refined in thisdraft finalversion of the SSMAand are taken from best practice orrecognised standards in terms of sustainability i.e. 10minute walk times.
	The site has beenre-appraised in line with thesestandardsto ensure that distances to local services arecorrect. The point regarding the public footpath through toOttershaw is noted, however, to be considered as a routethrough to services in Ottershaw, it would have to be aformal footpath, given that adverse weather conditions,especially in the winter months could render the routeinaccessible, especially to those with restricted mobility oryoung families. Making the public footpath into a formalpedestrian fo
	As such the site passed through to stage 5 of this SSMAand although the site performs reasonably well againstaccessibility and constraints for the reasons set out inTable 5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has beenattached to protection of the Green Belt and the site is not

	Re-appraise siteagainstaccessibility.
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	recommended for allocation.

	Hadley Cooper
	Hadley Cooper
	Hadley Cooper
	Land at Norlands Lane,Thorpe(Site 220)

	SLAA site 220 did not pass through Stage 1 as it wasdeemed not to be in 'close proximity' to a settlement orcapable of forming its own settlement.
	SLAA site 220 did not pass through Stage 1 as it wasdeemed not to be in 'close proximity' to a settlement orcapable of forming its own settlement.
	If site 220 had proceeded to Stage 3, it could be inferred thatsite 220 would have a medium score for Accessibilityperformance. Looking at the reference sites it would appearthat they were not taken forward to Stage 4 essentiallybecause there were significant non-absolute constraints inthe form of either minerals or grade 1 and 2 agricultural land.As the subject site has neither of these constraints–it couldbe inferred that the sitewould have a medium score.
	In stage 5 of the process, the site would have been assessedagainst the purposes of the Green Belt. The Green BeltReview took a relatively high level view of the General Area12, within which site 220 lies. The review correctly identifiedconstraints within this large area but the site 220 representsless than 10 percent of the General Area. Site 220 does nothave any of the constraints identified. So if a 'finer grainedreview of the Green Belt sites' was undertaken the sitecouldbe released for development and 
	Within Stage 6 the site would have been assessed forAvailability and Achievability. The commentary within theFinal Interim SLAA June 2016 makes reference toDevelopability/Deliverability/ Availability & Achievability. Thesite would score highly on eachof these items. Discussionsare well advanced with the Lands Trust in respect of thedevelopment and on-going management of the proposed

	Comments regarding proximity to urban area noted.Stage 1 has now employed a buffer around urban areasand as the site falls within 200m of Thorpe Village, it haspassed through to Stage 2.
	Comments regarding proximity to urban area noted.Stage 1 has now employed a buffer around urban areasand as the site falls within 200m of Thorpe Village, it haspassed through to Stage 2.
	Site 220 has proceeded to Stage 3 and scored low-medium overall with a medium level of accessibility butmedium-high impact on constraints, largely due to 63% ofthe sitebeing within Flood Risk Zone 2 wheresequentially there may be preferable sites which canavoid flood risk or are sited on less area within flood zone2. Minerals were also an issue where it is unknown if theconstraint can be overcome and no evidence to thecontrary has been submitted.
	If the site had passed through to stage 5 the Stage 2Green Belt Review found that the sub-area performedstrongly against Green Belt purposes 1 & 2 andmoderately against purpose 3 and loss would beconsidered harmful to wider Green Belt.
	Noted.

	Assess site in FinalDraft SSMA.
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	parkland and arrangements to pay for this on-goingmanagement have been discussed such that no costs wouldfall as an obligation to any public body. The site is in singleownership with certain short term lettings of the fourresidential dwellings and although the gas monitoring stationis still required this could bemoved within the site so as notto affect the remainderof the site.
	parkland and arrangements to pay for this on-goingmanagement have been discussed such that no costs wouldfall as an obligation to any public body. The site is in singleownership with certain short term lettings of the fourresidential dwellings and although the gas monitoring stationis still required this could bemoved within the site so as notto affect the remainderof the site.
	Appreciated that the site selection process has to adhere toa defined methodology, has to be consistent and out ofnecessity has to be relatively high level and as such anycomments made above are not intended as any form ofcriticism. Site220 is available, deliverable and as envisagedis suitable for release from the Green Belt, which makes it nodifferent to other sites that have been identified as resultantland parcels suitable for allocation in the Local Plan. The sitewould be suitable for a high quality sus

	Noted.

	White Young Green
	White Young Green
	White Young Green
	Land North of Green Lane,Addlestone(Site 24 knownasLand at Prairie Road,Hatch Close & Hatch Farm,Addlestone)

	Representation contains several appraisals ofpreferredsitesinthe IOPA and considers these to be inferior in terms ofsustainability credentials to site 24 and that this is confirmedin the draft SSMA which acknowledges site 24 as medium-high performingin terms of accessibility with no absolute ornon-absolute constraints.
	Noted. Site 24 continues to perform medium-high in thisversion of the SSMA and although performing well interms of accessibility and constraints for the reasons setout in Table 5-4 and Appendix 8 greater weight has beenattached to protection of the Green Belt and the site is notrecommended for allocation.
	No action
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	Turley Planning on behalfof Taylor Wimpey
	Turley Planning on behalfof Taylor Wimpey
	Turley Planning on behalfof Taylor Wimpey
	Rep 651
	Parcel A, ChertseyBittams

	With regard to theSite Selection Methodology (Version 2)which has been published to support this consultation, thedocument assesses the site in the form of a high levelSustainability Appraisal which highlights the high level ofaccessibility of the site. In addition, itfurther demonstratesthe relatively unconstrained nature of the site toaccommodate development with any potential noise, airquality or flood risk implications able to be mitigated throughcareful design. In addition, it sets out that there are s
	Noted, although the SSMA takes account of the SA ratherthan being a high level SA in its own right.
	No action

	DPDS on behalf of SmechProperties Ltd
	DPDS on behalf of SmechProperties Ltd
	DPDS on behalf of SmechProperties Ltd
	Rep no 675
	Longcross Garden Village

	Table 5-2 of the SSMA V2 May 2017 sets out the overallperformance of housing sites against accessibility andconstraintsand finds the DERA accessibility performance aslow–which is the lowest possible rating to the scoringsystem.
	Table 5-2 of the SSMA V2 May 2017 sets out the overallperformance of housing sites against accessibility andconstraintsand finds the DERA accessibility performance aslow–which is the lowest possible rating to the scoringsystem.
	Based on this evidence it is hard to understand why theCouncil are persisting with the idea that the site will be asustainable location.
	Map submitted with representation showing all services inRunnymede within 1km, 2km and 3km of the site.
	SSMA V2 May 2017 also identifies the DERA north landparcel as containing possible features within the site whichreflect BOA objectives and a ‘currentplanning permission forthe site would have considerable biodiversity issues’
	There are many other, currently non-preferred sites, whichthe Council have overlooked in favour of pursuing the DERAsite, illustrated with our Appendix 1 that there are manyothersites located in more accessible locations.

	The Council can confirm that it has assessed all potentialsite allocations through its Site Selection Methodologyand Assessment and this work has guided the Council inits selection of sites for allocation in the Local Plan. TheCouncil continues to work with land owners and sitepromoters to ensure that that thedeliverability/developability of sites is clearly understood.Whilst it is acknowledged by the Council that at thecurrent time the Longcross site is less sustainable than anumber of the other allocation
	No action
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	The Council is of the opinion that its approach to sitesection has been proactive and thorough. The Council’sSiteSelection work supports that the allocationsconsulted on in the ASO consultation as the mostappropriate and sustainable areas for growth over theperiod of the Local Plan.

	Carter Planning Ltd onbehalf of the GribbleFamily
	Carter Planning Ltd onbehalf of the GribbleFamily
	Carter Planning Ltd onbehalf of the GribbleFamily
	Rep 1215
	Chilsey Green Farm,Pyrcroft Road, Chertsey

	Site passed through all stages of SSMA and is proposed forallocation and SSMA concluded that any negative effectscould be mitigated and was considered viable and available.Submit that these conclusions hold good forland to the rearor south of Grange Farm and that this should be included inthe Local Plan to provide greater certainty to housing landsupply.
	Comments made regarding the conclusions drawn in theSSMA are noted. In regard to the comments made aboutthearea of the site considered in the SSMA, the area ofthe preferred allocation at the time of the production ofthis evidence base study was assessed. The SSMA willbe amended as necessary to reflect any subsequentalterations that are made to the area of this allocation orany other allocations being proposed by the Council.
	Update SSMA toinclude larger site

	Armstrong Rigg Planningon behalf of OakfordHomes
	Armstrong Rigg Planningon behalf of OakfordHomes
	Armstrong Rigg Planningon behalf of OakfordHomes
	Rep 1234
	Barrsbrook Cattery,Chertsey

	The SSMA said the amount of Green Belt that would need tobe release to accommodate what would be a limited amountof developable land is disproportionate.
	The SSMA said the amount of Green Belt that would need tobe release to accommodate what would be a limited amountof developable land is disproportionate.
	The site could accommodate 30-36 dwellings and make avaluable contribution to the council’s consistent undersupplyof housing.
	-level of housing on site notconsidered disproportionate asthe sites do not meet NPPF Green Belt objectives

	Version 2 of the SSMA concludes that the site should notbe taken forward, in part as it would be a disproportionateamount of land removed for residential development andgreater weight was attached to the Green Belt and theCouncil are still of this opinion.
	No action

	Mrs J Tregellis
	Mrs J Tregellis
	Mrs J Tregellis
	Rep 1266 & SeparateReps made onSSMA/SLAA in July &November 2017
	Rep 1266 & SeparateReps made onSSMA/SLAA in July &November 2017

	79 Woodham Park Rd &
	79 Woodham Park Rd &
	79 to 87a Woodham ParkRd


	SLAA site ID122 does have capacity for 10 or more dwellingsand should be included within the site selection process forallocation as a standalone site not incorporated with SLAAID268.
	SLAA site ID122 does have capacity for 10 or more dwellingsand should be included within the site selection process forallocation as a standalone site not incorporated with SLAAID268.
	Comments made by Arup in Green belt Review Part 2 shouldnot have been regurgitated and incorrectly attributed to SLAAID268 at Stage 5 in the site selection process. ID268 has notbeen assessed in isolation and it would be impossible for thesite and the Arup parcel to have the same overallassessment due to difference in size and topography.
	SLAA ID268 scored on par or more positively within stages 1-

	Comment is noted. A site layout plan submitted to theCouncil by the proponents with their correspondence andshows a layout with 11 dwellings (10 net). Whilst it isnoted that the layout is only indicative, given the overallsize and shape of the site and location of on-site featuressuch as trees worthy of retention, the Council does notconsider that the site is capable of delivering 10 netadditional units if allocated and brought into the urbanarea.
	Comment is noted. A site layout plan submitted to theCouncil by the proponents with their correspondence andshows a layout with 11 dwellings (10 net). Whilst it isnoted that the layout is only indicative, given the overallsize and shape of the site and location of on-site featuressuch as trees worthy of retention, the Council does notconsider that the site is capable of delivering 10 netadditional units if allocated and brought into the urbanarea.
	Whilst comments regarding appropriateness of attributingArup comments on sub-area 1 to site 268 are noted, itwas felt by Arup that the site’s western boundary was notstrongly established, regular and consistent to form asub-area in its own right. As such, it is considered that theArup comments on sub-area 1 in the Stage 2 GBR areapplicable in that it is not appropriate to disaggregatesub-area 1 into smaller parcels because of the lack of a

	No action
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	4 than sites SLAA ID254 (Parcel B, Vet Labs, Rowtown) andID263 (Ottershaw East) but failed stage 5 of the process withthe content in the comments section a regurgitation fromArup’s Green BeltReview Part 2 for sub-area 1, incorrectlyapplied to ID268.
	4 than sites SLAA ID254 (Parcel B, Vet Labs, Rowtown) andID263 (Ottershaw East) but failed stage 5 of the process withthe content in the comments section a regurgitation fromArup’s Green BeltReview Part 2 for sub-area 1, incorrectlyapplied to ID268.
	The Sustainability Appraisal shows site ID268 as a morefavourable sustainable site for development than ID254 andID263.
	All sites within ID268 are previously developed and fulfil thecriteria for land to be allocated for housing and are judgedsustainable. There is no encroachment into countryside and ifsuggested otherwise this places too high a burden on theland in respect of this. The definition of countryside is ‘landand scenery of a rural area’ which befits ID254 and ID263more than ID268 which is all on previously developed land,has the benefit of a main road frontage, described as semi-urban in character with an urban fee
	Development of ID268 would not cause sprawl or encroachinto the countryside as development would be retained withinexisting curtilages. Arup point out that southern boundary ofsub-area 1 needs strengthening on southern boundary andthis can be readily overcome by way of strategic planting.SLAA ID122 already has a defensible boundary.
	Any negative effects attributed to SLAA ID254 or ID263 in GBReview Part 2 or in the SA have either been overlooked orminimised by others, irrespective of the conclusions reachedfrom the evidence leavingthe impression that development ispreferred on these sites regardless of findings.
	SLAA ID122 and ID268 are the only suitable areas of GreenBelt in Woodham which fulfil the criteria for housing

	defensible/durable boundary. The Council concurs withArup’s response, the full version of which can be foundon the same web-page as the Council’s response torepresentations made at the Additional Sites and Optionsconsultation of the Local Plan.
	defensible/durable boundary. The Council concurs withArup’s response, the full version of which can be foundon the same web-page as the Council’s response torepresentations made at the Additional Sites and Optionsconsultation of the Local Plan.
	Comment noted, however Sustainability Appraisal needsto be considered in thecontext of other Local Planevidence, including the Site Selection Methodology &Assessment and Green Belt Reviews.
	Comment noted. Arup have responded to this point andcomment that at a strategic level, the regularisation ofdevelopment within the site (and those adjacent) would'negatively impact the strategic green belt by protrudinginto the countryside and visually reducing the distancebetween settlements', thus undermining Purpose 2 in amore strategic sense. In terms of the definition ofcountryside, this is not the only consideration in whetheran area of land meets Green Belt purposes.
	As stated above it is not considered that SLAA site 122 iscapable of delivering 10 net additional units and wouldnot be considered in isolation.
	Noted,however the findings of the SustainabilityAppraisal need to be considered in the round with otherevidence supporting the Local Plan including the GreenBelt Reviews which have recommended that sites 254and 263 could be released from the Green Belt. Further,the SA sets out that where negative effects occur thesecould be mitigated and Stage 6 of the SSMA considersthis. As such, negative effects have not been overlookedor minimised.
	Noted, however the Council is not aware ofrepresentations raising concerns of a lack of housingallocations in Woodham other than site promoters.
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	allocation. There is genuine concern there has been noallocation for housing within Woodham.

	Tarmac
	Tarmac
	Tarmac
	Rep 1475
	Land North of ThorpeIndustrial Estate

	The site selection methodology and assessment carried outin 2017 makes note within the 'Assessment of SignificantNon-Absolute Constraints (Employment)' that:
	The site selection methodology and assessment carried outin 2017 makes note within the 'Assessment of SignificantNon-Absolute Constraints (Employment)' that:
	a. 'There are some flood risks on site but these are largelyoutside of fluvial flood zones and could be mitigated bydrainage/SuDS design."
	A flood risk assessment would be carried out prior to anyplanning application with plans to mitigate any flood risk.
	b. "Archaeological importance could be dealt with bycondition."
	Any planning application would include plans maintain andprotect the area of archaeological significance.
	c. 'The site is identifiedwithin a mineral safeguarding areaconstrained by previous extraction. This could be a majorconstraint to development and will require more in depthconsideration, but at this time it is not known whetherconstraint could be overcome."
	The history of thesite has been noted and Tarmac arecarrying out studies to ascertain the condition of the site. Anyplanning application will be supported by the results of theinvestigation to show the areas whereby built development isdeliverable.
	d. 'The whole site isalso considered to be open space whichwould be lost to development. However development couldretain some of this on site, but land of lesser environmentalvalue should be preferred."
	The indicative schemes put forward note that an area of openspace would be retained to the northern boundary of the sitewhich would allow access to the wider countryside to theeast. This would include additional landscaping and plantingto create an area that would feel 'open'.

	Comments on constraints are noted and will be taken intoaccount in the final SSMA, although without furtherevidence on the minerals constraint this is likely to remainunchanged.
	Comments on constraints are noted and will be taken intoaccount in the final SSMA, although without furtherevidence on the minerals constraint this is likely to remainunchanged.
	The SSMA also considered the accessibility of the site forresidential or employment use and considered this to below-medium with poor access to a number of localfacilities such as health, primary education and retailfacilities. This, along with the performance of constraints,particularly the minerals issue which still remains to beconcluded, the site was not takenforward for furtheranalysis of its performance against Green Belt as it is notconsidered to be a sustainable location.

	Update constraintssection of SSMA

	CBRE on behalf of AshillDevelopments Ltd
	CBRE on behalf of AshillDevelopments Ltd
	CBRE on behalf of AshillDevelopments Ltd
	Rep 1481
	Xmas Tree Farm,Ottershaw

	CBRE has concerns regarding the site selection methodologyused in the Council’s SSMA and considers there is a lack oftransparency in respect of final site selection which results ina lack of clarity and ultimately undermines the soundness ofthe proposed plan. The Councilhave applied an 8 stageapproach for the site selection assessment.
	Concerns noted, however the Council considers that itsSSMA fairly weighs up the sustainability credentials of asite in terms of its accessibility and constraints and itsperformance against Green Belt purposes and thepermanence of proposed boundaries.
	No action
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	The NPPF at paragraph 84 states that when drawing up orreviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authoritiesshould take account of the need to promote sustainablepatterns of development. The consideration of the site inproximity to key settlements and accessibility to facilities isassessed early on in the process.
	The NPPF at paragraph 84 states that when drawing up orreviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authoritiesshould take account of the need to promote sustainablepatterns of development. The consideration of the site inproximity to key settlements and accessibility to facilities isassessed early on in the process.
	The Ottershaw site reached stage 5 of the assessment(Assess sites taken forward from stages 1, 3 and 4 withfindings of the Green Belt Reviews) until it was discounted onaccount of the findings in Green Belt Review Part 2 (2017).The SSMA notes that the site is a medium-high performingsite against accessibility with low constraints but the need toprovide housing oremployment land did not outweigh theharm to the Green Belt. The balancing exercise, for not onlythis site but the majority of others assessed in th
	Recent case law has demonstrated that Councils need to putforward a robust case to demonstrate whether exceptionalcircumstances exist to release a site from the Green Belt,including the nature and extent of harm to the Green Belt,and to what extent the impacts can be mitigated. There is noclear and/or sufficiently detailed rationale in the SSMA fromthe Council demonstrating exceptional circumstances torelease the preferred housing sites in the Green Belt. Thereis a lack of transparency with respect to the p

	Reference to para 84 of the NPPF is noted, however it isnot considered that releasing sites in locations whichperform strongly against Green Belt purposes wouldcreate sustainable patterns of development in line withthe NPPF. As such the balancing exercise for each site isnot considered to be limited and has been consistentlyapplied taking account ofthe need to deliver sustainabledevelopment whilst taking account of Green Beltperformance.
	Reference to para 84 of the NPPF is noted, however it isnot considered that releasing sites in locations whichperform strongly against Green Belt purposes wouldcreate sustainable patterns of development in line withthe NPPF. As such the balancing exercise for each site isnot considered to be limited and has been consistentlyapplied taking account ofthe need to deliver sustainabledevelopment whilst taking account of Green Beltperformance.
	In terms of exceptional circumstances the Council will bepreparing a background document on its approach toexceptional circumstances at the Regulation 19 stage ofconsultation.


	Savills on behalf of theCrown Estate
	Savills on behalf of theCrown Estate
	Savills on behalf of theCrown Estate
	Rep 1491
	Land south of St David’sDrive & Robert’s Way,Englefield Green

	The Site must be re-assessed under the SSMA due toincorrect Green Belt Review analysis. Othersites takenforward under SSMA (e.g. Blay’s House) also performedmoderately against accessibility/ constraints but weaklyagainst the purposes of the Green Belt and are proposed as‘Additional Preferred Sites’. On this basis the TCE landshould be allocated.
	The SSMA considers the site to be medium performingagainst accessibility and constraints, however was nottaken forward for allocation or release due to itsperformance against the Green Belt. The Arup Stage 2Green Belt Review considered the sub-areaof landperformed strongly against Green Belt purposes and assuch its allocation or release would not form sustainablepatterns of development. Arup have responded to theirscoring of the sub-area and the Council concur with theirresponse. On that basisit is not prop
	No action
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	Pegasus Groups onbehalf of St Edward
	Pegasus Groups onbehalf of St Edward
	Pegasus Groups onbehalf of St Edward
	Rep 1498
	Land at Great Grove Farm

	Do not consider the Council’s approach to be robust. Thereare two underlying reasons for this:
	Do not consider the Council’s approach to be robust. Thereare two underlying reasons for this:
	i. The sites havenot been properly assessed, meaning theadditional allocations are not the most appropriate
	i. The sites havenot been properly assessed, meaning theadditional allocations are not the most appropriate
	i. Assessment of Sites

	-The principle of a further Green Belt Review (GBRP2) beingundertaken, with a more finely grained approach to assesssites which make up part of a larger parcel, is supported.
	-The Council have suggested they will use the findings of theGBRP2 to inform their subsequent allocations. However, theCouncil’s Site Selection Methodology & Assessment hasfailed to give proper consideration to suchfindings. This isclearly illustrated by the Council’s consideration of SLAA site46 in the SSMA (sub area 25 in the GBRP2).
	-Site 46 was identified within the GBRP2 as only having amoderate overall score against the Green Belt purposes, aswere the twosubsequent additional allocations at BlaysHouse and St Peters Hospital. Site 46 actually had anidentical score (of 6) as St Peters Hospital, and was verysimilar to Blays House (5). All 3 sites were therefore part ofthe 45 areas that the GBRP2 recommended to the Councilfor further consideration-ie they had been identified as notbeing the best performing sites in the Green Belt, and t
	-The GBRP2 did not confirm theyshould be allocated, due tothe need to consider other matters in the balancing exercise,but in terms of the impact upon the Green Belt, theirallocation was considered justified.
	-The SSMA is broken down into a number of sieving stages,the general principle of which is not objected to. At Stage 3 ofthe SSMA, Site 46 is categorised as ‘Medium-High’ (whenHigh is best) in terms of its Accessibility Performance, and‘Low-Medium’ (when Low is best) in terms of constraints. Thiseffectively ranks the site asmore appropriate fordevelopment than 73% of the others being considered atStage 3. Of interest, it also scores better than the eventuallyallocated site at Blays House, which scores Mediu
	-Site 46 is taken forward to be assessed at Stage 4 of theSSMA, which considers Non-Significant Non-AbsoluteConstraints. The site is found acceptable in this respect, with

	The Council consider their approach to site selection tobe robust and the additional sites to be the mostappropriate given the findings of the Site SelectionMethodology & Assessment (SSMA) the methodology ofwhich is noted as being broadlysupported in principle bythe representor. Sites have been considered in the roundin the SSMA against a number of accessibility and otherphysical constraints as well as their performance againstGreen Belt purposes as reviewed by Arup in the GreenBelt Review Stages 1 & 2. The
	No action
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	the comment made that the ‘design will need toincorporate/enhance features which make a positivecontribution to landscape principles…’ .
	the comment made that the ‘design will need toincorporate/enhance features which make a positivecontribution to landscape principles…’ .
	-The site is therefore considered as part of Stage 5 of theSSMA, which is described as considering how the sitesperform in terms of Green Belt purposes, as informed by theRunnymede Green Belt Review Parts 1 and 2. Site 46 wasconsidered in great detail by the GBRP2, against the GreenBelt purposes, and its release from the Green Belt was foundto be appropriate in such terms. It therefore seemsunreasonable that the Council have chosen to dismiss thesite at Stage 5 of the SSMA due to it not ‘representing around
	The purpose of the GBRP2 was to assess the performance ofmore detailed sites against the purposes of the Green Belt.Site 46 was found by the GBRP2 to be appropriate fordevelopment in this respect, yet the Council’s subsequentSSMA has considered it inappropriate for allocation due to itsimpact on Green Belt purposes despite it performing well interms of the accessibility and constraints criteria. It is aninconsistent approach, and one that results in lessappropriate sites passing through Stage 5 ofthe SSMA.-
	-It would be understandable if a site considered to beappropriate for release by the GBRP2 was subsequently notallocated due to other planning considerations which formpart of the overall balance. However, in this instance, Site 46,and other sites, have not been taken forward due to theiralleged impact on the Green Belt, when the GBRP2 hasfound such impact to be acceptable.
	-Site 46 should be considered appropriate for removal from
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	the Green Belt and allocated for development because it iswithin a sustainable location, available now and there are noconstraints that may otherwise prevent or delay developmentfrom coming forward. The potential benefits associated withthe development of this site include a new country park /SANG, a new primary school, a new civic space, newcommunity facilities, strategic infrastructure improvementsThe SSMA, and subsequent allocations identified cannottherefore be considered to be robust, and the approachn
	the Green Belt and allocated for development because it iswithin a sustainable location, available now and there are noconstraints that may otherwise prevent or delay developmentfrom coming forward. The potential benefits associated withthe development of this site include a new country park /SANG, a new primary school, a new civic space, newcommunity facilities, strategic infrastructure improvementsThe SSMA, and subsequent allocations identified cannottherefore be considered to be robust, and the approachn
	Do not consider the allocation at Blays House, EnglefieldGreen to be justified. The Council’s site selection process hasidentified that there are more appropriate sites for residentialdevelopment than Blays House. The site registered ‘medium’scores against Accessibility criteria and Constraints as part ofStage3 of the Council’s SSMA. As a result it was notconsidered to be as appropriate to accommodate residentialdevelopment as other sites, such as Site 46 at Ottershaw,which were also classed as having a mod

	Comments noted, however, it is considered that therelease of Blay’s House is consistent with the SSMAwhen considering sites in the round and with theCouncil’s overall spatial strategy for development overthe plan period.

	Cunnane Town Planning
	Cunnane Town Planning
	The land is infill, within 250m of Ottershaw and does not fulfil
	The SSMA has considered the site and whilst it
	No action
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	on behalf of OttershawCacti Nursery
	on behalf of OttershawCacti Nursery
	on behalf of OttershawCacti Nursery
	Rep 1507
	Ottershaw Cacti Nursery

	purposes of Green Belt. This is supported by thesustainability assessment, Habitat Regulations assessment.Seeks the site to be included within ‘Ottershaw East’allocation.
	performed well in terms of accessibility, constraints andperformance against the Green Belt, it is considered thatthe site if released from the Green Belt on its own or withother sites at Bousley Rise east of the public footpathwould either appear as an incongruous form ofdevelopment almost entirely surrounded by Green Belt onits own and threaten the permanence of Green Beltboundaries given the irregular boundary pattern and formof properties within Bousley Rise.

	Kitewood
	Kitewood
	Kitewood
	Rep 1508
	Wey Manor Farm

	The site is well served by public transport and there is aconvenience store within 450m. In the context of thesettlement as a whole and the accessibility to service centres,not aware of any site being promoted could be considered tohave better accessibility than this site.
	The site is well served by public transport and there is aconvenience store within 450m. In the context of thesettlement as a whole and the accessibility to service centres,not aware of any site being promoted could be considered tohave better accessibility than this site.
	There are no significant infrastructure improvements thatwould be required to facilitate siteaccess and no significantupgrades would be needed in the wider highway network todeliver the site in the short-term.
	Agree with the Council’s assessment that the Wey ManorFarm site is not subject to any absolute constraints that wouldrestrict development. However, the Council’s report could notbe considered sound in relation to assessment of non-absolute constraints because it does not reflect the mostrecent evidence relating to the Wey Manor Farm site. Thesite is not valuable in terms of mineral, agricultural landquality or open space. The only applicable non-absoluteconstraints are the site’s proximity to the SPA and th
	Approximately half of the site area in sub-area 6 is locatedwithin flood zones 2 and 3. If the site were to be developedindependently of sub-area 12, an FRA including a sequentialassessment would be undertaken to justify the quantum ofproposed development. A very small proportion of sub-area

	Comments are noted. The site will be re-assessed in thefinal SSMA to support the Reg 19 consultation givingconsideration to the particular constraints noted, althoughfurther evidence will still be required with respect tominerals safeguarding. In terms of flood risk as the SSMAalready states, areas within flood risk zone 2/3 could bemitigated through use as green space and this has beentaken into account. The green space point is noted andwhilst this is not a designated green space which ispublically access
	Update constraintssection of SSMA
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	12 is located within flood zone 2 and the site could thereforebe fully developed without any risk of flood.
	12 is located within flood zone 2 and the site could thereforebe fully developed without any risk of flood.
	12 is located within flood zone 2 and the site could thereforebe fully developed without any risk of flood.

	The Wey Manor Farm site is located within a ‘mineralsafeguarding area’ although it doesn’t form part of theAddlestone Quarry site to the north which is controlled byCemex.  Have been in liaison with Cemex and they haveadvised the following in relation to the potential for mineraldeposit; “We believe it to be of poor quality bearing in mindwe worked the adjoining land. We certainly would not beinterested to work it”. Notwithstanding this, if there is provedto be a viable quantum of mineral on the site, this 
	Agricultural Land Classification:
	A detailed Soils and Agricultural Land Classification (ALC)survey of the site was carried out by RPS in May 2016. Thiscould therefore be considered the most up-to-date availableevidence and the Council’s assessment should therefore byupdated to reflect this information. The survey found thatapproximately 76% of the proposal site wasGrade 3a landand 24% Grade 3bland. None of the land comprises Grade2.
	A copy of the report is enclosed.
	The final non-absolute constraint to be considered is theallocation of the site as ‘urban green space’. There are nopublic rights of way across the site and it is therefore notpublicly accessible. In 2015, we were advised by RBC, thatthe site will not be given open space status due to its physicalinaccessibility to the public. The urban green space allocationis therefore no longer applicable to the Wey Manor Farm site.


	WYG on behalf of ReCreo
	WYG on behalf of ReCreo
	WYG on behalf of ReCreo
	Rep 1509
	Land North of Green

	The Green Lane site should be part of the additionalprovision the Council is now intending to make. This sitemeets all of the requirements for inclusion in a Local Plan aswell as performing well in in Green Belt terms in comparisonwith sites that the Council is proposing be allocated. It coulddeliver about 250 dwellings, including 100 affordable units,
	The site referred to has been considered and assessedthrough the SSMA. Whilst it is a medium-highperformingsite against accessibility and constraints, it performsstrongly in Green Belt terms. The site is sensitive in termsof its Green Belt location between the built up areas ofAddlestone and Chertsey and therefore greater weight is
	No action
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	Lane, Addlestone
	Lane, Addlestone
	and do so in the first five years of the Local Plan.
	attached to theprotection of the Green Belt, in line withnational policy. The site was therefore not taken anyfurther forward in the site selection process.

	DP9 Ltd on behalf ofElysian Residences
	DP9 Ltd on behalf ofElysian Residences
	DP9 Ltd on behalf ofElysian Residences
	Rep 1510
	Home Farm, VirginiaWater

	Runnymede SSMA conductsa 7 stage assessment withqualitative judgements made on positive or negative impactson certain criteria. Site 212 was discounted at stage 3 on thebasis of non-absolute constraints regarding mineralssafeguarding.
	Runnymede SSMA conductsa 7 stage assessment withqualitative judgements made on positive or negative impactson certain criteria. Site 212 was discounted at stage 3 on thebasis of non-absolute constraints regarding mineralssafeguarding.
	DP9 have carried out their own site selection assessment ofthe consolidated site at Home Farm based on the Council’smethodology and taken the site through to later stages ofassessment including comparison against Green Belt andSustainability Appraisal.

	Comments on the consolidated site atHome Farm arenoted as well as the site selection appraisal undertakenby DP9. The Council will consider these points whenupdating its Site Selection evidence to support theRegulation 19 Consultation including the sites reappraisalat Stage 3.
	Update constraintssection of SSMA

	WS Architecture on behalfof Windsor Homes
	WS Architecture on behalfof Windsor Homes
	WS Architecture on behalfof Windsor Homes
	Rep 1534
	Ottershaw East

	Council’s assessment in SSMA that greater weight isattached to the protection of Green Belt on eastern part of thesite (east of public footpath) is erroneousand not based onany landscape visual impact assessment. The topography ofthe site and natural boundaries should also be taken intoconsideration on top of the location of the footpath.
	The SSMA has considered a range of physical and policyconstraintsin determining which sites are betterperforming and could be allocated in the Local Plan. Thisincludes a consideration of the recommendations in theStage 2 Green Belt Review undertaken by Arup. TheStage 2 GBR did not recommend that the entirety of theOttershaw East site be released and considered that itcould subject to further sub-division. The GBR Stage 2review comments that the south east area (east of thefootpath) performs more strongly ag
	The SSMA has considered a range of physical and policyconstraintsin determining which sites are betterperforming and could be allocated in the Local Plan. Thisincludes a consideration of the recommendations in theStage 2 Green Belt Review undertaken by Arup. TheStage 2 GBR did not recommend that the entirety of theOttershaw East site be released and considered that itcould subject to further sub-division. The GBR Stage 2review comments that the south east area (east of thefootpath) performs more strongly ag
	In terms of a landscape visual impact assessment, thequality (or lack of) landscape quality is not a reason fordesignating or de-designating Green Belt as it is not oneof its fundamental purposes. Whilst this is a considerationin the overall sustainability of the site, greater weight hasbeen given to protection of the Green Belt and its localand strategic role given the performance against GreenBelt purposes.

	No action
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	TR
	Whilst the Stage 2 GBR recommends that the northeastarea of the Ottershaw East site could be released, theCouncil are of the opinion that this would not formdefensible and durable boundaries given the irregularpattern and form of boundaries in this area particularlywhere this adjoins the south east parcel of land.

	CBRE on behalf of AshillDevelopments Ltd
	CBRE on behalf of AshillDevelopments Ltd
	CBRE on behalf of AshillDevelopments Ltd
	Rep 1537
	Stroude Road Farm

	The representor has concerns regarding the site selectionmethodology used in the Council’s Site SelectionMethodology Assessment (SSMA) and considers thatthere isa lack of transparency in respect of final site selection whichresults in a lack of clarity and ultimately undermines thesoundness of the proposed plan. Specifically it is commentedthat the balancing exercise, for not only this site, but themajority of other others assessed in the SSMA is undulylimited. For example, the analysis does not consider th
	The representor has concerns regarding the site selectionmethodology used in the Council’s Site SelectionMethodology Assessment (SSMA) and considers thatthere isa lack of transparency in respect of final site selection whichresults in a lack of clarity and ultimately undermines thesoundness of the proposed plan. Specifically it is commentedthat the balancing exercise, for not only this site, but themajority of other others assessed in the SSMA is undulylimited. For example, the analysis does not consider th
	There is no clear and/or sufficientlydetailed rationale in theSSMA from the Council demonstrating exceptionalcircumstances to release the preferred housing sites in theGreen Belt.
	The proposed growth strategy in Virginia Water is to focusgrowth on two Green Belt sites at Virginia WaterNorth andVirginia Water South. Both of these proposed sites areconstrained with respect of access, are in multipleownerships and are not sustainably located with respect tothe existing settlement of Virginia Water and keyinfrastructure (i.e. VirginiaWater Station). Stroude Farm isconsidered a preferable option as it is in single ownership,has safe means of access, provides significant communitybenefits 

	Concerns noted, however the Council considers that itsSSMA fairly weighs up the sustainability credentials of asite in terms of its accessibility and constraints and itsperformance against Green Belt purposes.
	Concerns noted, however the Council considers that itsSSMA fairly weighs up the sustainability credentials of asite in terms of its accessibility and constraints and itsperformance against Green Belt purposes.
	Alongside its regulation 19 (draft plan) consultation, theCouncil will be publishing its exceptional circumstancesfor amending Green Belt boundaries in the Borough.
	The Council’s evidence, in particular its Site SelectionMethodology and Assessment supports that VirginiaWater Northand South are preferable sites for allocationin the Local Plan than the Stroude Farm site.

	No action
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