Date: 27 July 2022 S U R R E

To: Planning & Regulatory Committee
ng & Retiatory ! COUNTY COUNCI
By: Planning Development Manager
District(s) Runnymede Borough Council Electoral Division(s):
Foxhills, Thorpe and Virginia Water
Mr Hulley
Case Officer:
Janine Wright
Purpose: For Decision Grid Ref: 502353 164004

Title: Surrey County Council Proposal RU.21/2018

Summary Report
Land at Junction 10, A320 Guildford Road, Ottershaw

Proposed development onland at the junction of A320 Guildford Road with A319 Chobham Road,
Foxhills Road, Murray Road and Brox Road, Ottershaw. Planning application to carry out
improvements to the existing highwayincluding a new roundabout, junctions, access,
pedestrian/cycle connections and crossings, public car park, landscaping and associated infrastructure
and engineering works.

The application site forms part of an existing road network which provides astrategiclink between
Addlestonetown andjunction 11 of the M25. The site lies withinthe Metropolitan Green Belt.

The proposal is seeking planning permission forimprovements to the existing highway which includes a:

- A newelongated roundaboutwith aninscribed circular diameter of 60 metres (m) located to the
north east of the existingroundabout with four connecting distributor arms from the A320
Guildford Road south, A319 Chobham Road, A320 Guildford Road north and B3221 Murray
Road.

- Anewjunctionwill be created between the southbound circulatory carriageway and the Murray
Road westbound approach arm to gain access from Brox Road to the roundabout.

- Atwo-laneentryistobe provided onthe A320 Guildford Road northbound, A320 Guildford
Road southbound, Chobham Road and Murray Road.

- Asegregatedleftturnlane from Chobham Road northbound to A320 Guildford Road north to
bypass the roundabout.

- Northwardrealignment of the Murray Road connections to the new roundabout moved away
from the properties onthe south side of Murray Road but retaining the existingtwo-way roadin
the front of all these propertiesto which Brox Road would be connected near the village hall.
The new road would include bus-stop laybys for east and westbound buses along Murray Road.

- A newT-junction of the retained Murray Road to the new alignment of the Murray Road
connectiontothe new roundaboutallowingall vehicle movementsinand out.

- Sustainable Drainage features to provide surface waterrunoff attenuation including storage
pondsinthe centre of the roundaboutand to the north east of the junction, aswell as a ditch on
the east side of Guildford Road north of the junction.

- Relocation of utilities where affected by the proposed junction | ayout.
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- Relocation of existing Murray Road carpark furthereastto allow foradditional car parking
spaces and the installation of electricvehicle charging points.

- The proposal alsoincludesthe removal of trees along the north-west and north-east sides of the
existing roundabout to accommodate the new roundabout.

The A320 schemeiis a partnership between Runnymede Borough Council (RBC), Surrey County Council
(SCC) and Homes England (HE). The projectis funded through the Housing Infrastructure Fund (HIF) and
aimsto increase the road capacity and improve sustainabletransportinfrastructureto supportthe
delivery of the Runnymede 2030 Local Plan.

Junction 10 of the A320 provides astrategiclink between Addlestone town and Junction 11 of the M25.
The A320 serves Runnymede’s most sustainable locations for growth, east of the borough, which will
benefitfrom the greatest concentration of services and facilities including strategicemployment sites
and housing.

The application has been publicised by postingsite notices and an advert has been placed in the local
newspaper. Atotal of 330 owner/occupiers of neighbouring properties were directly notified by letter. A
total of 55 letters of representation have been received. 54 |letters of objection and one letter of no
objection. Multiple letters of representation have been received from the Murray Road Residents
Association.

Whilstthe proposal forms part of a local transport infrastructure project, which category is not
inappropriate development within the Green Belt provided it can demonstrate arequirementfora
GreenBeltlocation, preservesits openness and does not conflict with the purposes of including land
withinit(listed as an exceptionin paragraph 150 of the NPPF), inthis case it is conside red that the built
formwould not preserve the openness of the Green Belt. Assuchthe proposalisconsideredtobe
inappropriate development. Inappropriate developmentis, by definition, harmful to the Green Beltand
should not be approved exceptinvery special circumstances. Very special circumstances will not exist
unlessthe potentialharmtothe Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm
resultingfromthe proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

The applicant has submitted very special circumstance in support of the proposal. The very special
circumstances, as set out within the report, emphasises that the proposed improvements to junction 10
would deliverthe necessary road capacity toaccommodate planned growth as set out withinthe
Runnymede 2030 Local Plan. This growthis estimated to deliver 3,500 new dwellings (including
affordable housing) and other necessary infrastructure and services. The delivery of growth will in turn
boost economicgrowth withinthe immediate and wider area.

The report summarisesthe assessments which have been made and putforward by the applicant. Italso
assesses the harm which has beenidentified as a result of the proposal, including residential amenity,
impact on landscape character, ecology and historicbuildings.

It is concluded thatthe proposal would comprise inappropriate development asit would not preserve
the openness of the Green Belt. The very special circumstances (i.e. delivery of growth within the
Borough) put forward by the applicantand the publicbenefits of the scheme clearly outweigh the harm
to the Green Belt caused by reason of inappropriateness not preservingits openness and any other
harm.

The proposal would resultinanumber of publicbenefits whichinclude economicand housing growth
withinthe Borough, improved pedestrian and cycle routes, improved trafficflows and areductionin
congestion. Nosignificantadverseimpacts onresidential amenities are envisaged and the proposed
landscaping and habitat creations, both on site and off site, are expected toresultinanincreasein
biodiversity opportunities. On balance, the benefits of the proposal weigh in favour of the proposed
development and therefore the applicationis recommended for permission.
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The recommendation is subject to referral to the Secretary of State under paragraph 10 of the Town
and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2021, and in the absence of any direction by
the Secretary of State, to PERMIT subjectto the conditions and informatives

Application details

Applicant
SCC Property

Date application valid
18 November 2021

Period for Determination
17 February 2022 (extension of time 31July 2022)

Amending Documents

Revised Arboricultural Impact Assessment (received on 17/12/21) ref: 100041683-ARC-HAC-PKC_JC10-
RP-ZZ-00006

Revised Drainage Strategy (received on 14/1/2022) ref: 10041683-ARC-HAC-PKC_JC10-RP-ZZ-00009
Email received from Arcadis dated 5 May 2022 with attachments.

Fly-throughvideo link received on 18 March 2022

Email received from Arcadis dated 10 May 2022 — additional queries and applicant’s response ref:
NS/JAE7869/120-02-ReVO0.

Email received from Arcadis dated 18 May 2022 — attaching SCC junction 10 planning checklist.

Email received from Arcadis dated 23.6.22 including comments on noise and vibrations

Email received from Arcadis dated 23.6.22 providing additionalinformation on air quality

Email received fromthe Applicant dated 8.7.22 regarding the core working hours for enabling works,
offline works and ancillary/close out phases. Details of the night-time working will be provided within
the CEMP.

Email received from Arcadis dated 8.7.22 providing plans showing the location of the off-site habitat
provisions.

Summary of Planning Issues

This sectionidentifiesand summarises the main planningissuesinthe report. The full text should be
considered before the meeting

Is this aspect in accordance Paragraphs in the report
with the DevelopmentPlan? where this has been
discussed
Principle of Development and Need Yes 62-86
Environmental Impact Assessment Yes 60-61
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GreenBelt Yes 283-310
Landscape Characterand Yes 100-128
Visual Impact

Heritage and archaeology Yes 179-221
Surface waterdrainage and Yes 163-178
Flooding

Biodiversity, Ecology and Trees Yes 129-161
Noise Yes 229-241
AirQuality Yes 242-261
Highway Capacity and Safety, Yes 265-282
Pedestrian and Cycle Access

lllustrative material

Site Plan

Plan 1 - Site Location Plan and Application Site Area

Aerial Photographs

Aerial 1- Surrounding Area
Aerial 2 - ApplicationSite

Site Photographs

Photo 1 — Looking northeast along Guildford Road (A320) ambulance station to the left

Photo 2 —Entrance to Murray House from Murray Road (B3121)

Photo 3 — Looking east along Murray Road )B3132)

Photo 4 — Looking north from Brox Road onto junction with Murray Road (B3121)

Photo 5 — Looking north along Guildford Road (A320) towards roundabout

Photo 6 —Looking northeast along Guildford Road (A320) towards roundabout

Photo 7 — Looking south from Foxhills Road, junction with Chobham Road (A319)

Photo 8 —Looking north west from Chobham Road (A319) junction with Foxhills Road

Photo 9 — Looking northeast over west side of roundabout towards Guildford Road (A320) from
Chobham Road (A319)

Photo 10 — Looking west over Guildford Road spur

Photo 11 — looking south across Guildford Road roundabout spur (Guildford Road, from south, centre of
picture Chobham Road right of picture)

Plans

Plan 1 Location Plan

Plan 2 Proposed Biodiversity off-site plans 1& 2
Plan 3 Landscaping Plan (indicative)
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Background

Description of existing use and background to the proposal

1. Theapplicationsite forms part of an existing road network which hasbeeninsitusince the early
1900s.

2. The proposal forms part of a wider A320 corridor project which comprisesimprovements to the
A320 between Ottershawand Chertsey toincrease the capacity of the local highway network and

enhance the sustainabletransportinfrastructure. The wider projectincludesimprovement works to
junctions and link roads within the A320 corridor.

3. The A320 improvement package willdeliverthe necessary capacity onthe road network to
accommodate the planned growthinthe Runnymede 2030 Local Plan. Withthe growth level
estimated to delivera minimum of 3,500 net dwellings (including affordable housing) as well as
othernecessaryinfrastructure and services. The delivery of this growth willin turn boost economic
growth withinthe areabut would also add pressure to the existinginfrastructure.

4. In 2018, a corridorstudy of the A320 was undertaken following Runnymede Borough Council’s
Strategic Highway Assessment Report (SHAR) which accounted for the original study areaand
proposed growth in neighbouring authority areas, including the strategicsites being considered by

Woking Borough Council and Surrey Heath Borough Council forallocation in theirrespective Local
Plans.

5. Thestudy identified the following key points:

e Congestionof network, particularly during peak hours

e (Capacity constraints, with the exception of St Peters Way east

e large proportion of trafficmovements are towards the M25 and therefore the A320is
actingas a collectorroad

e Thecongestionalongthe corridoris exacerbated with the expected increase in trafficflows
relatedtothe Local Plan developments.

6. Thestudy concluded thatthe corridoris expected to be saturated, with greater congestion during
the peak periods. The proposed development seeks to reduce trafficcongestion and the
preparation for planned trafficgrowth through the delivery of new housing developments as set out
withinthe Runnymede Local Plan 2030. The proposal would also enable improved air quality,
improved pedestrian and cycle routes and enhanced connectivity across the wid erarea.

7. InFebruaryandlJune 2021, the applicantundertook aseries of publicengagement whichincluded
pressreleases, web platforms and social media. Engineering drawings of the scheme were
published ontheirwebsiteinJune 2021 so that residents and road users could see the plansin
detail.

8. Thereare anumberofimprovements proposed alongthe A320 transportlinkincluding road
wideningand junction improvements. Most of the improvements works along the A320 corridor,
aside fromthis planningapplication and planning application RU.21/1521, constitute Permitted
Developmentand therefore do notrequire the benefit of planning permission. This scheme, due to

the proposed works falling outside of the highway boundary, requires the benefit of planning
permission and hence this application.

Site Description
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10.

11.

12.

13.

The application site is approximately 3.46 hectares (ha) and relates to highway improvement works
at junction 10 of the A320. For the purposes of thisreport, junction 10 includes the existing four
arm roundabout and land immediately surroundingit. The fourarm roundabout consists of the
A320 Guildford Road feedinginto and exiting fromin anorth/ south manner, Murray Road (B3121)
joiningfromthe eastand Chobham Road (A319) joining to the south west. Foxhills Road (D3046)
joins Chobham Roadina T junction approximately 15m south of the existing roundabout. Brox Road
(C129) joins Murray Road from the south approximately 40m east of the roundabout. The speed
limit of the junctionis 40 miles per hour(mph) which changes to 30mph at the north end of A319,
eastend of Foxhills Road and north end of Brox Road. A signalised pedestrian crossing with tactile
pavingislocated onthe A320 south arm approximately 50m south of the roundabout. Uncontrolled
crossings comprising dropped kerb, tactile pavingand small refuge island are located on the other
three arms of the roundabout.

The application site’s northern boundary lies just to the north of Chertsey Ambulance Service which
issituated onthe A320 north of the existingroundabout. The application site extends southwards
and eastwardstoinclude the roundaboutand junction 10 with Foxhills Road, Chobham Road, Brox
Road and Murray Road. The applicationsite alsoincludes an areaof land immediately to the north
of Murray Road, whichis currently withinahorticultural use. The Murray Road carpark lies
immediately tothe north of Murray Road, approximately 30m from the existing roundabout and
falls within the application site. The Murray Road carpark is a ground level car park which
accommodates approximately 40 parking spaces.

The application site’s southern boundary is formed with The Otter publichouse and The Trident Car
Showroom. Residential properties then extend southwards and south westwards along the A320
and Chobham Road. 2 Chobham Road (a Grade Il Listed property) is located between Chobham
Road and Foxhills Road approximately 30m from the existing boundary. Beyond the Otter public
house tothe eastis Ottershaw Village Hall (Brook Memorial Hall) and residential properties which
front onto Murray Road. Thisincludes Murray House (Grade Il listed property), whichis outside of
the applicationsite.

St Peters hospital and the M25 is located north of the application site and residential areas
surround the applicationsite to the south, south east and south west. Addlestone Town Centre is
located approximately 2 miles to the east. The majority of the application site is withinthe
Metropolitan Green Belt. The designated Green Belt boundary runs along Murray Road and cuts
across the site, with the existing roundabout. A small section of Guildford Road southisincluded
withinthe designation along with the existing roundabout and land north of the roundabout
including the ambulance station and telephone exchange. However, Chobham Road and Foxhills
Road are notincluded within the Green Belt boundary and noristheirjunction with the
roundabout. The nearest Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) is located approximately 2km east
of the application site andincludes the M25. A designated ancientand semi-natural woodland is
located approximately 1.3km north-east of the application site.

The Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA) and the Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and
Chobham Special Area of Conservation are both located approximately 2.7km to the west. The
South West London Waterbodies SPA and Ramsarsite is located approximately 3.8kmto the north
of the site. The Queenwood Golf Course Site of Nature Conservation Importance (SNCI) is located
approximately 0.5km to the west of the application site, the Spinney Wood and Grassland SNCl is
located approximately 1.3km to the west of the application site, the Hall’s Farm Wood and
Grassland SNClislocated 1.6km to the south and the Simplemarsh Farm SNClis located 1.7km to
the north east. Hardwick Court Farm Fields SNClis 1.7km north of the site, Addlestone Bourne at
Birch and Hoyt Wood SNClislocated approximately 1.7km to the south of the application site with
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the Stanners Hill and Fern Hill (Chobham) SNCl located approximately 1.7km to the south west. The
nearest area of ancient semi natural woodlandis located approximately 700m west of the site.

Planning History

14. There are norelevant County planning permissions relating to this application site.

The proposal

15. A planningapplication has been submitted for highway improvement works at junction 10 on the
A320 Guildford Road. The proposed worksinclude anew roundabout, junctions, access,

pedestrian/cycle connections and crossings, public carpark, landscaping and infrastructure and
engineering works.

The Proposed Highway Works (operational phase)

16. The proposalincludesthe following highway works:

- Anewelongatedroundabout with aninscribed circular diameter of 60 metres (m) located to the
north east of the existing roundabout with four connecting distributor arms from the A320
Guildford Road south, A319 Chobham Road, A320 Guildford Road north and B3221 Murray
Road.

- Anewjunctionwill be created between the southbound circulatory carriageway and the Murray
Road westbound approach arm to gain access from Brox Road to the roundabout.

- Atwolaneentryisto be provided on A320 Guildford Road northbound, A320 Guildford Road
southbound, Chobham Road and Murray Road.

- Asegregatedleftturnlane from Chobham Road northbound to A320 Guildford Road north to
bypassthe roundabout.

- Northwardrealignment of the Murray Road connections to the new roundabout moved away
fromthe properties onthe south side of Murray Road but retaining the existingtwo-way roadin
the front of all these propertiesto which Brox Road would be connected near the village hall.
The new road would include bus-stop laybys for eastand westbound buses along Murray Road.

- A newT-junction of the retained Murray Road to the new alignment of the Murray Road
connectiontothe new roundaboutallowingall vehicle movementsin and out.

- Sustainable Drainage features to provide surface water runoff attenuation including storage
pondsinthe centre of the roundaboutand to the north east of the junction, aswell as a ditch on
the east side of Guildford Road north of the junction.

- Relocation of utilities where affected by the proposed junction layout.

- Inclusion of lighting columns.

Improved Pedestrian Accessibility (operational phase)

17. The proposalincludesthe followingimprovements for pedestrian accessibility:

- Wideningofthe southern footway of the retained Murray Road to form part of an off-
carriageway east-west cycle pathincluding the pedestrian/cycle crossing of Guildford Road
south and Chobham Road to improve the connectivity of the village.

- Shared pedestrian/cyclist crossings of Guildford Road south of the roundabout junctionand
Chobham Road along with pedestrian crossings of Murray Road nearthe eastbound bus stop
layby and Brox Road nearthe Ottershaw Village Hall (Brook Memorial Hall).

- A4m wide shared use footpath / cycleway around the west side of the new roundabout heading
north alongthe west side of Guildford Road.
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18. Murray Road Car Park

Relocation of the existing Murray Road car park approximately 77m east of the existing location.
Theincrease in car parking spacesto 50 of which 5 would be disabled spaces. Electricvehicle
charging points are to be provided within the Murray Road car park.

New streetlighting for the proposed highway layout and lighting for the proposed Murray Road
car park.

19. Tree Removal and Landscaping

Landscape planting withinthe roundabout central island and elsewherearound the roundabout
including screening planting between the roundabout and the Brox Road/retained Murray Road
area.

The proposal wouldinvolvethe removal of 2 category A trees, 17 Category B trees, 1 group of
Category B trees, 2 Category B woodland (partial), 9 Category Ctrees, 4 groups of Category C
treesand 1 Category C hedgerow, and 2 Category U trees as part of the proposal. The trees
withinthe woodland area, north-west of the existing junction are subjectto an area Tree
Preservation Order (ref: TPO38).

20. Off-Site Habitat Area

An off-sitegrassland area has been proposed by the applicant to mitigate the loss of trees and
woodland within the application site. The off-siteland willbe located withinthe Runnymede
Borough and has beenidentified on the plans submitted by the applicantand titled, Drawing 2
proposed habitat creation planjunction 10 10041683-ARC-EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00006 Rev 01 and
Drawing 2 proposed habitat creation plan junction 10 10041683-ARC-EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00007 Rev
01.

The applicant has stated within the Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment Report thatin orderto
achieve 20% biodiversity net gainthe following habitats will be created at the offsite location.
These include:

Scattered broadleaved trees
Semi-improved neutral grassland
Dense scrub

Species-rick hedges

21. Compulsory Purchase

Surrey County Council has recently submitted the Compulsory Purchase Order, underthe
Highways Act 1980, and Side Roads Orderfor this scheme tothe Department for Transport.
The applicant has engaged with local residents and businesses affected by the compulsory
purchase order (CPO).

22. Construction and Operational Phases

Construction Phase

Itisenvisaged thatthe construction worksforJunction 10 would take approximately 24 months
to complete. The works will commence in late 2022 and will be completedin 2024.
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- The core working hours proposed by the applicant would be between 07:00 — 19:00 Monday to
Friday and 07:00-13:00 (Saturday).

- Aperiodof upto one hour before and one hour after core working hoursis envisaged forstart
up and close down activities. This would notincludethe use of plant or machinery likely to
cause disturbances but may include movement to place of work, maintenance and general
preparation works.

- Temporaryroad closures may be required during the construction phases and appropriate
diversions routes will be identified with clear signage provided to minimise any impacts on road
users.

- Thelocation of the construction compound areas are to be finalised by the appointed
contractor.

Operational Phases

- Along-term maintenance programme for the on-site and off-site plantingand woodland areas
will be enteredinto by SCC. The off-site plantingand woodland will be secured viaa Grampian
style planning condition requiring a signed copy of the management agreement to be provided
to the County Planning Authority and amanagement planto be enteredinto.

- To mitigate the loss of trees and woodland within the application site, off-site habitat provision
will be provided elsewhere within the Borough. The provisionsincludethe planting of anative
broadleaved woodland and native wildflower grassland. The location of the off-siteland is
shown on planstitled Drawing 2 proposed habitat creation plan junction 1010041683 -ARC-EGN-
ZZ-DR-ZZ-00006 Rev 01 and Drawing 2 proposed habitat creation plan junction 10 10041683-
ARC-EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00007 Rev 01. The applicanthasadvisedthatthe land, identified onthe
abovementioned plans, will be leased from the land owner fora period of 30 years. The
applicant has confirmed that SCCwill enterinto a contractual agreementwith the land owner
and a copy of the signed document will be presented to the CPA priorto the commencement of
development.

23. A previous application (ref: RU.21/1858) was submitted by the applicantin September 2021 and
withdrawn. Priorto the submission of the current application alternative designs were considered
and publicconsultations undertaken. As a consequence of those consultations, the applicant
amended the scheme, submitting the pending applicationin November 2021, which has re sultedin
improved capacity benefits and the retention of existing trees.

Consultations and publicity

District Council

24. Runnymede Borough Council No Objection

25. Runnymede Borough Council Environmental
Health Officer No commentreceived

Consultees (Statutory and Non-Statutory)

26. County Arboriculturalist No objection, subject to conditions
for the protection of trees
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27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.
34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

County Archaeological Officer

County Ecologist

County Landscape Architect

County Noise Consultant

County Air Quality Consultant

County Highway Authority

Lead Local Flood Authority (SuDS)
Environment Agency

National Highways

County Historic/Listed Buildings Officer

Natural England
Thames Water
County Rights of Way
Forestry Commission

SCC Emergency Planning

No archaeological concerns.

No objection, subject to conditions
for a CEMP and in accordance with
Preliminary Ecological Assessment (PEA)

No objection, subject to conditions

No objection, subject to conditions
For noise monitoring and hours of
working

No objection, subject to conditions

No objection, subject to construction
transport management plan (CTMP).

No objection, subject to conditions
No Objection

No Objection, subjectto conditions
fora CTMP

No material impact onthe special
interestof the listed buildings

No view received

No objection, advice provided
No view received

No comments received

No commentsreceived

Parish/Town Council and Amenity Groups

42. Ottershaw Society Objection

the size of the roundaboutis excessive and overlycomplicated.

longterm parkingis a current major problem. A second carpark for long stay could be added
allowingthe current car park to be keptforshorterstay visitors tothe Village Hall, local shops
and businesses. We would likethis option revisited to alleviate long term parking problems.
The proposal will speed up the flow of trafficexacerbating the speed through Ottershaw. There
are concernsthat the Guildford Road A320 eitherside of the proposed roundaboutis notbeing
widened this may cause more congestion.

Concernsregarding the pedestrian crossing points. The Guildford Road and to some extent
Chobham and Murray Roads become very busy during peak times which makes pedestrian
crossing difficult. Essentially some form of controlled crossingis necessary atthese suggested
points forusers.

development of this size will require extensive landscaping to stop it becoming an eyesore. Large
number of mature trees and shrubs that are on and surrounding the existingroundabout these
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must be retained and enhanced with planting of mature trees and shrubs to further soften the
impact of this proposal.

43. Ottershaw & West Addlestone Residents Association Objection

- thetrafficscheme application published for consultation falls short of meeting the fundamental
requirements of a HIF scheme and will considerably worsen the life in Ottershaw. Noincreasein
capacity or free-flow of trafficis possible because of A320north and south of the scheme
remains as existing bottleneck.

- village hasbeen cutintwo parts by the A320. Trafficfrom ever-enlarging Woking uses this road
to access M25. Traffic, north and south bound, has no interestin Ottershaw and most of our
members were expecting asignificant and imaginative scheme fortrafficto ‘by-pass’ ourvillage
all togethertoreduce severance tothe point ourvillage would thriveagain. The scheme does
the exact opposite withasystem 8.5 times largerthan existingand dominatesthe village.

- theproposal makesnoreference tothe inevitable use of rat-runs through village residential
roads (Brox Road/Slade Road in particular).

- no definition of measures to be taken to permit safe village life to continue and trafficto be
diverted. Forinstance, trafficmust not be diverted down the residential Slade and Brox Roads.
The scheme should not commence until community agrees adequate protection is defined to
deny residential sideroads carrying the normal flow from the A320 and/or construction traffic.
We needtosee a full TrafficManagement Plan and details of how noise and pollution will be
limited.

- proposed access to rear of telephone exchangeand electricity sub-stationis not required. These
units are seldom accessed and could continue to be so directly from A320. This will save
wholesaledistribution of swathes of mature trees. No defined landscapingandtree and hedge
removal plansare includedinthe application. The scheme must not commence until details of
landscapingis defined and emphasises preservation of as many mature trees and hedgerows as
possible and use of mature treesto be plantedinlandscaping scheme.

- almostas soonas the schemeisfinishedanew RBClocal plan will be adopted. The proposed
schemeisnotdesignatedto cope withtheincreaseintrafficload. Letssee ajoined up planto
take trafficcompletely out of ourvillage.

- proposedscheme does provide a car park close to ourvillage hall but only marginally biggerthan
the existing carpark whichis full most days with long-term parking. The scheme must not
commence until SCCand RBC have published a plantoensure the proposed carparkis available
onlyto village hall and shop users. Asecond, long-term carpark should be included within the
application. The scheme shall not commence until ascheme to manage the short-term parking
isagreed between SCCand RBC and that scheme is published.

44. Ottershaw Village Hall Advice

- Great concernwas expressed regarding the possible appropriation of the car park as spacesfor
contractors during the forthcoming A320 roadworks. The carpark is absolutelyessentialto both
the life of our extremely busy community hall and to the livelihoods of the Ottershaw
shopkeepersthrough theircustomers who park there. Any reductionin the size of the car park
would be disastrous.

45. Brox Lane Residents' Association Objection

The Brox Lane residents have expressed their supportforrepresentations submitted by the
Ottershaw Neighbourhood Forum and Ottershaw & West Addlestone Residents Association.
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46. Murray Road Residents Association (MRRA) Objection

Several letters of representation have been received from the Murray Road Residents Association
(MRRA). The main concernsraised by the residents relate to:

e Design-relocation of the T-Junction reducing queuing trafficon Ottershaw roundabout and
intothe village by elongating Murray Road movingthe T-junction further west past Murray
House and Mawbey Road.

e Treeretention—requestthe retention of the ancienttree combination with high native
species hedgerows along Murray Road as it provides animportant sensory, amenity and
cultural value.

e landscapingand planting —native species-rich hedgerowwillbe replaced by mere species-
rich grassland is not good enough for us, or the wildlife. The outlook of the village will be
altered by the landscape and will look like an airport terminal car park.

e Retention of hedgerows andtrees —request retention of the hedgerows and trees as these
will continue to provide avisual barrierto and enhances the natural environment. It would
appearthe native speciesrich hedgerow isto be removed. Existingtree lined road with
existing hedges will prevent children from escaping and running out to very dangerous
roundabout. Withoutthe hedgerows the trees could be damaged through vandalism.
Existing hedgerows provide a useful protection against anti-social behaviourthat could occur
inthe car park.

e Impact on Heritage Assets —retention of ‘villagefeel’ and impact on setting of heritage
buildings particularly the building of Ottershaw Village.

e Car parks —whenthere are 4 separate car parks offering 200 publiccar park spacesin
Ottershaw whyisanotherrequired?

e Avastarea of Otter Nurseryland north of Murray Road is subject to the threat of compulsory
purchase to accommodate the project whichisunnecessary.

e Whatisto be gained by destroyingthe frontage appearance of Murray House as the entrance
to Ottershaw Village?

e As Murray Road isvirtually straightitis unclearwhatisto be gained by acquiringanylandto
the south of the carriageway of Murray Road.

e Biodiversity—impacton wildlife and removal of species-rich hedgerows

e Realignment of Murray Road

e Pavementwidth—SCCwant to provide a3m wide pavement. By providingthe 3mwide
pavementit pushesthe north lane of Murray Road closerto the existingtreesand hedgerows
thus makingit dangerousfordriversand putsthe hedgerows and trees atrisk of earthworks.
Either keep the existing pavement width the same or widen to 2m protecting the hedgerow
and trees.

e Speedlimits—reduce speed limitsto 20mph to safeguard pedestrians and cyclists, creatinga
saferroad environment for pedestrians and cyclists by forminga ‘safety net’.

e Relocation of carpark and northern bus stop —relocate closerto the village toimprove
mobility issues.

e ‘Motion’ scheme —reduced construction costs by using existing infrastructure

47. Ottershaw Neighbourhood Forum Objection

- The proposal does notachieve the stated objectives for motorised traffic, italso falls short of
many key provisions for cyclists and pedestrians which would easily be addressed at minimal
cost. Giventhe focus on greentransportand SCC netzero carbon council by 2030 and net zero
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carbon county by 2050 these provisionsin ouropinion should be mandatory requirements for
approval of any majorinfrastructure project.

- The HIF scheme has two key requirements, free flow of trafficand increase capacity onthe A320
which mustbe metat an acceptable level of performance in orderto declare success. Itis
considered that neither of these requirements are metthrough the solution offered. The
scheme failsinthe publicduty to planfor the foreseeable and medium term future and does not
demonstrate an efficientand appropriate use of publicfunds.

- Capacityincrease:one of the two key requirements forthe scheme is specifically to increase
capacity of the A320. Thisrequirementis not met primarily through the scheme retaining 3lanes
north of the Otter roundabout tothe St Peter’s Way roundabout. The retention of 2lanes
incoming on St Peters Way also impacts this requirement being met.

- Free Flow key requirements: the second key requirement of the HIF scheme is to ensure the
free flow of trafficalong the A320. This is not met due to unchanged south exit fromthe Otter
roundaboutwhichremains 1lane. Thisisin fact worsened comparedto presentdue to the
National Cycle Network improvement also ending at this point, thus placing additional cycle
trafficon the road. Minimal extra queuing capacity onthe A320 itself and trafficcontrols on the
roundaboutitself all impacting the free flow of traffic.

- Predicated capacity: the scheme only addresses planned growth through housing as shownin
the current RBC 2030 local planin our opinionitdoes noteven fully address this. Whilstthisisa
significant factor, italso completely fails to address any planned developments in the
surrounding areas and in particular Woking. The two key requirements of the A320 capacity
increase and free flow are therefore furtherimpacted by this failure.

- Size/Scale:the proposalwillhave asignificantandirreversible negative impactonthe village
increasing the separation and severance between the north and south parts and fosteringa ‘two
village’ paradigm, completely the reverse of the wishes of ourvillagers. Othersmall-scale option
which would significantly improve this have been proposed, considered possible but n ot
adopted. The impact of this proposal on our village must be carefully weighed before adecision
ismade.

- Impactson Ottershaw outside the scheme: the currentroundabout will clearly remaina
bottleneck and trafficfrom Woking and Addlestone will incre asingly seek to cut through Brox
and Slade Roads to access the A320 Woking or A319 to Addlestone/New Haw. Part mitigation
would be some form of speed control/trafficcalming along these road together with addressing
on street parkinginthe village.

Surrey Campaignto Protect Rural England (CPRE) Objection

- The Murray Road Residents have expressed their dismay at the intention to take outa 110m of
intact native species-rich hedgerow, leaving veteran trees and destroying all othervegetation.
They have gone to an expense to hire a highways expertto give asuitable alternative layout for
the road improvements; one which does notinvolve uprooting the bushes and harming the local
amenity value thatan attractive and important hedgerow provides. The hedge isover30years
oldand on publiclanditshould be protected underthe provisions of the hedgerow regulations
1997.

- Theremoval of the locally valued hedgerow will provoke reaction from residents who appreciate
our leafy roadside. The destruction of any hedgerow providing wildlife habitatand carbon store
goes againstthe grain of everything Surrey County Councilis trying to achieve. The council
shouldthink about retaining not destroying an established hedgerow. Green boundaries add
immensely tothe beauty and character of our countryside and environment. They provide
connectivity forwildlife, protect soil, absorb emissions and are natural airfilters. Ata time of
plummeting biodiversity and climate emergencyitisimportanttosetthe right example. Itis
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wrongto claimthat you are acting inthe publicinterest while ignoring the pleas of local
residents and council tax payers to protect their precious local environment.

- We urgeyouto reconsiderthese highway improvement plans by considering th e suitable
alternative that has been laid before you by Experts Motion.

Officercomment

48. Officers have considered all the comments raised by the amenity groups and respond as follows:

- The principal of the HIF scheme is to improve the capacity of the highway network to cater for
the anticipatedincrease in trafficfrom the 2030 Runnymede Borough Council Local Planand
enhancing highway users and improved provisions for active travel.

- Thedesign of the car park isto have as little impact as possible. The applicant has commented
that in previous designs asmallercar park was proposed with an overflow to the north of
Murray Road, however, this was not acceptable tothe residents and the design wasamended.
Consideration willbe givento limitthe stay of cars in the carpark.

- Tofulfil the requirements of the HIF objectivesin terms of the trafficcapacity, the scheme s
currently designed in accordance with manuals for streets and bridge s (DMRB).

- Thesize of the roundabout and queuing capacity is based on modelling forecasts, trafficdemand
designedtoalleviated peak time congestion. The existingroundaboutis unable to manage this.

- The modelling shows Guildford Road (south) operates we llwithout tailbacks from the
roundabout.

- Regulation 60of the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 states “the removal of any hedgerow to which
these Regulations apply is permitted if it is required [...] (e) for the carrying out development for
which planning permission has been granted oris deemed to have been granted”? as such if
planning permissionis granted for this scheme, this would provide an exemption underthese
regulations.

Summary of publicity undertaken and key issues raised by public

49. The application was publicised by the posting 10 site notices and an advert was placed inthe local
newspaper.

50. A total of 330 owner/occupiers of neighbouring properties were directly notified by letter. A total of
53 letters of representation have beenreceived. Fifty-two letters of objection and one letter of no
objection. Multiple letters of representation have been received from the residents of Murray
Road writing as a collective Residents Association.

51. Thefollowingconcerns were raised within the letters of objection:-
e Inadequate Design of the road scheme
e Impact on Ottershaw Village with large road dividingitinto two halves —negative impacton
the village
e Increaseintraffic/ congestion
e Anincreaseinnoise levels
e Lightpollution
e Healthimplication onresidents —pollution
e Impactson the setting of listed buildings

1 The Hedgerows Regulations 1997 (leqislation.gov.uk)
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e Pedestrian/cycle crossings and route are not suitable
e Highwaysafety

e Murray Road residents

e Air/Environmental Impact

e Inappropriate landscaping

e Costimplications of the proposal

e Unsuitable drainage provisions

e Treeremoval

e Realignmentof Murray Road

e Compulsory purchase of land

e Proposedoverflow carpark (removed fromthe currentscheme)

e Suitability forHeavy Goods Vehicles (HGV)

e Impactonresidentsandbusinessesduring construction works

e Narrow width of the road between Ottershaw and St Peter’s roundabout

e Trafficcalming measures are required along Brox Road and Slade Road

e Separation of the village between Foxhill Road, Chobham Road and Brox Road
e Inadequate crossingand signalling controls, additional crossing points required
e BuslinkalongBrox Road

e Bus stopalong Murray Road needsto be relocated further east

e Noreducedspeed limitsalong Foxhills Road

e Negativeimpacton property prices

e Impact onwildlifeand biodiversity

e Speedlimits

52. Inadditiontothe above, the MRRA have appointed anindependent highway consultancy (Motion)
to review the proposed scheme. The representation prepared by their consultant has made
reference totheirletters of representation and the documentation submitted by the applicant, as
part of the application. Motion, on behalf of the MRRA has suggested an alternativedesign forthe
roundabout which includes the following alterations to the scheme:-

e Retainedaccessto Ottershaw nursery

e Retention of existingtrees and widervegetation north of Murray Road

e Relocation of the bus stop along Murrey Road furtherwest

e Relocation of Murray Road and Brox Road junction furthereast

e Reductioninspeed limitalongBrox Roadto 20mph

e Retained carpark to be relocated further west closer to Ottershaw facilities

53. Motion has concluded thatthe designamendments proposed by them, are an alternative scheme
to that whichis proposed andincludes highway, heritage and tree retention benefits.

54. The correspondence and design proposed by Motion has been reviewed by the County Highway
Authority, County Landscape Architect, County Arboricultural officerand the County Historic
Buildings Officer. However, it should be borne in mind that although the Motion scheme has been
reviewed by officers and consultees, the Motion scheme proposed does not form part of this
pending application and therefore cannot be considered as part of this application.

55. Officers have considered all the representations which have been submitted.
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Planning considerations

Introduction

56.

57.

58.

59.

The guidance on the determination of planning applications contained in the Preamble/Agenda
frontsheetis expressly incorporatedinto this reportand must be read in conjunction with the
following paragraphs.

In this case the statutory development plan for consideration of the application consists of the
Runnymede Borough Council Local Plan (2030) (RBCLP). The Runnymede Infrastructure Delivery
and Prioritisation Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). Areview of the Runnymede 2030 Plan
commenced inlJanuary 2021 and at the currenttime, a number of evidence base documents are
being updated.

On 14 October 2020, members of the Runnymede Borough Council Planning Committee resolved to
designate the Ottershaw Neighbourhood Forum and Ottershaw Neighbourhood Area as submitted.
A neighbourhood planis currently being prepared and has notyet been adopted.

In consideringthis application the acceptability of the proposed development will be assessed
againstrelevantdevelopment plan policies and material considerations. In assessing the application
againstdevelopment plan policy it will be necessary to determine whetherthe proposed measures
for mitigating any environmental impact of the development are satisfactory. Inthisinstance the
main planning considerations are: Principle of Developmentand Need; Environmental Impact
Assessment; Design, Landscape Characterand Visual Impact; Heritage and Archaeology; Surface
Water Drainage and Flooding; Biodiversity, Ecology and Trees; Residential Amenity, Noise and Air
Quality; Highways Capacity and Safety, Public Rights of Way and Non-motorised user connectivity
and Green Belt.

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT

60.

61.

An Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) screening request was submitted to the County Planning
Authority on 1°* April 2021 on behalf of the applicant.

The proposal has been screened under Regulation 6 of the EIA Regulations Schedule 2 (paragraph
10(f) (Construction of roads (unlessincludedin Schedule 1)) and 13(b) (Changes or extensions to
Schedule 2development)). Based onthe information provided, the EIA Officer has concluded there
are unlikely to be significant effects on the environment of a type or scale that would warrant
classification of the scheme as awhole or of any individual element of the scheme asan “EIA
development”. The proposal therefore does not require an Environmental Statement to accompany
it.

PRINCIPLE OF DEVELOPMENT AND NEED

Runnymede Local Plan 2030

Policy SD1 — Spatial Development Strategy

Policy SD2 - Site Allocations

Policy SD3 — Active & Sustainable Travel

Policy SD4 — Highway Design Considerations

Policy SD5 — Infrastructure Provision and Timing

Supplementary Planning Document — Infrastructure Delivery and Prioritisation (November 2020)
Surrey County Council Local Transport Plan (LTP4) — Major Transport Projects
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National Planning Policy Framework 2021 — paragraphs 11, 20(b), 22 and 106 (b)

62.

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

The A320 scheme is a partnership between Runnymede Borough Council (RBC), Surrey County
Council (SCC) and Homes England (HE). The projectis funded through the Housing Infrastructure
Fund (HIF) and aims to increase the road capacity and improve sustainabletransportinfrastructure
to supportthe delivery of the Runnymede 2030 Local Plan.

Junction 10 of the A320 provides astrategiclink between Addlestone town and junction 11 of the
M25. The A320 serves Runnymede’s most sustainablelocations for growth, east of the borough,
which will benefitfrom the greatest concentration of services and facilities including strategic
employmentsites and housing.

Paragraph 11of the NPPF states that plans and decisions should apply a presumption in favour of
sustainable development without delay. Fordecision takingthis means approving development
proposalsthataccord with an up-to-date development plan. The Runnymede 2030 Local Plan was
adoptedinJuly 2020 andis thus considered to be up-to-date. The housing needs identified within
the Planalong with the proposed highway improvement works at junction 10 of the A320, and the
widerA320 corridor, would deliverthe development needs of the area.

Paragraphs 20(b) and 22 of the NPPF states that strategic policies should set outan overall strategy
for the pattern, scale and design quality of places, and make sufficient provision forinfrastructure
for transport. Strategicpolicesshould look ahead overaminimum 15 year period from adoptionto
anticipate and respondtolong-term requirements and opportunities, such as those arising from
majorimprovementsininfrastructure.

Paragraph 106(b) of the NPPF further states that planning policies should be prepared with the
active involvement of local highway authorities, othertransportinfrastructure providers and
operators so that strategies and investments for supporting sustainable transport and development
patternsare aligned.

The proposed highway improvement works to the junction and link roads are considered to be
essential tothe delivery of approximately 3,500new homes across 10 sitesin and around

Ottershaw and Chertsey. New supportinginfrastructure is therefore requiredin orderto meet the
housing needsinthe borough and deliverthe Runnymede 2030 Local Plan.

The Runnymede Infrastructure Delivery and Prioritisation Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)
sets out the Runnymede Borough Council’s approach toinfrastructure delivery and funding. The
SPD categorises the infrastructureinto different prioritisation levels including critical, essential, high
priority and desirable infrastructure. Critical infrastructure is required in orderto enable identified
growth. Without critical infrastructure the development process cannot proceed, and the RBCLP
cannot be delivered. The proposed highway improvement works to junction 10 of the A320 have
beenidentified as being critical and necessary to enable growth within the borough without whicha
number of developmentsites allocated in the Local Plan, which are dependent upon the
improvements proposed, would not be able to come forward (paragraph 2.4 and Table 2-2 inthe
SPD). ‘Critical’ has the highest prioritisation levelinthe SPD. The SPD states at paragraph 3.42 that
Runnymede Borough Council have prepared evidence specificto the A320 corridor which shows

that without mitigation the A320 will suffer ‘severe’ impacts as aresult of growth set outin the
Local Plan.

The RBCLP was formally adopted on 16% July 2020 and seeksto achieve abalance between
protectingthe borough’s heritage, natural environment and built environment whilst allowing for
new housing developmentand the creation of job opportunities.
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70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

75.

Several rounds of publicconsultations were carried out during the development of the local plan
and more than 6000 representations werereceived from local residents, businesses and other
organisations. The plan was publicly examined and endorsed by anindependent government-
appointedinspector, subject toa number of modifications being made, all of which were accepted
by local district councillors.

Policy SD1 of the RBCLP refers to identified housing and economic provisions overthe Local Plan
period and states that development will be largely directed towards the most sustainable, larger
settlementsin Runnymede and towards the garden village at Longcross. These locations have been
identified as beingthe bestlocations for delivering supportive infrastructure as well as active and
sustainable travel choices.

Policy SD2 of the RBCLP lists the allocated sites outlined for development within the Borough. Of
the 24 allocated sites withinthe RBCLP, 11 are dependent on the delivery of necessary mitigation
on the A320. Runnymede Borough Council considerthatthe allocated sites set out within policy
SD2 are the mostsuitable when considered against the alternatives appraised through a robust site
selection process and sustainability appraisal. The allocated sites are considered to offerthe best

opportunity to achieve sustainable development as well as the delivery of the spatial development
strategy.

The proposed residential developments, set out within policy SD2, will resultinanincrease in travel
demandinfuture yearsintensifying existing congestion problems and increasing travel demands
alongthe A320 corridor. Paragraph 5.42 of the RBCLP recognises thatthere are a number of
existingtransportandinfrastructure issues within the Borough including congestion on key
transportroutesincluding the A320, infrequent bus services and limited conne ctivity by walking/
cyclingroutesinsome areas. The RBCLP at paragraphs 5.49 and 5.50 recognises that growth will
lead to impacts onthe road network and that a number of locations along the A320 will require
some form of interventionto ensure that congestionis managed and that sites allocated in the plan
can be delivered sustainably.

Policy SD3 of the RBCLP states that working with stakeholders, the Council will support schemes and
development proposals which enhance the accessibility and connectivity between people and
places by active and sustainable forms of travel. This will be achieved by:

- supportingandimplementing the objectives and strategies of the Surrey Local Transport Plan,

strategies and projects prepared by Transport for the South East or agreed underthe Duty to
Cooperate, and schemes which help to alleviate existing transport and highway problemsin
Runnymede orthe widerareaas identified through further partnership working;

- refusingplanning permission forany development which would compromisethe delivery of the

mitigation works required to the A320 and/or M25 junction 11.

Sub-paragraph 5.57 of the RBCLP, referstoa number of congestion ‘hot spots’ and highway
issues within Runnymede, with reference made to the A320. The paragraph furtherstates that
“itistherefore considered necessary toincludea policy which reiterates the Council’sintention
to continue towork with its partners to achieve modal shiftand to set out measures which
supportand achieve active and sustainable travel choices and require developers to explore
these opportunities through Travel Plans.

The Surrey County Council Local Transport Plan (LTP4) seeks toimprove and make routes saferfor

walkingand cycling. The LTP4 includes a number of proposalsto deliver widerranging
improvements for cleaner, healthierand safertransportin Surrey.
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76.

77.

78.

79.

80.

81.

The proposal would allow forimproved connectivity for current and future road users and would
resultinimproved trafficflow, highway safety measures and pedestrian and cycle connectivity.
Deliveringthe vision and objectives of the Local Transport Plan.

The highway improvement works at Junction 10 of the A320 have beenidentified as a beingcritical
to the delivery of housingand economicgrowth within Runnymede. The proposal would enable
infrastructure improvements to alleviate existing transport and highway problems within the
Borough. Policy SD3 recognisesthe need for mitigation works to be carried outalongthe A320
corridorand further states that planning permission should be refused forany development which
compromises the delivery of these mitigation works.

Policy SD4 of the RBCLP states that development proposals which maintain orenhance the efficient
and safe operation of the highway network and which take account of the needs of all highway
users for safe access, egress and servicing arrangeme nts will be supported.

The proposal has been designed to a high standard to ensure efficient and safe operation of the
highway network. The proposal would increase capacity on the local highway network and enhance
sustainable transportinfrastructure, to enablethe delivery of growth. The proposal would also
promote improved pedestrian and cyclist connection forall road users.

Policy SD5 of the RBCLP states that working with infrastructure providers, developers and otherkey
stakeholders, Runnymede Borough Council will supportinfrastructure projects which deliverthe
spatial development strategy and allocated development sites as identified within the plan.

The proposal would comply with policy SD5 of the RBCLP as it would deliverimprovements to the
local infrastructure network which are critical to the successful delivery of the spatial development
strategy and allocated development sites as identified within the plan.

Conclusion of principle of development and need

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.

The principle of the highway improvement works and the creation of a new roundaboutand
junctionsforlocal residents and road users withinthe immediateand wider area of Runnymede is
supported by policies SD1,SD2,SD3, SD4 and SD5 of the adopted RBCLP and the infrastructure
delivery and prioritisation supplementary planning document (SPD). The RBCLP recognises that for
the allocatedsitesand housing development proposalsto be delivered, highway improvement
measures tothe A320 corridor (including the application site)are necessary.

The final design alignment is compliant with the DMRB for vehicle types and radi of curves and
junctions.

The proposalis likely to bring benefits such asimproved highway safety, areduction in congestion,
the delivery of sustainable transportinfrastructure and residential and economic growth within the
Borough. Given thatthe proposalislocated withinan urban areaand the road networkis existing,
the principle of development has already been accepted and must be given the necessary weightin
the assessment.

On balance, the proposal would accord with policies SD2, SD4 and SD5 of the Runnymede 2030
Local Plan and paragraphs 20 (b), 22 and 106(b) of the NPPF.

Notwithstandingthe above, itis acknowledged that the proposal is within asensitive location which
is close to existing residential developments, heritage assets, ecological and landscape impacts as
well asthe designated Metropolitan Green Belt. All these impacts will be considered in more detail
withinthe report.

DESIGN
Runnymede Local Plan 2030
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Policy SD4 — Highway Design Considerations
Policy EE1 — Townscape and Landscape Quality
National Planning Policy Framework 2021 — paragraph 132

87.

88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

The applicationisaccompanied by a Planning Statement (PS) and Transport Assessment (TA) which
provides details of the design associated with the project.

The PS states that in formulating the scheme the following key design principles weretakeninto
account;-

e Providingadesignthatreflectsthe location and aimstoimprove traffic capacity and
journeytimes.

e Deliveryof development growth to meetthe current demand and future demands of the
area (including residential and economic benefits for the Borough);

e Keepingvehiclespeedsata reducedlevel, reducing the severity of road traffic collisions and
providing more free-flowing arrangements to reduce queuing impacts;

e Ensuringthat the scheme design takes account of the needs of all road users, including
pedestrians and cyclists;

e Minimisingthe impact on nearby residential properties and heritage assets.

The size and layout of the new junction and roundabout has been designed in accordance with the
Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)? as well as the functional and practical requirements
of all road users.

The PS further states that the design process associated with the project soughtto provide essential
capacity upgradesin support of the wider A320 HIF Scheme (North of Woking packages of work, in
support of National, Regional and Local Policies forthe benefit of all road users). Consideration has
alsobeengivento:-

e Minimal impactonthe Green Belt utilisingas much of the existing highway as possible
e Vehicle access along Murray Road and Brox Road

e Vehicle movements

e Providingappropriatefacilities for pedestrians and cyclists

e Noise and otherenvironmental impacts

e landscaping

e Adequatedrainage

e Appropriate streetlighting

Policy EE1 of the RBCLP states that all development proposals will be expected to achieve high

guality and inclusive design which responds to the local contextincluding the built, natural and
historic character of the area while making efficient use of the land.

Policy SD4 of the RBCLP states that development proposals which maintain or enhance the efficient
and safe operation of the highway network and which take account of the needs of all highway
usersfor safe access, egress and servicing arrangements will be supported.

The location of the new junction has soughttoinclude existing carriageways and where possible
incorporating new and existing landscaping within the roundabout and adjacent areas. It has been
designedinasensitivemannerseekingto avoid impacts to heritage assets, residential properties,
existing vegetation and the openness of the Green Belt.

2 Standards For Highways | Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB)
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94.

95.

96.

97.

Paragraph 132 of the NPPF states design quality should be considered throughout the evolution and
assessment of individual proposals. Early discussions between applicants, local planning authority
and local community about the design and style of emerging schemesisimportantfor clarifying
expectations and reconcilinglocal and commercial interests. Applicants should work closely with
those affected by their proposals to evolve designs that take account of the views of the
community. Applicationsthat can demonstrate early, proactive and effective engagement with the
community should be looked on more favourably than those that cannot.

The applicant has engaged in early discussions and public consultations with local residents,
businesses and the planningauthority. The current proposal was submitted following a public
consultation which commenced in September 2021. The applicant has given consideration to all the
commentsreceived andis continuingto engage in discussions with residents and public
representatives.

The Murray Road Residents Association (MRRA) have expressed concern overthe design of the
proposal and have appointed aninde pendent highway consultantto review the scheme. The
highway consultant also submitted an alternative proposal in response to this proposal, on behalfof
the MRRA, whichincludes movingthe T-junction furtheralongto Mawbey Road to minimise
vegetation clearance and visual impact to the residents along Murray Road. The highway consultant
also statestheir proposal seekstoimprove operational capacity along Murray Road by providing
additional stacking capacity at the roundabout for the westbound traffic, alongside assistingin
preventing any eastbound vehicles waiting to turninto Brox Road.

The residents’ design (submitted by Motion) has been reviewed by officers and shared with the
applicantand consultees. However, the alternative design does not form part of the pending
application and therefore no weight can be attributed to the proposed scheme.

Conclusion of design

98.

99.

The proposal has been designed to a high quality incorporating aninclusive design which responds
to the local contextincludingthe built, natural and historic character of the areawhile making
efficient use of the land.

The design of the roundaboutand junctionis considered to meetthe requirements of all road users
and isan inclusive design which responds positively to the surroundingarea. The proposal is
therefore considered to be inaccordance with policy EE1 of the RBCLP and paragraph 132 of the
NPPF.

LANDSCAPE CHARACTER AND VISUALIMPACT

Runnymede Local Plan 2030

Policy EE1 — Townscape and Landscape Quality

National Planning Policy Framework 2021, paragraph 174 and 180

100. Policy EE1 of the RBCLP states that development proposals will be expected to achieve high quality

and inclusive design which responds positivelyto local contextincluding built, and natural
characters of the area while making good use of the land. Development proposals will be
supported where they contribute to and enhance the quality of the publicrealm and/orlandscape
setting through high quality and inclusive hard and soft landscaping schemes. Implemented

through an appropriate landscaping strategy which takes account of existing and proposed
landscape characterand features.
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101.

102.

103.

104.

Much of the applicationsite does not lie within the defined landscape characterin the Surrey
Landscape Character Assessment (LCA)3 as it forms the edge of the built-up area of Otthershaw.
The applicationsite isboundedtothe north, west and south by Trumps Greento New Haw settled
and Wooded Sandy Farmland landscape characterareaSS3. The southern part of the proposal is
not located within the landscapecharacterareaas it forms the edge of the built-up area of
Ottershaw. Mature trees, hedgerows and woodland are the key landscape features which surround
the site and line the approach roads to the existingroundabout. The landscape featuresinclude
valued mature oak trees and woodland which contribute positively to the visual amenity,
biodiversity and overall landscape character.

The proposed developmentis seekingtoincrease the vehicular capacity around junction 10 of the
A320, to supportthe wider A320 corridor project. The proposal involves the introduction of an
elongated roundabout with acircular diameter of 60 metres and a length of 85 metres.

The proposed roundabout will be located north-east of the existing junction and would have a
largerfootprint, resultingin changes to the local landscape and townscape character. Existing
vegetation, including mature trees, woodland (subject to a group Tree Preservation Order (TPO))
and hedgerowsto the north and north-east of the existing junction will be lost.

A landscape assessment (LA) and arboricultural impact assessment (AlA) have been undertaken and
the findings submitted as part of the application. The assessments have identified the significance
of the changes, resulting from the proposed scheme, on the existing landscape features, including
treesandvisual amenity.

Landscape Character

105.

106.

107.

108.

The key direct effects of the proposal on the landscape characterinclude the removal of anumber
of roadside trees, sections of hedgerows and woodlands (subjecttoa TPO).

The proposed expansion will occurto the north-east of the existing roundabout, with aloss of
vegetation taking place tothe north and north-east. The design of the junction has takeninto
account the needtoincorporate the new road layoutinto the surroundinglandscape, through
sensitivedesign, and retention of as many trees as possible. However, itis noted thatan area of
woodland, subjecttoa TPO (ref: TPO38), and two category A trees will be removed as part of the
proposed works.

The applicant has proposed a planting scheme which would ensure that the adverse impacts of the
removal of a large number of trees would be mitigated in the mediumtolongterm. The mitigation
proposed would ensure that extensive new tree plantingand woodland planting would compensate
for the loss of the woodland, mature trees and existing vegetation. Overthe mediumtolongterm
the plantingwould become established, and the wooded roadside characterwould be reinstated. It
isacknowledged that full mitigation for the loss of mature oaks would only occur overthe verylong
term.

To ensure thatthe wooded roadside characterisre-established, a detailed landscaping scheme
should be submitted to the County Planning Authority for consideration and this can be securedvia
a planning condition. The landscaping proposal would ensure that appropriate landscapingis putin
place and suitably maintained to compensateforthe loss of existing vegetation and habitats. All
mitigatory planting and landscaping works would be protected fora period of 5 years after
completion of the construction works.

3 Landscape Character Assessment - Surrey County Council (surreycc.qov.uk)
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109. The applicant has also submitted an outline landscape and ecological management plan (OLEMP) as
part of the application. The OLEMP provides an overview of how the new planting scheme,
including retention of existing vegetation, will be managed once the junctionis operational.

110. The proposed mitigation measures put forward within the OLEMP have been designedin
conjunction with project ecologists to encourage biodiversity opportunities which are appropriate
for the area and landscape character. The mitigation measures proposed include the planting of
wooded areas within the roundabout and additional /replacement planting within the application
boundary. Ornamental planting willbe incorporated, where possible within the scheme. Off -site
planting will also be provided on a separate parcel of land, outside the application redline boundary,
and will includethe plantation of a native broadleaved woodland and native wildflower grassland.

111. The proposed planting within the application site includes:

- North of Murray Road - planting of a new woodland around the drainage basin.

- South of Murray Road (including relocated car park) — retention of woodland, planting of several
low level bed areas, areas of grass and a length of new native hedgerow.

- Northernapproachtowards Chertsey - improvements to the woodland edge to maximisethe
retention of existingwoodland trees.

- Newroundabout—replacementtree plantingand a SuDS ponds with speciesrich grass verges.

- Existingroundabout—this area will retain existingornamentaltrees and new ornamental trees
and shrubs will be planted.

- Westside of Guildford Road —the existing roadside trees will be retained and a new naturalistic
edge to the woodland with new tree planting will be created.

- North-westside of Guildford Road fronting the telephone exchangeand ambulance station —the
existingtrees alongthis part of the road will be retained.

112. It isrecognised thatthe development would cause an adverse impact on the landscape character of
the area, inthe short to mediumterm. The adverse impact on the landscape character would be as
aresultof the loss of trees and woodland, the construction of the proposal and the initial
operational years whilst the planting matures. Whilstthere would be aloss of trees and woodland
and an increase in urban features, as a result of the built form, overthe long-term these features
would be softened by the planting and swale features which have been proposed.

113. Itisconsideredthatoverthe shortto mediumtermthe impacton the landscape characterwould
be adverse, however, on balance the landscape character would be re-established once the planting
has matured and the construction works have been completed. Where possible new tree planting
will match the existing. Overthe long-termthe wooded roadside characterwillbecomere-
stablished reducingthe adverse impact on the landscape character of the area and encouraging
biodiversity opportunities.

114. The County Landscape Architect (CLA) has been consulted on the proposal and is of the opinion that
the existing trees and tall mature woodland, which surround part of the junction, contribute
positively to the landscape character of the area and the loss of these features would have a
substantial adverse effect on the existing landscape fabric of the application site. However, the CLA
commentsthatit is accepted that the adverse impact, from the loss of the trees and woodland,
would be substantially mitigated overthe mediumtolongterm by replacement planting with full
mitigation for the loss of mature oaks occurring overthe verylongterm. The CLA has reviewed the
OLEMP and is satisfied with the content, however, he has requested that a full LEMP be submitted
to the County Planning Authority forapproval. The LEMP will include acomprehensive landscape
and ecological managementschemeforall onsite planting.
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116.

Whilstthe proposal would resultin aloss of vegetation, the applicant has actively sought to
minimise the impact on existing vegetation, through the design and positioning of the junction, to
allow forthe retention of category A oak trees along Murray Road. The new and hard landscaping
would be expectedto be of a high standard and would bringimproved benefits such as pedestrian
accessibility, junction usability and aesthetics through a high quality and inclusive landscaping
scheme. Therefore on balance, the proposal would provide enhancements overthe mediumto

longterm once the planting has matured. The proposal is considered to comply with policy EE1 of
the RBCLP.

As such, a planning condition can be imposed requiring the applicantto provide afull LEMP, to
safeguard the landscapingand protect the biodiversity in and around the application site.

Effects on views and visual amenity

117. The LA has identified anumber of visual receptors that may experience changesin theirviews or

visual amenity as a result of the construction and operational phases. These include:-

e Residential properties nearto the junction (Murray Road, Brox Road)

e Commercial properties (Ottershaw Nursery, Miller & Carter Steakhouse, Trident Garage,
Ottershaw Village Hall, Chertsey Ambulance Station)

e Pedestriansusingthe junction

118. The applicationsite is surrounded by existing built form, including residential properties alongthe

119.

120.

121.

122.

123.

southern, easternand western boundaries. The nearestresidential properties, directly impacted by
the proposal, are situated to the south of Murray Road, 2 — 16 Murray Road and 1 - 16 Murray
House.

The LA further states that the new roundabout configuration will be heavily wooded in the long
termincluding native trees and hedgerows, species rich grassland, understoreyplanting and
retainedtrees. Inthe long-term, once the planting has matured, the visual impact from the
roundabout will reduce forthe receptors mentioned above. However, itis accepted that there
would be an adverse impact on these receptorsinthe shortto medium term.

In additiontothe above, officers have identified vehicle users as a receptor. These receptorsare
likely to experience alow to medium sensitivity as their primarily focus would be on the highway.
However, the surrounding area would be within close proximity and the proposed changes would
be noticeable. The overall visual effect on vehicle usersislikely to be slight to moderate adverse
effect, inthe shortto medium term whilst the replacement planting and woodland matures.

In terms of construction related impacts, as set out within paragraph 20 above, these would be
short-term and temporary in nature with short-term adverse effects on road users, cyclistsand
local residents, particularly those along Murray Road and Brox Road. Effects are considered to be
greaterduring the construction phase due to the additional noise and visual intrusion of working
machinery and plantequipment, as well as the removal of the existing vegetation.

The LA has identified significant visual effects for receptors close to the junction during the
construction phasesand once the roundaboutis operational. The significantadversevisual effect

to the receptors during the construction and operational phases, would gradually reduce over
time as the replacement planting matures.

Officers considerthat the visual impact as a result of the machinery, plantequipment,
construction vehicles etc, could be minimised through mitigation measures contained within a
Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and a planning conditionis recommended.
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125.

The CLA is inbroad agreement with the assessment of the LA and considers that the substantial
losses of vegetation would be particularly noticeable during the construction period and over the
short to mediumtermonce the new junctionis operational. However, inthe mediumtolong
termthe replacement planting and woodland would become integrated within the existing
townscape and landscape and the predicted adverse effects on the visual receptors would be
reduced.

The overall design of the scheme hastakenintoaccountthe needto incorporate the new
roundaboutand junctionsinto the surroundinglandscape, through sensitive design, retention of
as many trees as possible and improved landscaping where required. High quality inclusive hard
and softlandscaping proposals, including hard surfaces, ornamental trees, low level planting and
hedgerows, would also seek to enhance the landscape settingand once mature the woodland and
plantingwould integrateinto the surrounding landscape area.

Conclusion of landscape character and visualimpact

126.

127.

128.

It isaccepted that the intrinsicfunction and character of the applicationsite, asa road junction
will notalter. However, the enlarged footprint of the junction would have an adverse effect on
the existinglandscapefabric, characterand streetscene inthe shortto mediumterm, due to the
loss of the existing vegetation.

The applicant has proposed arange of mitigation measures which will help soften the appearance
of the roundaboutinthe landscape and screenviews from the receptorsidentified. The
mitigation measures include the introduction of planting, retention of existingtrees and hedges
and a new woodland area. The mitigation measures would also allow for biodiversity
opportunities.

Officers recognisethat the proposal would alterthe landscape characterin the immediate locality
of the application site and would undoubtedly resultin changes to the townscape and landscape
and views of the area. However, thisis aninevitable consequence of constructinga major new
piece of infrastructure, which has been identified within the Runnymede Local Plan as being
necessary. Officers recognise inthe shorttermthere would be adverse harmto both the
landscape characterand the visual amenity of residents and users of the road network however, it
isnoted that once the roundaboutis operational and the landscaping has had an opportunity to
mature, the adverse impacts on the visual and amenities of the area will lessen. Officers are
satisfied that the hard and softlandscaping scheme proposed and through the imposition of
conditions, thiswould assistin the delivery of a high quality landscape setting and would comply
with Policy EE1 of the RBCLP.

BIODIVERSITY, ECOLOGY AND TREES

Runnymede Local Plan 2030

Policy EE9 - Biodiversity, Geodiversity and Nature Conservation
National Planning Policy Framework 2021 — paragraph 174

129.

130.

Paragraph 174 of the NPPF requires that planning decisions enhance the natural environment by
minimisingimpacts on and providing net gains for biodiversity.

Policy EE9 of the RBCLP states that development onimportantsitesinthe Borough will need to
pay particularattention to the requirements of the policy. This policy sets outa number of criteria
of which Point4isrelevanttothis proposal. Point4) referstoancientor veterantrees; and/or
trees and hedgerows protected by a Tree Preservation Order. The policy seeks to achieve net
gainsin biodiversity through creation/expansion, restoration, enhancement and management of
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habitats and features toimprove the status of priority habitats and species. Development
proposals should demonstrate how this will be achieved.

Ecology

131.

132.

133.

134.

135.

136.

137.

There are several ecological designations in proximity to the application site but no ecological
designations within the application site. Given the distance of the application siteto these
designations, officers are satisfied that the proposal would not have a physical impact upon
statutory and non-statutory ecological designations.

The applicant has submitted an Ecological Impact Assessment incorporating a Preliminary
Ecological Assessment (ECIA) and Ecological Mitigation Strategy (EMS) in support of the
application. The ECIA was undertaken across the site toidentify and describe all potentially
significant ecological effects associated with the proposed development and to identify mitigation
measures to make the proposed development acceptable.

The ECIA has identified several habitats which are present within the site and are considered to be
importantecological features. These consist of woodland and parkland, scattered broadleaved
trees, poor semiimproved and amenity grassland, tall ruderal vegetation, scattered and
dense/continuous scrub and hedges. The ECIA has alsoidentified anumberof protected species
which could be affected by the proposal including reptiles, birds, bats and other mammals.

The ECIA states that approximately 0.34ha of semi natural broadleaved woodland and 0.18ha of
broadleaved plantation would be permanently removed. These areas beingimmediately adjacent
to the existing carriageway. The ECIA outlines mitigation measures for the loss of woodland
includingan areaof 0.57ha of native broadleaved woodland habitat to be planted within the site
alongside an area of native broadleaved woodland habitat created within SCCowned land beyond
the site boundary. Interms of scattered trees, an area of approximately 0.03ha would be removed
by the works howevernew tree plantingis proposed to mitigate thisin the form of 75 native
broadleaved trees within the site alongside plantingonland beyond the application site boundary.

Approximately an area of 0.3ha of scattered and dense/ continuous scrub would be removed by
the proposed works. The applicant proposes that atotal of 0.44ha of scrub would be planted
within the site. With regards to hedgerow, approximately 0.11km of species rich hedge would be
removed by the proposed works to the north of Murray Road and the ECIA recognises that thisisa
high proportion of the total hedge resource withinthe site boundary and therefore impacts are
considered negative. The ECIA states that 0.01ha of hedgerow would be planted withinthe site
and on the land beyond the site boundary to mitigate forthe loss of the hedgerow.

The proposal wouldresultin both shorttermimpacts and medium andlongterm change to
habitats. The short-term impacts would be from the construction phase of the prop osal including
use of plantand machinery, removal of trees and hedgerow, noise and lighting and general
disturbance. This would include direct loss from clearance of vegetation and potential habitatand
would be a negative impact until new proposed planting reaches maturity. The impacts on the
importantecological featuresinclude habitat loss towoodland, scattered broadleaved trees,
scattered and dense/continuous scrub and hedges. Aloss of habitat was also considered relevant
for reptiles, birds, bats and other mammals. Incidental mortality and disturbances were
considered possibleimpacts during the construction phases forall fauna.

The ECIA identified that trees within the application site could provide habitat to bats. Of these, 22
of the 42 trees surveys were assessed as having negligible level of suitability for roosting bats. Of
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138.

139.

140.

141.

142.

the remainingtrees, 15were assessed as having a low level of suitability. Two large oak trees were
assessed as moderate suitability and two trees were considered to be borderline between low and
moderate. Notrees were considered likely to offer sufficient level of shelter or protection for
hibernating bats or breeding colonies. Two trees were also subjected to two separate dusk and
dawn re-entry surveys and thentwo furthertrees were subjected totwo single dust surveys. No
bat roosts were identified inthese trees during any of the surveys. The ECIA concludes that whilst
no roosts or evidence of roosts have beenrecorded in any of the trees scheduled forremoval, t he
applicationsite has been assessed as being of Local value to roosting bats and that tree removal
does presentsome potential impacts to roosting bats. The ECIA states that the loss of bat foraging
and commuting habitat such as woodland, hedge and tree lines, are considered negligible due to
the small areasimpacted and compared to the wide foragingand commuting areas used by bats.
As such the ECIA states that all site clearance and construction works should adhere to a bat
mitigation strategy.

With regards to reptiles whilst slow worm and grass snake records show them within 2km of the
site, the closest slow worm was located approximately 0.9km south of the site. The ECIA found
that areas of unmanaged grassland within the survey area were limited and mainly associated
withroad verges. The ECIA identified that the woodland could provide areas forreptiles. As such
the ECIA concluded the site was considered of Site value forreptiles. The ECIA recommends that
sensitive clearance of habitats suitable forsupporting reptiles should be undertaken following a
Method Statementand underecological supervision and could include dismantling hibernation
habitat by hand and clearance of vegetation using hand tools. The requirement fora Method
Statementto ensure the protection of reptiles during the construction phase can be the subject of
a condition.

In additionto the above, the ECIArecommends a pre-work check for evidence of badgersto be
undertaken.

The applicant has proposed mitigation measures which include habitat creation both within the
applicationsite and elsewhere. The habitat creation will include both mitigation and
enhancement by contributing to biodiversity net gain, aiming to achieve a 20% gainin biodiversity
units as defined by the Defra metric. Furtherenhancement measures willinclude the provision of
artificial bird and/or bat boxes and the creation of habitat features and shelters such aslog piles
and hibernaculato provide features suitable foramphibians, reptiles, hedgehogs and other small
mammals. The ECIA recommends vegetation clearance works take place outside of the bird
nestingseason and if thisis not possible checks for nesting birds shall only carried outin
accordance with the method statement.

The County Ecologist has reviewed the submitted ecology information and is satisfied with the
reports submitted and has raised no objections to the proposal. The County Ecologist has
recommended a planning condition be imposed requiring the submission of a Ecological
Mitigation Plan, to ensure that the ecological mitigation strategy isimplemented. The County
Ecologistrecognisesthatthe LEMP isan outline version and therefore recommends that afinal
versionis provided. The habitat creation measures will be subjecttoa LEMP whichisto be
submitted tothe County Planning Authority forapproval. The LEMP will contain details of the
locations and type of habitat creations both within and beyond the application siteas well as
information on how these habitats will be managed and monitored.

Officersrecognisethatthe proposal would lead toashort term loss of woodland and trees

alongside ahedgerow and grassland around the application siteto facilitate the construction of a
new roundaboutand other necessary highway features that support protected species. Officers
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alsorecognise that during the construction phase there would also be disturbancefrom noise and
lighting. However, officers are of the view that potential adverse impacts during the construction
phase can be managed through the submission of a CEMP and conditions requiring the checking of
habitats before works commence as set outinthe ECIA. Therefore, officers are satisfied that the
requirementsin respect of the identified species and protection of habitats have been met.
Officers recognisethat the proposal would lead to habitat loss during the construction phase
howeverthe applicant has provided mitigation measures which include checking forwildlife prior
to site clearance, prioritisation of tree removal during the winter months to avoid the bird nesting
season, ecological supervision when required, inclusion of bat boxes etc.

The proposal is considered to have been designed in a sensitive mannerseeking to avoid impacts
on ecology and biodiversity where possible and the proposal is considered to accord with policy
EE9 of the RBCLP and paragraph 174 of the NPPF.

Biodiversity Net Gain

144. The applicationisaccompanied by abiodiversity netgain assessmentreport (BNG). Inaccordance

145.

146.

147.

with the Defra metricto show that the proposal provides BNGin accordance with paragraph
180(d) of the NPPF. Whilst paragraph 180(d) seeks biodiversity net gains, the requirement for at
least 10% biodiversity net gain does not become arequirement for planning applications until
November2023. Therefore, thereis currently no obligation for 10% BNG but applicants should
start planning now forthe requirements. The BNG process looks at the biodiversity distinctiveness
of each habitat which isthen assigned avalue followed by assessing the condition of the habitat
from good to poor. It should be noted that for this application some areas of habitat were too
smallto be included in the metricbutthis would have aminor effect onthe overall score.

The BNG reportoutlinesthe different habitat types across the application site and the baseline
situation for each habitat. The BNG report shows that following completion of the development
there would be a netloss of habitat units (a loss of 7.55%) and hedgerow units (60.15%) in terms
of biodiversity retention and creation whichisas a result of loss of hedgerow and woodland. The
BNG reportgoes on to state that in order to achieve 20% BNG additional habitat creation beyond
the site will be required. The BNG report states this would take the form of 0.75km of scattered
broad leavedtrees, 0.25ha of heathland and shrub, 0.75km of hedgerow and 0.25ha semi
improved neutral grassland onland owned by SCCon land beyond the application boundary. In
doingso this would create anet gain for the application of 2.30 (22.57%) in habitat units and 0.90
(20.85%) gainin hedgerow units. This shows overa 10% BNG for the application proposal meeting
Defra’s current target of 10% BNG.

The BNG report outlines thatamenity grassland within the site boundary would be removed and
not replaced. Instead, this would be offset by the creation of areas of grassland — other neutral
grassland withinthe site boundary.

The submitted indicative landscaping plans and accompanying information indicate the extent of
the on-site areas which are to be planted and landscaped. In addition, the applicant has provided
two drawings ref: Drawing 2 proposed habitat creation plan junction 10 10041683-ARC-EGN-ZZ-
DR-ZZ-00006 Rev 01 and Drawing 2 proposed habitat creation plan junction 1010041683-ARC-
EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00007 Rev 01 whichreferto off-site habitat provisions. The submitted plans
indicate that an area of land, outside the application site, will be planted with native wildflower
and native broadleaved woodland to created off-site habitats which will mitigate the loss of trees
and woodland within the application site.
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Trees

149.

150.

151.

152.

153.

154.

Officers are therefore satisfied that biodiversity net gain will be achieved through the proposed
on-site and off-site habitat provisions, subject to planning conditions.

An arboricultural impact assessment (AlIA) and arboricultural surveys have been submitted in
support of the application.

The AlA has identified and evaluated the direct and indirectimpacts on existing trees as a result of
the implementation of the proposed development. Atotal of 85 arboricultural itemswere
recorded within the study area, these include:

e 73 individualtrees

e Eightgroups of trees
e Two hedges

e Two woodlands

The AlA has identified that tree removal will be necessary in ordertoimplementthe proposal.
The treesto be removed are as follows:

two high quality trees (category A);

Seventeenindividual trees, part of one group of trees and part of two woodlands graded
moderate quality trees (category B); Part of the woodland is protected by a Group Tree
Preservation Order

nine individual trees, four groups and one hedge of low quality (category C)

Two trees have been categorised as unsuitableforretention regardless of the site proposals
(category U).

Itis confirmedthata group of trees within the woodland area, located west of the proposed new
roundabout, are protected underagroup Tree Preservation Order (TPOref:No.38). Thislossis
requiredto provide anew access to the telephone exchange and electricity substation because
theircurrentaccess would be lost through the provision of the new dedicated slip road from
Foxhills Road onto the A320 Guildford Road. This access would come from the A320 north of the
ambulance stationandloop arounditto the west heading south to the Telephone Exchange. The
new access road would be planted eithersidewith speciesrich grassland.

Paragraph 059* of the NPPG explains thatanyone wantingto cut down, top, lop or uproottrees
subjecttoa TPO must apply to the local planning authority forits consent unless the proposed
workis except through an exemption. Exemptions are listed in Paragraph 14 of the Town and
Country Planning (Tree Preservation) (England) Regulations 2012 one being (vii) “so faras such
work is necessary to implement a planning permission”. As such, should planning permission be
granted for this application, this would constitute an exception underthese regulations.

To mitigate the loss of the trees, hedgerow and woodland, the applicant has proposed
replacementtree and hedgerow planting, both on and off site. The location of the off -site
provisions are shown on Drawing 2 proposed habitat creation plan junction 1010041683-ARC-
EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00006 Rev 01 and Drawing 2 proposed habitat creation plan junction 10 10041683-
ARC-EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00007 Rev 01. Details of the proposed landscaping (softand hard landscaping

4 Paragraph: 059 Reference ID: 36-059-20140306
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156.
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as well astree planting) willbe prepared and submitted to the County Planning Authority for
consideration. This will be imposed via a planning condition. The proposed mitigation scheme
would seektoensure thatthe correct speciesand plantsizesare introduced. In additiontothe
replacement planting, appropriate ornamental and roadside trees have been proposed. The
planting consists of complementing the three retained mature trees with four extra heavy
standardsin front of the car park and two extra heavy standardsin the triangle green outside
Murray House.

The AlA has alsoidentified that construction works willtake place close to or within the root
protection areas and canopies of retained trees. Suitable tree protection measures, such as
protective fencing willbe installed to ensure that the existing trees and hedges are adequately
protected during the construction works. Details of the tree protection measures shall be secured
by a planning condition.

The County Arboricultural Officer (CAO) has reviewed the submitted documentation and considers
the impact onthe trees to be medium, asthe tree removal will be mitigated by significant
planting. The CAO has concluded thatthe improvementstothe junction would outweigh the tree
loss, subject to suitable planning conditions.

In additiontothe above, the CAO has commented thatthereisanoverreliance on native tree
species withinthe proposed plantingschemeand thereforeto provide some diversity and future
proofing, the CAO recommends a mixture of non-native / ornamental species. The CAO
recommends all stockis UK sources. The CAO has alsocommented that the information provided
doesnotinclude a water programme.

The applicant will be required to submit asoft and hard landscaping scheme to be reviewed by the
County Planning Authorityin association with the CLA and CAO. Thiswould include detail of the
speciesand plantsizes are to be agreed with the applicant priorto planting alongsidea planting
maintenance regimeand acommitmentthatall new plantingand/orreplacementtrees will be
safeguarded foraperiod of 3 years.

Following completion of the roundabout and junction, alandscape maintenance programme for
both the on-site and off-site provisions will be entered into. The applicant has clarified that the
appointed highway contractor would be responsible for the maintenance of the landscaping and
plantingfora 3 yearperiod once the planting has been completed. Thereafter, SCCwould be
responsible forthe maintenance and upkeep of the landscaping and planting.

The proposed developmentis considered to accord with policy EE9 of the RBCLP and paragraphs
174 of the NPPF, subject to the submission and approval of a suitable landscaping, tree planting
and biodiversity proposals.

Conclusion of ecology, biodiversity and trees

161.

The mitigation measures put forward by the applicant to mitigate the loss of habitat, onsite, are
consideredto be acceptable. The proposed mitigation would allow foranincrease in tree planting
and landscaping, above what would be lost as a result of the construction works. Inaddition, the
new landscaping proposals would allowforanincrease in biodiversity net gain on and off site.

The applicant has stated that tree protection measures willbe putin place to ensure that the
retained trees are suitably protected during the construction phases.
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162. Overall officers consider that the proposal would not have an adverse impact on the habitatsand
ecology within the applicationsite. Therefore, subjectto planning conditions the proposalis
considered to accord with policy EE9 of the RBCLP and NPPF.

SURFACE WATER DRAINAGE AND FLOODING

Runnymede Local Plan 2030

Policy EE13 — Managing Flood Risk (Page 148)

National Planning Policy Framework 2021 — paragraph 159, 167, 169

163.  Paragraph 159 of the NPPF states thatinappropriate developmentin areas at risk of flooding
should be avoided by directing development away from areas at highestrisk, but where
developmentis necessary, making it safe withoutincreased flood risk elsewhere.

164.  Paragraph 167 furtherstatesthat in determining planning applications, local planning authorities
should ensure that floodriskis notincreased elsewhere. Development should only be allowedin
areas of flood where it can be demonstrated that the most vulnerable developmentislocatedin
areas of lowest flood risk, itincorporates sustainable drainage systems (SuDS), the development
isappropriately flood resilient.

165.  Paragraph 169 of the NPPF refersto major development and states thatitshouldincorporate
sustainable drainage systems unless there is clear evidence that this would be inappropriate.
The systems used should take account of advice from the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA); have
appropriate minimum operational standards; have maintenance arrangementsin place to
ensure an acceptable standard of operation for the lifetime of the developmentand where
possible provide multifunctional benefits.

166.  Policy EE13 of the RBCLP states that new development will be guided to areas of low flood risk
from all sources of flooding. Any development proposed in flood Zone 1(over1 hectare), must
be accompanied by a site specificFlood Risk Assessment, proportionate to the scale of the
development. It mustdemonstrate that all forms of flooding have been take ninto account (as
detailedin the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment) overthe lifetime of the development
and must addressimpacts on climate change and constructed with adequate flood resilience and
resistance measures.

167. Theapplicanthas engagedin pre-application discussions with the LLFA and submitted a Flood
Risk Assessment (FRA) and Drainage / SuDS strategy in support of the application. The site is
located within Flood Zone 1where there isavery low risk of flooding. In accordance with Table
3: Flood Risk Vulnerability and Flood Zone Compatibility®, any development is appropriate within
FloodZone 1 including the construction of road schemes.

168.  The Drainage / SuDS strategy follows the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, Surrey County
Council SuDS Design Guidance, SuDS Manual and Manual for Contract Documents for Highways
Works. Anallowance forclimate change and higherrainfall intensities willbe incorporatedinto
the design to mitigate the risk of surface waterfloodingin the future.

169.  The main function of the highway drainage systemisto remove surface waterfromthe
carriageway and provide effective sub-surface drainage. Itisalsoimportantthat the proposed
drainage design consists of measures to minimise the impact on the environment. SuDS drainage

5 Table_3 - Flood risk_vulnerability and flood zone _compatibility .pdf (publishing.senice.gov.uk)
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170.

171.

172.

173.

174.

175.

176.

acts as a natural drainage system and manages surface water runoff, to attenuate flow and
reduce the risk of flooding. Incorporating SuDSinthe designimproves water quality and
provides biodiversity benefits.

The applicant has confirmed within the SuDS strategy that the proposed carriageway drainage
would generally be inthe form of kerbs and gullies connecting to carriage drains discharging by
gravity. Where possiblethe carriage drainage will be routed into two attenuation ponds: one
located within the roundabout central island and the other north-east of the proposed
roundabout.

The outflow from the attenuation ponds would connect to a new ditch running northwards on
the east side of Guildford Road north of the roundabout. The ditch would be approximately
1.2m indepthand 100m inlength and could provide additional storage and treatment. The
outflow of the ponds would connect to a new ditch on the east side of Guildford Road north of
the roundabout connectingto a new carrierdrain and existing discharge into the ordinary
watercourse nearthe northern boundary of the ambulance station.

The catchment drainage to the central island pond would include highway drainage from
Guildford Road to the south, the majority of the roundabout circulatory carriageway and the
eastern catchment. Catchmentdrainage tothe north-east pond would drain the realigned
Murray Road and relocated Murray Road car park and would also drain the western section of
Murray Road.

The western part of the junction would not be connected to the centre island pond. The
drainage forthis area, north of the Foxhills Road and Chobham Road junctions, would follow the
proposed western footway/cycleway northwards to connect to the existing Thames Water
surface watersewer at the ambulance station entrance.

Maintenance of the carriageway drainage would consist of gulleys discharging to a pipe system
or ditches and the maintenance regime would be the same as the existing. Existingand new
ditches should be maintained to ensure their capacity is not compromised from debiris,
sediments and vegetation which would impedeits ability to hold and convey the flows. A
maintenance laybyisincluded atthe roundabout to access the attenuation pond. Avehicle
access track is proposed from the layby to the attenuation pond outfall.

The LLFA has reviewed the submitted FRA and Drainage / SuDS Strategy and raised no
objectionstothe proposal. The LLFA s satisfied thatthe proposed drainage scheme meetsthe
requirements setoutinthe NPPF. The LLFA has suggested the inclusion of planning conditions
to ensure thatthe design complies with the national Non-Strategy Technical Standards for SuDS,
that the proposal is properly implemented and maintained throughout the lifetime of the
developmentandto ensure that the proposal does notincrease flood risk on or off the site.

The Environment Agency and Thames Water were consulted on the application and raised no
objectionstothe proposal.

Conclusion of Surface Water Drainage and Flooding

177.

Officers consider that the drainage strategy and FRA submitted as part of this application would
not have an adverse impacton the locality and would notincrease the flood risk elsewhere. The
applicant has demonstrated through the FRA that all forms of flooding have been takeninto
account and that the SuDS drainage proposal meetsthe requirement set out withinthe NPPF.

Page 36



The drainage strategy will provide multifunction benefits which include biodiversity
opportunities and adequate drainage provisions. A maintenance regime hasbeen putinplace to
ensure thatthe SuDS drainage is suitably maintained through-outits lifetime.

178.  The proposalisconsideredto meetthe requirements set out withinthe NPPF and policy EE13 of
the RBCLP, subjectto planning conditions.

HERITAGE AND ARCHAEOLOGY

Runnymede Local Plan 2030

Policy EE3 - Strategic Heritage Policy

Policy EE4 — Listed buildings

Policy EE8 — Locally Listed and other Non-Designated Heritage Assets

Policy EE7 - Sites of Archaeological Importance (CSAIl) and Areas of High Archaeological Potential
(AHAP)

National Planning Policy Framework — paragraph 195, 199, 202

179. Section 66(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 states that ‘in
considering whetherto grant planning permission for development which affects alisted building
orits setting, the local planning authority shallhave special regard to the desirability of preserving
the building orits setting orany features of special architectural or historical interest which it
possesses’.

180. One of the core principles of the NPPFis that heritage assets should be conserved inamanner
appropriate totheirsignificance. Paragraphs 189-199 sets out the framework for decision making
in planning applications relating to heritage assets and this application takes account of the
relevant considerationsinthese paragraphs. Paragraph 195 sets outthat ‘local planning
authorities should identify and assess the particular significance of any heritage assetthat may be
affected by a proposal (including development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) takinginto
account the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take thisintoaccount
when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict
between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal’.

181. Paragraph 199 of the NPPF states that ‘when considering the impact of a proposed development
on the significance of adesignated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s
conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater weight should be). Thisis
irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss orless than
substantial harmtoits significance’. Paragraph 200 goes on to note that ‘any harm to, or loss of,
the significance of adesignated heritage asset (fromits alteration or destruction, orfrom
development withinits setting), should require clearand convincing justification’.

182. Paragraph 202 of the NPPF outlines that where a proposal will lead to less than substantial harm
to the significance of adesignated heritage asset, thisharm should be weighed against the public
benefits of the proposal. Paragraph 203 deals with non-designated heritage assets and states that
theirsignificanceshould be taken into accountin determining the application. A balanced
judgement will be required having regard to the scale of any harm or loss and the significance of
the heritage asset.

183. The NPPFdefinesthe setting of a Heritage Assetwithinthe glossary, as the surroundings in which
a heritage assetis experienced. Its extentis notfixed and may change as the assetand its
surroundings evolve. Elements of asetting may make a positive or negative contributionto the
significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or may be neutral.
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185.

186.

187.

188.

189.

190.

Guidance onthe setting of Heritage Asset can be foundinthe HistoricEnvironment Good Practice
Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets, HistoricEngland, (December 2017).
Paragraph 9 of this document makes clearthatsettingis notitself aheritage assetand its
importance liesin whatit contributes to the significance of the heritage asset orto the ability to
appreciate thatsignificance.

Policy EE3 of the RBCLP states that development that affects Runnymede’s heritage assets should
be designed to protect, conserve and enhance the significance and value of these assets and their
settingsin accordance with national legislation, policy and guidance and any supplementary
planning documents. The historicenvironmentin Runnymede includes Listed Buildings and
Locally Listed Buildings.

Policy EE4 of the RBCLP supports appropriate development which seeks to maintain, sustainand
enhance the significance and special architecturaland historicinterest of listed buildings within
the Borough. Proposals should not adversely affect the listed building orits setting by virtue of
design, scale, materials or proximity orimpact on views or other relevant aspects of the historic
building fabric.

Policy EE8 of the RBCLP referstolocally listed and other non-designated heritage assets. The
policy states that development will be required to preservethe characterand significance of
locally listed and other non-designated heritage assets, their settingand any features of
architectural or historicinterest.

In accordance with paragraph 194 of the NPPF, the applicationis supported by a Heritage
Statement (HS) which identifies the heritage assets and describes the significance of the heritage
asset affected, including the contributions made by theirsetting. The HS notesthatSurrey
HistoricEnvironment Record has been consulted as part of the application.

The heritage assetsidentified as part of the HS are Grade Il Listed Buildings at 2 Chobham Road
and Murray House and the locally listed Trident Garages Ltd Showroom, 2 and 4 Murray Road and

the Workhouse Chapel. The County Historic Buildings Officer agrees that this assessmentis
correct.

There are no known heritage assets recorded within the application site boundary and the
proposal would notresultinthe alteration or demolition of alisted building. Therefore, itis

appropriate to assess whetherthe proposal would harm the setting of the listed buildings and/or
theirsignificance.

2 Cobham Road

191.

192.

193.

No.2 Chobham Road, Ottershaw is a Grade Il listed building located on the junction of Chobham
and Foxhills Road. The buildingisidentified as alate 18" or early 19 century shop, cart shed and
dairy, which retains distinctive characteristics. The building was almost certainly located closeto
the road for ease of access and may have belonged to Otter Farm whichisto the east. The

building has architectural significance owingtoits good use of brickwork and symmetrical
elevational form.

The position of the building close to the road makes a contributiontoits settingasit revealsits
historicsignificance as a dairy and cart shed. The exact layout of the road does not contribute to
its setting.

An area of woodland located north of 2 Chobham Road also contributes to the setting of the listed
building, asit previously formed part of alarger woodland and adds historiccontextto the
appreciation of the building.
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194. The buildingissituated outside the application boundary, although a small section of the road,
which meets atthe junction and forms part of the pavement, isincluded within the application
boundary. The pavementis located along the front elevation of the buildingand the proposed
development would be visible from this viewpoint.

195. The buildingis bestviewed from directlyin front of the entrance (east), where the design and
form can be easily appreciated. The building can also be viewed from Chobham Road (south) and
Foxhill Road (north). Longerviews of the built form can be seen from Murray Road (east),
however, these views are affected by the modern road and roundabout design which distracts
fromthe appreciation of the building.

196. The settingof 2 Chobham Road has remained constantsince the early 20™" century with roads,
junctions and roundabouts remaining, forthe most part, within their historic position. However, it
isacknowledged thatthe road and roundabout have been altered considerably since the early 20t
century and the modern appearance, alongside the busyness of the road detracts from the
appreciation of the listed building.

197. The proposed developmentwillinclude alargerjunction and roundabout north-east of the
existingjunction. Although the design of the highway will be altered to create alargerroundabout
and junction, furtheraway from the building, the historic position of the building close to the road
will remain unchanged and therefore the proposal would not affect the setting of this building.

198. To create the widened footpath and cycleway on the western side of the A320, some trees from
the woodland will be removed. The reductioninthe number of woodland trees would not have
an impact on the significance it contributes, as the woodland will remain and continueto be
visible fromthe listed building. Furthermore, the woodland will continue to screen views of the
telephoneexchangeand ambulance station as well as the proposed new track which leads to the
telephoneexchange.

199. The relocated Murray Road car park will be situated east of the listed buildingand would only be
slightly visible from the first floor of the building. Itis considered that the relocation of the car
park will have aneutral effect on the significance of the building asitwould neither enhance nor
contribute tothe appreciation of the building, as the key views would not be altered.

200. The HS statesthat otheraspects of the setting which contribute to the listed building, such as the
relationship with other historic buildings, willremain unchanged. The view of the listed building
will also largely remain unaffected as the building’s plot will remain asitis. Whilstlongviews from
the westside of the junction will change, due to the size and design of the new roundabout, the
changes will notresultinareductioninthe appreciation of the significance of the listed building.
The limitedintervisibility between the junction and the listed building will remain the same as the
woodland will continue to screen views of the roundabout.

201. The County HistoricBuildings Officer (CHBO) has reviewed the submitted heritage statementand
historicrecords. The CHBO has considered the impact of the proposal on 2 Chobham Road and
concludedthatitwould not harm the character and setting of the building, as the buildingwould
continue to be located adjacent to a highway and would retain astrong prominence within this
location. However, the CHBO has recommended that the existing bollards, along Foxhill Road, be
retainedin orderto protect the buildingand prevent damage from speeding vehicles. A planning
condition forthe reinstatement of the bollards is recommended.

Murray House

202. Murray Houseis a Grade Il Listed Building, located east of the proposal along Murray Road.
Murray House is historically significant along with 2and 4 Murray Road and the workhouse chapel
as they form part of a group of buildings associated with the former Chertsey workhouse. These
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204.

205.

206.

207.

208.

209.

210.

buildings date backto 1836. The buildings have some architectural significance particularly,
Murray House which was designed by Simon Kempthorne. The buildings also have some group
value owingtotheirassociation with one another, although this has been greatly diminished
owningtoinfilling between the buildings.

Murray House has beenidentified as being of amedium heritage significance largely due toiits
historicinterest. The listing description states that the front elevation of Murray House is listed as
it isthe only surviving part of the original building. Architecturally the interest of Murray House
has been greatly diminished due to the demolition of most of the building, however, aspect s of
the past life of the workhouse are connected to the presentday and as such the buildingis of
historical value.

The setting of Murray House, much like the buildingitself, has changed considerably and whilst
some historicbuildings remain, suchas 2 & 4 Murray Road and the Workhouse Chapel, other
buildings that were once associated with the listing have been lost and replaced with modern 20t
century residential buildings. This loss of setting has caused harm to the significance of the
building overtime.

Murray House is bestviewed fromthe residents’ car park directly in front of the buildingand from
Murray Road itself, where the front elevation can be appreciated. The buildingis set back from
the existing highway, and this contributestoits grand appearance as a large house. The County
Historic Building Officer considers that the relationship between Murray House and the remaining
workhouse buildings makes alimited contribution toits setting. He does not consider the modern
layout of the road reveals anything about the historical and architectural interest of the building
as a 19* century workhouse.

The proposed roundabout will be located north-west of Murray House and would be positioned
far enough away not toimpact on the views and se tting of the listed building. The road would be
realignedto run northwards resultinginthe road beinglocated furtheraway from the western
end of Murray House. A new T-junction willjoin the realigned Murray Road connecting it with the
roundabout. The HS states that while the alignment of Murray Road may offer some ‘historical
context’ overall to Murray House, 2 & 4 Murray Road and the Workhouse Chapel, the setting of
the listed building and locally listed buildings has changed too much forit to contribute to its
significance.

An area of open space and cycleway/footpath will be located directly opposite the western part of
Murray House with the realigned Murray Road beyond that. The new T-junction and realigned
road are not considered to affect the significant views of the listed building as the importantview
from the north would be retained.

A small area of green space to the north of Murray House and Murray Road will be lost, due to the
realignment of Murray Road, however, this area has no significant association with Murray House
as it previously formed part of Otter Farm, which has now been demolished.

The CHBO has reviewed the accompanying documentations and concludes that the “The proposed
scheme will see the road layoutimmediately in front of Murray House changed. Despite this
change, the grand appearance and setting of Murray House will not be altered and the proposal
will not furtherdilute the association of this building with the otherlocally listed structures from
the workhouse. As such, the proposal will have no impact on either the historic or architectural
interest of either Murray House as a listed building or 2 & 4 Murray Road and the Workhouse
Chapelas locally listed buildings”.

Officers considerthat the proposal would not harmthe setting of the identified listed buildings.
The proposalis considered to accord with policy EE4 of the RBCLP as the proposal seeks to
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maintain the significance and special architectural and historicinterest of the listed building and
would not adversely affect the listed building orits setting.

Otherlocally listed buildings

211

212.

213.

214,

215.

216.

217.

The Trident Garage Showroom, 2 & 4 Murray Road and the Workhouse Chapel are recorded as
locally listed buildings.

The showroomislocated between the A320and Chobham Road opposite the existing
roundabout. The buildingis of historicinterestasit datesto 1758 and was the local blacksmiths in
the 19 and early 20" century. The buildingislocated close to the road and is within a prominent
location on the existingroundabout. Itistherefore consideredthatthe existing road contributes
to the significance of the building.

The proposed elongated roundabout will be located north-east of Trident Garage Showrooms,
with the easternside of the road (Chobham Road) remaining. The area north of the building will
be redesignedtoincludeagreen space and footway.

The HS states that the setting of the building will be enhanced by the proposal, as the realigning of
the road will provide more opportunities to appreciate the building. The CHBO Officer disagrees
with thisargumentas there is nothing being preserved orenhanced which contributes to the
significance of the building. Whilst he disagrees with this statement, he is of the opinion thatthe
proposal would cause noidentifiable harm as the building would remain close to the road.

2 & 4 Murray Road are located along Murray Road east of the main developmentsite. The
building dates to the mid-19® century. It is of low heritage significance due to the alterations
which have been made to the building, however, itis associated with Murray House and was
formally the Master’s House for the workhouse. The building shares a setting with Murray House
and the contributionstoits significance are the three buildings (Murray House, the Chapeland 2 &
4 Murray Road) as a group.

The workhouse chapelis situated east of the proposed development along Murray Road. The
chapelisof historical value due toits association with Murray House and the spiritual value of the
building as a place of worship. However, the buildingis considered to be of low heritage
significance due to the alternations which have been made during the conversion of the building
intoa residential use.

Officers have considered the impact of the proposal on the setting of the locally listed buildings

and are of the opinionthatthe proposal will not have animpacton their historicor architectural
interest.

Onbalance

218.

219.

In accordance with paragraph 194 of the NPPF, officers considerthat the applicant has described
the significance of the heritage assets affected by this proposal and included contributions made
by theirsetting.

In accordance with paragraph 195, Officers have assessed the particularsignificance of the
heritage assets which may be affected by the proposal (including by development affecting their
setting) and taken into account the available evidence and necessary expertise. Having given due
regard to paragraph 199 of the NPPF, Officers are of the opinion that the proposal would not
cause harm to any of the designated or undesignated heritage assets.

Archaeology
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220.

221.

Policy EE7 of the RBCLP refers to sites of archaeological importance and areas of high
archaeological potential. Proposal within these areas should conserve, and where appropriate,
enhance the significance, historicfeatures and importance of the sites of archaeological
importance and theirsettings.

The applicationsite has notbeenidentified as being within an area of a high archaeological
potential. Furthermore, the proposal islargely confined toland which has been previously
developed. The County Archaeologist has reviewed the proposaland accompanying
documentation and considers thatitis unlikely thatarchaeological remains will be affected by the
proposed works. The County Archaeologist raises no concerns with the proposal on this matter.
The proposal would accord with policy EE7 of the RBCLP

RESIDENTIAL AMENITY, NOISE & AIR QUALITY

Runnymede Local Plan 2030

Policy EE2 — Environmental Protection

National Planning Policy Framework — paragraph 174, 185 & 186

Residential Amenity

222.

223.

224,

225.

226.

227.

228.

Paragraph 185 of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should ensure that new
developmentisappropriate foritslocation takinginto accountthe likely effects of pollution on
health, living conditions and the natural environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site
or the widerarea impacts that could arise from the development. Indoingsothey should:

a) mitigate and reduce toa minimum potential adverse impacts resulting from noise from new
development—and avoid noise givingrise to significantadverseimpacts on healthand the
quality of life

c) limitthe impactof light pollution from artificial light on amenity.

The main impacts onresidential amenities arising from the proposal are considered to be noise,
air quality and construction works. No buildings or other structure have beenincluded withinthe
proposal and as such there would be no overbearing or overshadowing of nearby residential
properties.

The applicationsite is surrounded by existing built form, including residential properties alongthe
southern, eastern and western boundaries. The nearestresidential properties, directly impacted

by the proposal, are situated to the south of Murray Road, 2 —16 Murray Road and 1 - 16 Murray
House.

The proposal, particularly the realignment of Murray Road and relocated Murray Road car park

would have animpact onthe residential amenities of the occupants, if there isanincreasein
trafficmovements and otherassociated effects such as air quality and noise.

The proposal isnot initself considered to have amaterial impact on the overall trafficlevels, as
improvements to junction 10 and the wider A320 corridor, are expectedtoresultinlesslocalised
congestionand anincrease in free flowing vehicle movements.

The existingroad is situated within close proximity to the residential properties along Murray
Road. The proposed realignment would only affect asmall section of the road and residential
propertiesalongthe eastern side of the existing junction. The residential properties further east
of 1 Murray House and within the vicinity would not be directly impacted by the proposed
realignment works.

It isanticipated that the properties along Murray Road, particularly 2 — 16 Murray Road and 1 - 16
Murray House, will experience anincrease in noise levels during the construction phases.
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Noise

229.

230.

231

232.

233.

234.

The applicant has submitted anoise and vibration assessmentin support of the application. The
report has assessed the noise and vibration effects during construction works and the operational
noise impacts. Noise predictions forthe construction phase were made in accordance with
BS52282009+A1:2014 Part 1 at distances of 25m, 50m, 100m, 200m and 300m fromthe proposed
construction works associated with the junction. The operational impacts have been assessed in
accordance with the Design for Manual for Roads and Bridges and the construction noise levels
have been assessedinaccordance with the British Standards (BS5228). Noise predictions followed
the methodology contained in the Calculation of Road Traffic Noise (CRTN).

Paragraph 001° of the NPPGrecognisesthat noise needsto be considered when development may
create additional noise. Paragraph 0057 outlines that noise may slightly affect the acoustic
character of an areabut not to the extentthereisachange in quality of life or behavioural
changes. Paragraph 0068 goeson to say that there are various factors which combine inany
particularsituation that may lead to a noise impact such as the source and absolute level of the
noise togetherwith the time of day it occurs, how a new noise relatesto the existing sound
environment alongside the frequency and tonal characteristics of the noise.

Itis noted that the existing properties along Murray Road already suffer from road noise due to
theirclose proximity tothe highway. As part of the proposal, the applicant carried out monitoring
of noise levelsin the vicinity of the site to understand the baseline noise levels. Monitoring was
carried out inaccordance with BS 7445:1-2003. Thisfound an average noise level between 66.1 —
72.8 Lpeq, T (dB) fordaytime. Fornighttime, the noise assessment outlines noiselevels are
between 50— 65dB.

The noise assessmentincludes an assessment of the construction effects of the projectusing
methodology in BS 5228:2009+A1:2014 assessingwhenthere is potentialforsignificant effects.
The noise assessment outlines that the assessment looked at a worst case scenario of all plantand
machinery working atthe same time in the same location and with noscreening. The noise
assessmentoutlines that during the construction phase enabling, off-line works, on-line works and
close out these activities would take place during the day time and 38 properties would have the
potential forsignificant effects from noise without mitigation. Forthe online works during the
nighttime the number of properties could increaseto 230 where there isno mitigation.

The noise assessmentalsoincudes an assessment of the operational effects of the proposal both
inthe openingyearandinfuture assessment ear (+15years) to enable consideration of the
change in road trafficnoise. The noise assessment found with the proposed scheme 271
residential properties would experience no change, 8residential properties would e xperience
minoradverse effectsand 233 residential properties would experience beneficial change ranging
from minorto major.

The noise and vibration assessment has concluded that there is the possibility of significant effects
duringthe construction phase of the proposed development should Best Practice Means (BPM)
not be fullyimplemented. The implementation of the BPMwould allow fora significant
opportunity toreduce the potential impacts by adopting the methods and reducing noise to an
acceptable level. The BPMwouldinclude: restricting working hours to core hours as far as
appropriate, limiting activities to be undertaken outside core hours to a limited period, careful
selection of plantand construction methods, noisy activities to be staggered, site hoarding with

6 Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 30-001-20190722
7 Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 30-005-20190722
8 Paragraph: 006 Reference ID: 30-006-20190722
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236.

237.
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239.

240.

acousticproperties, use of acousticscreening measures where practicable such as hoardings or
enclosures, all vehicles and mechanical plant to be fitted with exhaust silencers and maintainedin
good working order, compressors and generators to be ‘sound reduced’ models, use of designated
routes; and reversing alarms to have minimum noise output. These mitigation measures can be
formalised within a construction environmental management plan (CEMP) and would ensuring
that the measuresare putin place in order to reduce the noise impacts. Such measuresinclude,
access and delivery times, night working hours and a complaint procedures. Officers considerthat
it will be necessary toimpose a planning condition, requesting that a CEMP be sub mittedtothe
County Planning Authority.

With regards to the operational phase, the noise assessment states that the use of specific
mitigation inthe form of acousticbarriers would not be possible and notin keeping with the
Governments sustainable development principles to recommend acousticbarriersinsuch a
situation. As aresult no specificmitigationis recommended for operational noise.

The noise and vibration assessment has also concluded that ground-borne vibration impacts from
road trafficmovements on the proposed development would have a negligible magnitude of
impact, resultingin effects that are not significant.

The County Noise Consultant has reviewed the submitted documentation and has concluded that
planning conditions for noise monitoring and hours of working should be imposed to ensure that
the amenity of neighbouring propertiesis not compromised.

The applicant has stated within paragraph 6.5.4 of the noise assessment states “that monitoring
would be undertaken by a suitable qualified / experienced Acoustic Consultant on behalf of the
contractorto conclude compliance with appropriate limits. The monitoring would be undertaken
at any residential or commercial receptor identified as having the potentialto be adversely
impacted as a result of noise from the proposed construction works; or on receipt of a justified
complaintregarding noise”. In accordance with the County Noise Consultant, itis recommended
that a planning condition be imposed to ensure that noise monitoringis undertaken.

The County Noise Consultant has recommended thatan hours of working condition be imposed to
ensure thatthe impact on the nearby residential propertiesis reduced during the construction
phase of the development. The applicant has advised that the core hours of working proposed
are:

07:00 — 19:00 (Monday — Friday)
07:00 — 13:00 (Saturday)

There shall be no working on Sundays or recognised Public, Bank and National Holidays.

The applicant has advised that some night time working will be required during the on-line
construction phases and thisinformation will be provided to the CPA once the contractor has
beenappointed. Assuch, itwill be necessary to ensure that the nighttime working hours are set
out within the CEMP, which will be subjectto a planning condition.

Itisacknowledgedthatthere willbe anoise impact, as a result of the construction works, onthe
residentialamenities of the nearby occupants. However, the impacts will be mitigated through
noise monitoring, restricted hours of working and the submission of a CEMP. Itis also
acknowledged that the construction works would be temporary and once compl eted the proposal
would provide benefits such as free flowing trafficand improved road surfaces and
pedestrian/cycle paths.
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241. The mitigation measures proposed would reduce the impact onthe residential amenities during
the construction phases and subject to planning conditions, the proposal would accord with policy
EE2 of the RBCLP.

Air quality

242. Paragraph 174(e) of the NPPF states that planning decision should prevent new and existing
development from contributing to, being put at unacceptable riskfrom, orbeingadversely
affected by, unacceptable levels of air pollution. The developmentshould, where possible, help to
improve local environmental conditions such as air quality.

243. The EPUK and IAQM Guidance “Land-use Planningand Development Control: PlanningforAir
Quality” comments thatthereisa clearlink between air quality and healthin relation to PMo,
PM2s and nitrogen dioxide. The guidance outlinesthatany airquality issue thatrelates toland use
and its developmentis capable of being a material planning consideration. The weightgivento air
gualityin makinga planningapplication decision, in addition to the policiesinthe local plan, will
be dependentonsuch factors as:

- The severity of the impacts on air quality
- The air qualityin the area surrounding the proposed development
- The likely use of the developmenti.e. the length of time people are likely to be exposed
at that location
- The positive benefits provided through other material considerations

244.  The control of air pollutionisthe responsibility of local authorities and other government
regimes. The role of local authoritiesis covered by the Local Air Quality Monitoring (LAQM)
regime which inthis case, is the responsibility for monitoringand declaring Air Quality
Management Areas (AQMA) which falls to Runnymede Borough Council.

245.  In terms of the air quality impacts associated with traffic, the Environmental Protection
UK(EPUK)/Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) ‘Land-Use Planning &
Development Control: Planning For Air Quality’ document provides indicative criteria for
determining when an air quality assessment s likely to be required. For developments
outside an Air Quality Management Area, such as this, an air quality assessmentis likely
to be required for developments generating a change in traffic of annual-average daily
100 HGVs or more. An air quality assessment is undertaken to inform the decision
making process. It does not, of itself, provide a reason for granting or refusing planning
permission. Aimost all development will be associated with new emissions if the
development is considered in isolation. Any impacts should be seen in the context of air
guality objectives and existing air quality.

246. The applicationsite does not fall within an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) and therefore
an air quality assessment has not been submitted as part of the application. The applicant has
advisedthatan air quality assessment was not submitted as it was agreed following the adopted
screeningopinion, undertaken in April 2021, that only a construction dust assessment would be
required as part of the application. Taking account of background air quality concentrations of
key pollutantsforthe current period and forthe future year of 2030 and the conclusions of the
air quality assessment for the adopted Runnymede Local Plan (2030) it is concluded that
implementation of the proposed highway improvement works along the A320corridor would
not give rise to significantimpacts onlocal air quality overthe longerterm. The implementation
of the scheme would not be expected to adversely affect the implementation of the measures
setoutinthe airquality action planfor the M25 Air Quality Management Area (AQMA).
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Implementation of the proposed scheme of works would be expected to deliver benefits (e.g.,
reduced incidence of congestion, improved journey times, improved accessibility by non-car
modes, etc.) in terms of mitigating the likely impact of future developmentin the surrounding
area on the capacity of the highways network. In operational terms the programme of highways
improvement works is not expected to give rise to significant adverseimpacts on trafficlevels or
highways capacity. Construction phase impacts will be mitigated through the deployment of the
proposed Construction Traffic Management Plan.

The existing junction 10 of the A320 has beenidentified as a road network requiring capacity
improvements. The proposed developmentis expected toreduce congestion and improve
journeytimesalongthe A320 corridor. As well as providingimproved facilities for pedestrians
and cyclists. Information provided within the Transport Assessment advises that the junction
improvements are expected to substantially decrease vehicle queuing lengths during peak
periods (morning and afternoon).

The County Air Quality Consultant (CAQC) has reviewed the accompanying documentation and

Transport Assessment and requested clarification on whetherthe proposal would resultin the
redistribution of vehicles onto otherroads within the vicinity.

The applicant has responded to thisrequest stating that the level to which additional traffic may
be attracted to the corridor has not been determined. However, the extent of the highway
network outside of the scheme would limit peak hour demand to the extent of the proposed
scheme. Atthose junctions within the scheme there are due to be improvementsto air quality
and noise impacts asthere will be less localised congestion which is the greatest source of these
impacts.

The applicantalso provided furtherinformation on the air quality within the area statingwhen
taking account of background air quality concentrations of key pollutants for the current period
and forthe future year of 2030 and the conclusions of the air quality assessment for the adopted
Runnymede Local Plan (2030), itis concluded thatimplementation of the proposed highway
improvement works alongthe A320 corridor would not give rise to significantimpacts on local
air quality overthe longerterm. The implementation of the scheme would not be expected to
adversely affect the implementation of the measures set outin the air quality action plan for the
M25 AirQuality Management Area (AQMA). Implementation of the proposed scheme of works
would be expected to deliver benefits (e.g. reduced incidence of congestion, improved journey
times, improved accessibility by non-car modes, etc.) in terms of mitigating the likely impact of
future developmentin the surroundingareaon the capacity of the highways network. In
operational terms the programme of highways improvement works is not expected to give rise
to significant adverseimpacts on trafficlevels or highways capacity. Construction phase impacts
will be mitigated through the deployment of the proposed CTMP.

The CAQC has reviewed the additional information submitted and concluded that based onthe
findings of the air quality assessment undertaken to inform the Runnymede Local Plan, which
includes highways infrastructure changes, we agree that the air quality impacts associated with
the junction are unlikely to be significant.

The proposed highway scheme has been developed tofacilitate areduction in trafficmovements
and to reduce trafficlevels. Therefore, the proposalis unlikely to cause an adverse impacton

the air quality, within the immediate area, as the capacity on the road networkis unlikely to
increase, as a result of the junctionimprovements.

However, it must be noted that future development as outlined in policy SD2 of the RBCLP may
have an impacton the air quality withinthe area. Assuch, the air quality levels of the
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Dust

256.
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258.

259.

260.

forthcoming developments would need to be assessed independently by the Borough Council as
part of the formal planning process for those schemes.

The proposed developmentis considered to accord with paragraph 174(e) of the NPPF as the
development would not contribute to unacceptablelevels of air pollution.

A construction dust assessment (CDA) has been undertaken and submitted in support of the
application.

The CDA has identified that the construction activities at the site have the potential toresultin
fugitive dust emissions throughout the construction phases. Vehicle movements onsite as well as
the local road network have the potential to resultin the re-suspension of dust from the highway
surfaces. The impact on sensitivereceptors depends significantly on local weather conditions
duringthe undertaking of the dust generating activities, with the most significant effects likely to
occur duringdry and windy conditions. The CDA has assessed the magnitude of dust emissions
that could be generated from the proposal using the IAQM ‘Guidance onthe assessment of D ust
from Demolition and Constructionv1.1’ guidance which provides aseries of steps to undertake
thisassessment. The assessment process looks at the scale and nature of the works the activity
involved (demolition, earthworks, construction and trackout) and categorises these activities
according to magnitude (high/ medium/small). Thisis then compared with the sensitivity of the
receptors nearto the site with receptors categorised as high/ medium and low. Then when
combiningthe receptor sensitivity with the dust emission magnitude gives adust risk category.
From this, site specific mitigation measures can be identified.

The CDA identifies the dust generating activities that would occur with this proposal for each part
of the construction phase. Thisincludes:

e Demolition of the Murray Road carpark —dust emission magnitude considered to be small.

e Earthworks with earth moving machinery active at one time —dust emission magnitude
considered tobe medium due to the volume of material to be moved

e Construction material including asphalt, aggregate, timberand concrete — potential dust
emission magnitude considered to be medium due tothe volume of material to be moved

e Trackout on unpavedroad — potential dust emission magnitude considered to be medium.

A number of sensitivereceptors have been identified within 350m of the site boundary. The CDA

then assessed the potential impact on receptors forsoiling, human health and ecological and
indicated that the risk of dust effectsis medium as aworst case scenario.

Following on from the above, the CDA has identified mitigation measures to ensure that the
impact of duston the sensitive receptors is minimised during the construction phase.

The mitigation measures proposed include:-

Communication with stakeholders and community engagement

Dust management plan (DMP)

Site management recordingall dust and air quality complaints, identifying causes, taking
appropriate measures, recording exceptionalincidences

Monitoring undertaking daily on site and off site inspection and making the log available, visual
monitoring, monitoring compliance with (DMP)

Preparing and maintaining the site through plan site layout so that machinery and dust causing
activities are located away from receptors, use of solid screens or barriers around dust activities,
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avoid run off of mud, removing material that have potential to produce dust from site as soon as
possible; cover, seed orfence stockpiles

Operatingvehicle/machinery and sustainable transport ensuring vehicles switch off e ngines
when stationary, avoid use of dieselor petrol powered generators, maximum speed limiton
surface roads and work areas

Operationsincluding the use of dust suppression techniques such as water sprays for cutting,
grinding or sawing equipment, ensuringan adequate water supply on site for dust suppression,
using enclosed chutes, minimising drop heights

Waste managementincluding nobonfires

Demolition ensuring effective water suppression, bagging debris

Earthworksincluding revegetate earthworks and exposed areas

Construction by ensuring sand and otheraggregates are stored in bunded and ensuring fine
powders are enclosedintankers.

Trackout (vehiclecleaning and inspection of road surfaces) using water assisted dust sweepers
and inspection of haul routes.

It has beenidentified thatthe construction phase of the development has the potential to
generate dust, which may have short-term adverse impact on residential amenities. However,
with appropriate mitigation measuresin place the construction works should notresultina
significantresidual effect. The applicant has proposed mitigation measures, as outlinedinthe
CDA, which are considered to be acceptable. To ensure that the mitigation measures are imposed
itisrecommended thataconstruction environmentalmanagement plan (CEMP) be submitted to
the County Planning Authority for consideration, and this would include the dust mitigation
measures.

The County Air Quality Consultant has reviewed the CDA and isin agreement with the contentand
assessmentundertaken; and that the mitigation measures proposed should be the subject of a
CEMP and raises no objection.

Conclusion of Noise, Air Quality and Dust

263.

264.

265.

It has been noted that the highway junction improvements, forming part of this application, are
essential inorderto meetthe future growth within the immediate and widerarea. The changes
inthe flow of trafficalongthe A320 are considered, on balance, to resultinanimprovementto
the air quality within the area, as there would be areduction in trafficcongestion.

The inclusion of a construction environmental management plan (CEMP) would ensure that any
impact, as a result of construction works, on nearby residential properties would be minimised.

The proposed development, subject to planning conditions, is considered to accord with policy
EE2 of the RBCLP and paragraphs 174, 185 and 186 of the NPPF.

HIGHWAY CAPACITY AND SAFTETY, PEDESTRIAN AND CYCLE ACCESS

Runnymede Local Plan 2030

Policy SD4 — Highway Design Considerations

National Planning Policy Framework 2021, paragraph 111, 113

Surrey Transport Plan (2017)

Supplementary Planning Document — Infrastructure Delivery and Prioritisation (2020) Runnymede
Borough Council

266.

Paragraph 111 of the NPPF states that development should only be prevented orrefused on
highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, orthe residual
cumulative impacts onthe road network would be severe. Paragraph 113 furtherstates that
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268.

269.

270.

271

272.

273.

274.

275.

developments that will generate significant amounts of movements should be supported by a
transport assessment so that the likely impacts of the proposal can be assessed.

Paragraph 113 of the NPPF statesthat all development that will generate significantamounts of
movementshould be required to provideatravel plan, and the application should be supported
by a transport assessment so that the likely impacts of the proposal can be assessed.

Policy SD4 of the RBCLP states that development proposals which maintain or enhance the
efficient and safe operation of the highway network and take account of the needs of all highway
users for safe access, egress and servicingarrangements will be supported.

The Surrey Transport Plan (STP) covers the period January 2022 to March 2032 and sets out the
strategy to help people to meet theirtransport and travel needs effectively, reliably, safelyand
sustainably within Surrey, in order to protect and enhance the environment, improve the quality
of life and reduce carbon emissions. The plan also highlights how transport networks should be
integrated and provide benefits to people’s health and the environment.

The A320 Guildford Roadisa key link road between the M25 and surrounding communities such
as Woking, Ottershaw and Chertsey. The roadis also an access route to St Peters Hospital. The
proposal isseekingto address existing and future congestion problems along the A320 corridor,
includingimprovements to the existing roundabout as well as cycle and pedestrian access.

The proposed new roundabout will be approximately 60min circulardiameterand 85m inlength
located north-east of the existingroundabout. It will incorporate four connecting junctions from
the A320 Guildford Road south, A319 Chobham Road, A320 Guildford Road north and B3221
Murray Road. The proposal will alsoinclude the realignment of Murray Road (northwards). The
proposed works are due to commence late 2022 and would be completedin 2024.

The proposed roundabout design would be asignificantimprovement when comparedto the
existingroundabout. The proposal would meetthe 2030 predicted trafficrequirements to
supportthe trafficdemands arising from the development of new homesinthe areaand the need
to increase capacity alongthe A320 corridor. The trafficcapacityimprovements throughout the
junctionwould resultinimproved journey time and reliability when compared with the existing
arrangements, thereby supporting the local economy and housing developments.

The proposed new roundabout and junctions would promotethe fre e flow of traffic, reducing
congestion within Ottershaw village and along the widerroad network. The proposal would also
allow forshared pedestrian/cycle controlled crossing provisions between Guildford Road (south)
and Chobham Road along with pedestrian crossings of Murray Road nearthe eastbound bus stop
layby and Brox Road, enablingimproved connectivity between the east and west parts of the
village.

The application has been accompanied by a Transport Assessment (TA), as required by paragraph
113 of the NPPF. The TA includes analysis of the existing junction layout and traffic conditions at
junction 10.

An assessment of the wider scheme for the A320 (north of Woking) has identified that traffic
conditions willbe within capacityinthe ‘Do Something future design year of 2030’ with a reduced
frequency and severity of queues. With the proposed scheme in place, the Paramics traffic
modelling assessment has identified thatthere will be significant journey time savings forroad
usersof junction 10 and the wider corridor during peak hours. The proposed improvements are
considered to be essentialto meetthe future demands of growth in the areaand withoutthe
junctionimprovement the areawould sufferfrom adverse journey timeimpacts, created by
congestion and delays.
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276. The County Highway Authority (CHA) have reviewed the TA and have raised no objections to the
proposal.

Murray Road Car Park

277. The Murray Road car park will be relocated further east of the existing car park and will provide
fifty car parking spaces with five disabled spaces, increasing the parking provisions onsite. Electric
vehicle charging points will be provided within the car park.

Pedestrian and Cycle Access

278.  The proposed highwayimprovementsinclude improved access for pedestrian and cycle users as
well as controlled crossing points. The proposalsinclude:-

e A 4m wide shared pedestrian/cycle route around the west side of the new junction
headingnorth alongthe west side of Guildford Road.

e Shared pedestrian/cycle crossings of Guildford Road, south of the roundabout junction
and Chobham Road along with pedestrian crossings of Murray Road nearthe eastbound
bus stop layby and Brox Road near the Brook Memorial Hall.

e Thewideningof the southernfootway of the retained Murray Road to form part of an

off-carriage east-west cycle including pedestrian/cycle crossing of Guildford Road south
and Chobham Road to improve the connectivity of the village

279. The proposed provisionsforimproved pedestrian and cycle access and controlled crossing would
improve operational safety for non-motorised users.

Highway Safety

280. Withregard to road safety, the Highway Authority has assessed the information provided within
the TA and additional information provided by the applicantin an email dated 18 May 2022. The
CHA issatisfied that the visibility splays at the junctions and link roads and swept path analyses for
the proposed road are acceptable. The junction geometryisbased ona30mph design speed for
85™ percentile traffic. Thisis considered compatible with the busy, urban nature of the junction
and approach roads and would reduce the severity of any road traffic collisions.

281. Inorderto ensurethatthe developmentisconstructed safely and existing highway usersand
residents livingand working close by are not adversely affected, a Construction Traffic
Management Plan (CTMP) and programme of works would be required by condition. This
condition would need to be satisfied and approved priorto the commencement of development.

282. Temporaryroad closures may be required duringthe construction phase of junction 10and
appropriate diversion routes will be identified and provided to the CHA to minimise any impacton
road users.

Conclusion of Highways Capacity And Safety, Pedestrian And Cycle Access

283. Areasof future housing development have beenidentified within the Runnymede Borough Local
planand as outlined above, the junctionis already at capacity. The proposalisfor the
construction of a new roundabout and other highway works to maintain and enhance the efficient
and safe operation of the highway networkin this locality as identified through trafficmodelling.
The proposal includes increase pedestrian and cycle connectivityaround the junction taking
account of the needs of all highway users forsafe access and egress. The proposal alsoincludes an
access to the telephoneexchange providing servicing arrangements. Consequently, officers are
satisfied the proposal is considered to be acceptable in terms of highway capacity and road safety
and isin accordance with Policy SD4 of the RBCLP. The CHA has reviewed the proposalfroma
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highway safety perspectiveand raise no objection. The proposal is toimprove the efficiency of the
junction and surrounding road network thereforeitis not expected to create severe residual
cumulative impacts and as such complies with the requirements of paragraphs 111 and 113 of the
NPPF.

GREEN BELT

Runnymede Local Plan 2030

Policy EE18 —Engineering Operationsin the Green Belt

National Planning Policy Framework 2021, paragraph 137, 148 and 150

284. Policy EE18 of the RBCLP statesthat proposals for engineering operationsincluding the laying of
roads and hardstanding are considered inappropriate development unless the applicant has
demonstrated that the operation preserves the openness of the Green Belt atthe site and its
vicinity, and does not conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt. The extentand visual impact of
the changesin land levels will be takeninto accountin asse ssing such proposals, as will the

purpose and intent of future use of the hardstandingin orderto ensure the visual effects are not
harmful.

285. Paragraph 137 of the NPPF states thatthe Government attaches greatimportance to Green Belts.
The fundamental aim of the Green Belt policy, as set out in paragraph 137 of the NPPF, isto
prevent urban sprawl by keepingland permanently open. The essential characteristics of Green
Belts are theiropenness and their permanence. Paragraph 138 states that the Green Be It serves
five purposesthesebeing:

a) To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

b) To preventneighbouringtowns mergingintoone another;

c) To assistinsafeguardingthe countrysidefromencroachment;

d) To preservethe settingand special character of historictowns; and

e) Toassistinurban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelictand otherurban
land.

286. Of the five purposes of includingland withinthe Green Belt, the purposes of checking unrestricted
sprawl, the prevention of towns merginginto one another, preserving the special characterof a
historictown and assistingin urbanregeneration do notapplytothis development. Theland
situated north-west and north-east of the existing roundabout would offend the purposes of
safeguardingthe countryside from encroachment.

287. Paragraph 147 of the NPPF statesthatinappropriate developmentis, by definition, harmful to the
Green Beltand should not be approved exceptin very special circumstances. Paragraph 148
further states when considering any planning applications, local planning authorities should
ensure that substantial weightis given toany harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very Special Circumstances’
will notexistunless the potential harmto the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any
otherharm resultingfromthe proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

288. The proposed developmentisanengineering operation and alocal transportinfrastructure
projectand notnecessarilyinappropriate development within the Green Belt. Paragraph 150 of
the NPPF statesthat engineering operations and local transportinfrastructure are not
inappropriate provided they preservethe openness of the Green Belt and do not conflict with the
purposes ofincludingland withinit. The proposal would introduce anew roundabout across
areas of undeveloped land, mainly north-east and north-west of the existing roundabout, together
with associated infrastructure thatincludes lighting columns and signage. Activities onthe road,
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290.

such as vehicle movements, would also constitute anintrusioninthe Green Belt. Asa
consequence, itis recognised that the proposed development would cause some harmto the
openness of the Green Beltand would therefore be inappropriate development.

Accordingly, for planning permission to be granted the demonstration of ‘very special
circumstances’ isrequired. Paragraph 148 of the NPPF establishes that the decision-makeris
requiredto ensure that substantial weightis giventoany harmto the Green Beltand any other
harm and that very special circumstances will not exist unless the potential harmto the Green Belt
by reason of inappropriateness and any other harmresulting fromthe proposal is ‘clearly
outweighed’ by other considerations. Therefore, where the other considerations clearly outweigh
Green Beltharm, and any other harm, planning permission forinappropriate development may be
granted.

The key considerationis the determination of the extent of the impactonthe openness of the
Green Belt. The application site forms part of an existing road network which contain areas of
hardstanding. Onthe land to the north-west and north-east of the existing roundabout the
proposal would be builtoverareas of woodland resultingin agreaterimpact. Assuch itis
recognisedthatthe proposal would cause harmto the openness of the Green Beltand would
conflict with the purposes of avoiding encroachmentinto the countryside.

Harm to Openness

291

292.

293.

The proposed new roundabout would be situated north-east of the existing roundabout. Other
alterationsincludethe relocation of the existing Murray Road car park further east. The new
roundabout has soughtto include the existing highway into the design and where possible the
proposal will be built on areas of previously developed land. However, the north-eastand north-
west elevations of the proposal would encroach into areas of land where there is no development,
resultingin harmto the openness of the Green Belt.

As setoutabove, thereis no dispute that the proposal would cause harm to the visual and spatial
dimensions of openness. Whilst the road surface would be at ground level the vehicles
themselves, although transitory, would also harm the visual dimension of opennessas would the
ancillary streetlighting and new landscaping.

The proposal would traverse two areas of contrasting character such thatthe extent of harmon
opennesswouldvary dependingonthe area. It is considered that there would be greaterharmto
the north (including north-east and north-west) of the existing roundabout and lesserharmto the
south. The areasto the south of the existing roundabout are visually contained within large areas
of existing hardstanding from the carriageway as well as various buildings and man-made
structures. Therefore, the harm to the openness south of the proposal would be limited. The land
north of the existing roundaboutis within a more open character whichis defined by woodland,
treesand hedgerows. Therefore, the impact on this land would be initially significant, reducing
overtime once the landscape mitigation has matured. There would also be some visual harm
arising from the lighting columns and vehicles headlights, however, given that thisisan existing
carriageway, and several otherroads are within the vicinity the harm would not be significant.

Purposes

294,

The proposed new roundabout would not harm the Green Belt purposes of preventing
neighbouringtowns merginginto one another, of preserving the special character of an historic
town or the purposes of assisting urban regeneration.
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The proposal would be spatially and visually contained with defined boundaries and therefore itis
not considered that the resulting pattern of development could reasonablybe described as
‘sprawl’. Furthermore, the proposalwould notresultinthe merging of nearby settlements.
However, there would be harm to purpose c) ‘safeguarding the countryside from encroachment’,
as with openness, the harm primarily results from the areas of development north-east and north-
west of the proposal existing roundabout.

Very Special Circumstances

296.

297.

Officers are of the opinion thatif planning permissionis to be granted, very special circumstances
will have to existin orderto justify the development. Paragraph 148 of the NPPF provides that
very special circumstance will not exist unless the harm by reason of inappropriateness, and any
otherharm, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.

The applicant has made a submission on the basis that other considerations clearly outweigh the
potential harm tothe Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness and any other harm such that
very special circumstances exist to enable planning permission to be granted. The following
considerations have been put forward by the applicant:

Contribution tothe delivery of development growth inthe Runnymede 2030 Local Planand
associated economicbenefits

Contribution toimproving traffic capacity and journey times

Safety considerations

Otherimprovements —controlled crossing, improved car park and vehicle charging points.

Delivery of development growth

298.

299.

Policy SD2 of the RBCLP lists the allocated sites outlined for development within the Borough. A
number of the allocated sites are dependent on the delivery of necessary mitigation on the A320.
Runnymede Borough Council consider that the allocated sites set out within policy SD2 are the
most suitable when considered against the alternatives appraised through arobust site selection
process and sustainability appraisal. The allocated sites are considered to offerthe best
opportunity to achieve sustainable development as well as the delivery of the spatial development
strategy.

The proposed highway improvement works to the junction and link roads are considered to be
essential tothe delivery of approximately 3,500 new homes across 10 sitesinand around
Ottershaw and Chertsey. New supporting infrastructure is therefore required in orderto meet the
housing needsinthe borough and deliverthe Runnymede 2030 Local Plan.

Contribution toimproving trafficcapacity and journey times

300.

301.

The proposed development would replace the existing roundabout and would provide transport
benefits,includingimproved pedestrian and cycle routes. The design of the roundabout would
significantly improve congestion and achieve the predicted 2030 trafficrequirements resultingin
improved journey time, reliability and time savings when compared with the existing junction.

The proposal would also promote the free flow of trafficreducing congestion within Ottershaw
village.

Safety Considerations

302.

The proposal includes shared pedestrian/cycle routes around the west side of the junctionasa 4m
wide footway/ cycleway. Whilstthere is currently such afootway/ cycleway in thislocation this
would be wider providing forimproved access. The proposal al so includes footway/ cycleway
alongthe southern part of the application site with Foxhills Road/ Chobham Road and the
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southernarm of the A320 again improving accessibility and safety forthese usersinthislocality.
There are also proposed increased footways/ cycleways around Brox Road. The controlled
crossings at the desire lines would improve operational safety for non-motorised users. The
junction geometryis based on a30mph design speed for85™" percentiletraffic. Thisis considered
compatible with abusy urban junction. Improved controlled crossing points are proposed at
Murray Road, Brox Road, Guildford Road and Chobham Road.

Conclusion of Green Belt

303.

304.

305.

306.

307.

308.

309.

310.

In this case, the proposal is for improvements to the existing highway which include anew
roundabout, junctions, access, pedestrian and cycle connections and crossings, arelocated
carpark, landscaping and associated infrastructure and engineering works. The proposed
developmentis considered to cause harm tothe openness of the Green Belt. Therefore, the
proposal would not benefit from the exemption under paragraph 150, points a) and b) of the NPPF
and would, by definition, be inappropriate developmentinthe Green Belt. The Green Beltharms
must carry substantial weightin the overall Green Belt balancein accordance with paragraph 148
of the NPPF.

Inappropriate development should not be approved exceptinvery special circumstances. Very
special circumstances willnot exist unless the potentialharmto the Green Belt by reason of
inappropriateness, and any other harm resultingfromthe development, is clearly outweighed by
otherconsiderations.

The outcome of the application willbe depended upon abalance between the protection of the

GreenBeltand the need todeliverhousingand economic development with the Runnymede
Borough.

Officers have found thatthe development would be inappropriate developmentinthe Green Belt
and would cause harmto the openness and purpose c) of paragraph 138 of the NPPF. Collectively,
these harms must carry substantial weightinthe overall Green Belt balance.

Officers have reviewed the considerations put forward by the applicantand considerthatthe
highway improvement works are necessaryinorderto deliverimprovements tothe local
infrastructure network. These improvements are critical to the successful delivery of the spatial
development strategy and allocated development sites, as identified within the Runnymede 2030
Local Plan.

Officers considerthat great weight should be attributed to the delivery of the Runnymede 2030
Local Planinorder toaccommodate the planned economicgrowth and housing delivery.

Officers have reviewed the information putforward by the applicantas well as other
considerations and conclude that the very special circumstances, in favour of the development,
clearly outweigh the harmto the Green Beltand any other harm, identified above. The proposal
istherefore considered toaccord with paragraph 148 of the NPPF and policy EE18 of the RBCLP.

Very special circumstancesforthis proposal exist and therefore planning permission should be
granted.

Other

311

Under the Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2021 the County
Planning Authority isrequired to consultthe Secretary of State in respect of majordevelopment
comprising of a site area of more than 1 hectare in size aswell as development which may have a
significantimpact on the openness of the Green Belt. The Direction states thatthe Planning
Authority shall not grant planning permission on the application until the expiry of 21 days
beginning with the date which the Secretary of State tells the Authority in writingis the date he
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received the material specified. Therefore, subjecttoa resolution by the committee to grant
planning permission, the application will need to be referred to the Secretary of State to
determine whether the application shall be called-in. If the applicationis not called-in the
permission can be issued.

312.

313.

314.

Human Rights Implications

The Human Rights Act Guidance for Interpretation, contained in the Preamble to the Agendais
expresslyincorporatedinto this reportand mustbe readin conjunction with the following
paragraph.

The proposal involves highway improvement works to the existing highway and the creation of a
new junctions and roundabout. Itisrecognisedthatthe development hasthe potential to have an
impacton the local environmentand local amenity in terms of noise and dust. The proposal
would have a short term impact during the construction phase howeverduringthe operational
phase would improve capacity and trafficflows through the junction. The scale of the impactsis
not considered sufficientto engage Article 8or Article 1 of Protocol 1 and, if planning permission
were to be granted any impact has capacity of being controlled or mitigated by measures
incorporatedin the planningapplication proposed and planning conditions and controls available
through otherregulatory regimes.

In considering this application and framing the recommendation officers have considered both
individualinterests of objectors and those inthe wider community. Having taken account of the all
the facts officers consider that the wider community needs and benefits would resulting from the
highway improvement works outweigh any impact onindividuals.

Conclusion

315.

316.

317.

318.

319.

Officers have determined that the proposal for highway improvements to junction 10 of the A320
Guilford Road, represents aninappropriate form of developmentin the Green Belt as the proposal
does not preserve the openness and conflicts with the purposes of including land within it.

Officers have reviewed the application and supporting documentation and accept that Local
Planning Authorities should ensure that substantial weightis given to any harm to the Green Belt.
‘Very special circumstances’ willnot exist unless the potentialharm tothe Green Belt by reason of
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other
considerations.

Whilstthe proposal would resultinalargerspatial footprint within the Green Belt, whilst the road
surface would be at ground level the vehicles themselves would also harm the visual dimensions
of opennessaswouldthe ancillary street lighting and new landscaping.

Theinclusion of new and replacement planting (on site and off site woodland and trees) would
compensate forthe localised impacts on the landscape character and would minimise longerterm
visual impacts once the plantingis mature. The proposalistherefore notconsideredtohave a
detrimental impact on the character of the widerlandscape areaand overtime would enhance
the roadside characterand wildlife within and around the applicationssite.

On balance, the publicbenefitas well asthe landscape and ecological mitigation measures
proposed all weigh in favour of the proposal and therefore itis accepted that the proposal would
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accord with the relevant NPPF policies and the policies withinthe RBCLP. The applicationis
therefore recommended forapproval.

Recommendation

The recommendation is subject to referral to the Secretary of State under paragraph 10 of the
Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2021, and in the absence of any
direction by the Secretary of State, to PERMIT subject to the conditions and informatives set out
below:

Conditions:

IMPORTANT - CONDITION NO(S) 4, 6, 9, 13, 14, 18, 19 and 21 MUST BE DISCHARGED PRIORTO
THE COMMENCEMENT OF THE DEVELOPMENT.

Commencement

1 The development to which this permission relates shallbe begun not later than the expiration of
three years beginning with the date of this permission.

Approved Plans

2. The development hereby permitted shallbe carried outin all respectsinaccordance with the
following plans/drawings:

10041683-ARC-LLO-ZZ-DR-CE-00044 Rev P04 Scheme Location PlanJunction 10 November 2021

10041683-ARC-GEN-PKC_JC10-DR-HE-00001 rev P03 Work Package C Junction 10 Planning
Application General Arrangement dated November 2021

10041683-ARC-GEN-PKC_JC10-DR-HE-00004 Rev P03 Work Package C Junction 10 Longitudinal
Sections November 2021

10041683-ARC-GEN-PKC_JC10-DR-HE-00005 Rev P03 Work Package C Junction 10 Cross Sections
November2021

10041683-ARC-GEN-PKC_JC10-DR-HE-00006 rev PO3 Work Package C Junction 10 Planning
Application Outline Plan November 2021

10041683-ARC-ELS-PKC_JC10-DR-CE-00001 Rev P03 Work Package C Junction 10 Planning
Application Proposed Planting Arrangement November 2021

10041683-ARC-ELS-PKC_JC10-DR-CE-00002 Rev P03 Work Package C Junction 10 Planning
Application Proposed Planting Schedule November 2021

10041683-ARC-HLG-PKC_JC10-DR-LE-00001 P01 rev P01 Junction 10 Lighting Arrangementand
Light Level Intensity (Lux Contours) 17 December 2021

10041683-ARC-EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00006 rev 01 Drawing 2 Proposed Habitat Creation Plan Junction
page number 1 date 8 July 2022

1004-1683-ARC-EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00007 rev 01 Drawing 2 Proposed Habitat Creation Plan Junction
page number 2 dated 8 July 2022

Hours of Construction
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No construction vehicles and heavy goods vehicles (HGVs), shallenter or leave the site norany
plant or machinery shall be operated except between the following hours:

07:00 — 19:00 (Monday — Friday)
07:00-13:00 (Saturday)

There shall be no working on Sundays orrecognised Public, Bank and National Holidays. Night
time working shall only take place during the hours set out within the Construction

Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) which is to be submitted to the County Planning
Authority forapproval in accordance with Condition 8.

Construction TrafficManagement Plan

No development hereby permitted shallcommence until a Construction Transport Management
Plan (CTMP) has been submitted toand approved in writing by the County Planning Authority.
The CTMP shallinclude, but not be limited to, details of:

(a) parkingfor vehicles of site personnel, operatives and visitors

(b) loading and unloading of plant and materials

(c) storage of plantand materials

(d) programme of works (including measures for trafficmanagement)

(e) provision of boundary hoarding behind any visibility zones

(f) HGV deliveries and hours of operation

(g) vehicle routing

(h) measures to preventthe deposit of materials on the highway

Only the approved details shall be implemented during the construction of the development.
Landscaping

Within 6 months of the date of this permission, details of a Hard and Soft Landscaping Scheme
shall be submitted toand approved in writing by the County Planning Authority. The scheme
shallinclude:

1) a scaled plan showingall existing vegetation and landscape features to be retained and trees
and otherplantsto be planted,;

2) location, type and materials to be used for hard landscapingincluding specifications, where
applicable for:

a) permeable paving

b) tree pit design

c¢) underground modular systems

d) Sustainable urban drainage integration

e) use withintree Root Protection Areas (RPAs);

3) specifications for operations associated with plant establishment and maintenance thatare
compliantwith best practice;

4) types, materials and dimensions of all boundary treatments;
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5) a planting schedule and specification, including sizes and numbers/densities of all proposed
trees/otherplants and section drawing(s) of tree pitswhere relevant;

6) details of how the existing ground and soil conditions are to be made suitable fortree and
otherplanting;

7) a 10 year aftercare regime including provision for replacements for failed plantings and details
of regular maintenance visits, including annual mulching and watering through the summer
months with industry standard watering bags being provided to all new trees. Where new trees
are to be supplied with adistinct crown, the supply, plantingand maintenance of such trees shall
be in general accordance with British Standard BS 8545:2014.

There shall be no excavation orraising orlowering of levels within the prescribed root protection
area of retained trees. The landscaping and planting shallbe carried outin accordance with
British Standards BS 4428:1989 and BS 8545:2014. The site shall be landscaped and planted out
strictlyinaccordance withthe approved detailsin the first planting season after completion of
the development, whicheveristhe sooner.

In the event of the failure of any soft landscape plantinginthe first 5years of planting, such
planting shall be replaced with an equivalent number of live specimens of the same spe ciesand
size by no laterthan the end of the first available planting season following the failure,damage
or removal of the planting.

The development shall be implemented and managed strictly in accordance with the approved
scheme.

Tree Protection

Priorto the commencement of the development hereby permitted, including demolition, and
before any equipment, machinery or materials are brought onto the site, aTree Protection Plan
and method statement shall be submitted to the County Planning Authority forapproval in
writing. The Tree Protection measures shall be carried outin accordance with the details as
approved. The Tree Protection measures shallremainin place until all the works have been
completed.

No trees, hedgerows orshrubs within the curtilage of the site, except those identified in
paragraph 5.2.1 of the Arboricultural Impact Assessment (ref: 10041683-ARC-HAC-PKC_JC10-RP-
Z7-00006 Rev4.0) and shown on drawing Tree Impact and protection planjunction 10ref:
10041683-ARC-EBD-ZZ-DR-EC-00018 Rev P02 or otherwise clearly indicated in any supporting
documents as beingremoved orsubject to arboricultural works, shall be felled, lopped or
pruned northeirroots removed or pruned during the carrying out of the development, or until
the completion of the development hereby permitted.

Landscape Ecological Management Plan

Within 6 months of the date of this permission, alandscape and ecology management plan
(LEMP) shall be submitted to the County Planning Authority forapproval in writing and
thereafterimplemented in accordance with the approved details. The LEMP shallinclude the on
site provisions and the off site provisions as shown on plans 10041683-ARC-EGN-ZZ-00006 Rev
01 and 10041683-ARC-EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00007 Rev 01 dated 6 July 2022 but not be limited to the
following:-

- Description and evaluation of features to be managedincluding scattered Broadleaved
Trees, Semi-improved Neutral Grassland, Dense Scrub and Species-rich Hedgerows.
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- Ecological trends and constraints on site that mightinfluence management.
- Aims and objectives of management

- Appropriate management options forachievingaims and objectives

- Prescriptions for management actions, together with a plan of management
compartments

- Preparation of work schedule (includingan annual work plan)
- Details of the body or organisation responsible forimplementation of the plan
- Ongoing monitoring and remedial measures

- Funding mechanism by which the long-termimplementation of the plan will be secured
by the developer with the management body responsibleforits delivery

- Monitoring strategy, including details of how contingencies and/or remedial action will
be identified, agreed and implemented so that the development still delivers the fully
functioning biodiversity objectives of the approved scheme.

Construction Environmental Management Plan

Priorto the commencement of the development hereby permitted (including demolition and
ground works), an updated Construction and Environment Management Plan (CEMP:

Biodiversity) shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the County Planning Authority.
The CEMP (Biodiversity) shall includethe following.

a) Introduction

b) Planning Context

c) Overview and Project Introduction
d) Ecology and Environment Aspects

i. Risk assessment of potentially damaging construction activities.
e) Project Contact List
i. Responsible persons and lines of communication.

ii. The role and responsibilities on site of an ecological clerk of works (ECoW) orsimilarly
competent person.

f) Construction Site Rules

g) Complaints Procedure

h) Emergency SpillagePlan

i) Nighttime working hours

j) Access and Deliveries

k) Site Logistics

) Mitigation and Control Measures

i. Practical measures (both physical measures and se nsitive working practices) to avoid or
reduce impacts during construction (may be provided as aset of method statements).
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10.

11.

12.

13.

ii. The location and timing of sensitive works to avoid harm to biodiversityfeatures.

iii. The times during construction when specialist ecologists need to be present onsite to
oversee works.

iv. Use of protective fences, exclusion barriers and warning signs.

V. Management of existing trees during construction (including replacement procedure of
treesdamaged/removed during/for construction);

m) Site Waste Management Plantand management procedure for construction waste.
n) Structure removal
i details of any structural works to be carried out;

ii. details of any remediation orrestoration works to be carried outincluding what material
would be used as infilland to what depth the material would be spread to; and if furthersoil is

to be added details of the volume, depth and how the soil would be placed between any air gaps
inthe infill material to avoid soil beingwashed away overtime;

iii. details of how trees around the existing structure would be protected duringany works;

iv. whetherfurthersurveysare required;

V. Details of what plantand machinery to be used; and

vi. Access for structure removal including with regards to the Tree Protective measures
o) Material Storage Plan

p) Construction lighting to be used, includingits location, hours of use and measures to

ensure the lightingis downwards and directional.

The approved CEMP shall be adhered to and implemented throughout the construction period
strictlyinaccordance withthe approved details.

Noise

Noise levels from demolition and construction works during standard construction hours
specifiedin Condition 3shall be allowed up to 70 dB(A) LAeq,1h at 1 m from the facade of any
residential building within the vicinity of the site. Noise generating works shall not take place
outside of the hours permitted in Condition 3without prior consentfrom the Country Planning
Authority (CPA).

Allvehiclesand mobile plantoperating atthe site underthe control of the operator, which shall
include plantand equipment hired by the operator orused by the contractors, mustbe fitted
with white noise broadband reversing alarms that shall be used atall times.

All plantand machinery shall be adequately maintained and silenced in accordance with the
manufacturers recommendations at all times.

Noise Monitoring

Priorto the commencement of development, a Noise and Vibration Monitoring Plan shall be
submitted toand approved in writing by the County Planning Authority, takinginto account the
limits setin Conditions 10. At the request of the Country Planning Authority (CPA), noise and/or
vibration monitoring shall be undertaken at representative noise and vibration sensitive
receptorslocated adjacenttothe applicationsite or calculated from measurements taken at the
site boundary. The results of the monitoring shall be reported to the CPA within 14 days of the
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14.

15.

16.

monitoring taking place. Measurements should only be undertaken by those competenttodo so
(i.e. Memberor Associate grade of the Institute of Acoustics).

Drainage

The development hereby permitted shallnot commence until details of the design of asurface
waterdrainage scheme have been submitted to and approved in writing by the planning
authority. the design mustsatisfy the SuDS Hierarchy and be compliant with the national Non-
Statutory Technical Standards for SuDS, NPPF and Ministerial Statement on SuDS. The required
drainage details shall include:-

a) The results of infiltration testing completed in accordance with the BRE Digest: 365 and
confirmation of groundwaterlevels.

b) Evidence thatthe proposed final solution will effectivelymanage the 1in 30 & 1 in 100 (+20%
allowance for climate change) storm events, during all stages of the development. The final
solution should followthe principles set outin the approved drainage strategy. If infiltrationis
deemed unfeasible, associated discharge rates and storage volumes shall be provided using the
maximum discharge rate stated within the approved documents.

c) Detailed drainage design drawings and calculations toinclude: afinalised drainage layout
detailingthe location of drainage elements, pipe diameters, levels, and long and cross sections of

each elementincluding details of any flow restrictions and maintenance/risk reducing features
(silttraps, inspection chambers etc.).

d) A plan showingexceedance flow (i.e. during rainfall greater than design events orduring
blockage) and how property on and off site will be protected fromincreased flood risk.

e) Details of drainage management responsibilities and maintenance regimes for the drainage
system.

f) Details of how the drainage system will be protected during constru ction and how runoff

(including any pollutants)from the developmentsite willbe managed beforethe drainage
system s operational.

Within 3 months of the completion of the development, averification report carried out by a
qualified drainage engineer must be submitted to and approved by the County Planning
Authority. This must demonstrate that the surface waterdrainage system has been constructed
as per the agreed scheme (or detail any minorvariations), provided the details of any
management company and state the national grid reference of any key drainage elements

(surface waterattenuation devices/areas, flow restriction devices and outfalls), and confirm any
defects have beenrectified.

Lighting

No external lighting shall be installed as part of the development hereby permitted unless and
until details of alighting scheme for the site have been submitted in writing to the County
Planning Authority for written approval. The submitted scheme shallbe prepared by alighting
engineerwithinput fromasuitably experienced Ecologist. The scheme shallbe inaccordance
with the recommendations as set outin the approved (Bat Preliminary Assessment dated or

Preliminary Ecological Assessment dated) submitted with the application andinclude the
following:

a) the location, type, mounting, height, lighting controls and luminance of the proposed lighting
by means of submission of Isolux plots and drawings of the proposed scheme
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

b) any measures proposed to minimise and control the light spill;
c) details asto how the impact of lighting on bats has been minimised
d) Measures for reviewing any unforeseen impacts.

The lighting scheme shall thereafter be implemented as specified within the approved
document.

Ecology

The development hereby permitted shallbe carried out strictly in accordance with the
recommendations setout withinsection4.1.1—4.6.1 "Ecological Mitigation and Enhancement
Measures" of the submitted Ecological Mitigation Strategy (ref: 100441683-ARC-EGN-PKC_JC10-
RP-EC-00001 Rev 3.0 dated November 2021) including the mitigation to address vegetation
clearance and bird, bat and reptile habitats during site clearance works, construction phases and
completion of the development.

Priorto the commencement of the development hereby permitted, details of a pre-construction
badgersurvey as detailed in section 4.3.9 "Badgers" of the submitted Ecological Mitigation
Strategy (ref: 100441683-ARC-EGN-PKC_JC10-RP-EC-00001 Rev 3.0 dated November2021)
including details of suitable mitigation measuresincluding a plan of the location of any badger
protection fencingif necessary, shallbe submitted to the County Planning Authority forapproval
inwriting.

Management Agreement

Priorto commencement of development, a Management Agreement, in relation to the land
shown on plansreference: Drawing 2 Proposed Habitat Creation Plan Junction 10 10041683 -
ARC-EGN-ZZ-00006 Rev 01 and Drawing 2 Proposed Habitat Creation Plan Junction 10 10041683-
ARC-EGN-ZZ-DR-ZZ-00007 Rev 01 dated 6 July 2022 shall be entered into between Surrey County
Council and the land ownerand a copy of the signed Management Agreement shall be
submitted tothe County Planning Authority. Priorto 31 March 2024 the land shall be delivered
and plantedinaccordance with the LEMP in condition 8 and the Management Agreement.

Contamination

In the eventthat unsuspected contaminationis found atany time when constructing the
development hereby permitted, work inthat areashall cease and it must be reportedin writing
immediately tothe County Planning Authority. Aninvestigation and risk assessment must be
undertakentoidentify what remediation is necessary with aremediation scheme prepared and
submitted tothe County Planning Authority fortheirwritten approval. Once the remediation
works have been completed, averification report confirming this shall be provided to the County
Planning Authority for written approval. Once approved, the scheme shallbe implementedin
full throughout the duration of the construction period.

Retention of Bollards 2 Chobham House

Priorto commencement of development, a plan showingthe location of the bollards to be
installed at 2 Chobham House, shall be submitted to and approvedin writing by the County
Planning Authority. Thereafterthe bollards shall be installed in accordance with the approved
details and permanently retained.

Reasons:

1

To comply with Section 91 (1)(a) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 as amend ed by
Section 51 (1) of the Planningand Compulsory Purchase Act 2004.
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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

For the avoidance of doubtand inthe interests of properplanning.

To protectthe amenities of the occupiers of nearby properties duringthe construction periodin
accordance with Policy EE2 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020.

To ensure that construction works can be carried out safely in orderthat the development does
not prejudice highway safety nor cause inconvenience to other highway usersin accordance with
Policy EE2 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020. This conditionisrequired priorto
commencement of developmentin orderto ensure the construction phase of the proposal is
carried out safely and does not prejudice highway safety.

To ensure a satisfactory developmentandinthe interest of amenity and landscape character

and inaccordance with Policy EE1 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020 and guidance
within the National Planning Policy Framework.

To protectthe treestobe retained and enhance the appearance of the surrounding areaand to
comply with policy EE9 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020 and guidance within the
National Planning Policy Framework. This condition is required prior to commencement of
developmentinordertoensure thatthe existingtrees, to be retained onsite, will be protected
during the construction works.

To protectthe treesto be retained and enhance the appearance of the surroundingareaand to

comply with Policy EE9 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020 and guidance within the
National Planning Policy Framework.

To ensure that the landscape characterand appearance of the site isenhanced and to comply
with Policy EE1 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020.

To prevent pollutiontothe environment, to protect species of conservation concern, to ensure
properwaste management; and to protect residential amenity in accordance with Policy EE2 of
the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020. This conditionis required prior to commencement of
developmentinordertoensure thatthe proposal does nothave an impacton the residential
amenities of the nearby occupants.

To protectthe amenity of residential occupiers during the construction period and in accordance
with Policy EE2 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020.

To protectthe amenity of residential occupiers during the construction period and in accordance
with Policy EE2 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020.

To protectthe amenity of residential occupiers during the construction period andin accordance
with policy EE2 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020.

To protectthe amenity of residential occupiers during the construction period and in accordance
with policy EE2 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020.

To ensure the design meets the national Non-Statutory Technical Standards for SuDS and the
final drainage design does notincrease flood risk on or off site and in accordance with Policy
EE13 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020. The conditionisrequired pre-commencement
so as to ensure that drainage design does notincrease flood risk on or off site in accordance with
Policy EE13 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020 priorto any works being undertaken
which may impact existing surface water drainage arrangements.

To ensure the Drainage System is constructed to the National Non-Statutory Technical Standards
for SuDS and in accordance with policy EE13 of the RBCLP.
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

To protectthe safety and amenities of road users, occupiers of the nearby propertiesandin
accordance with Policy EE2 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020.

To protect Priority Species and their habitatsin accordance with Policy EE9 of the Runnymede
Borough Local Plan 2020.

To protect Priority Speciesin accordance with Policy EE9 of the Runnymede Borough Local Plan
2020. Thisconditionisrequired priortocommencementof developmentin orderto ensure that
the proposal does not have an impact on any potential badgersetts within the application site.

To ensure that off site mitigation measures are provided and in accordance with policy EE9 of
the Runnymede Borough Local Plan 2020. This conditionis required priorto commencement of
developmentinordertoensure thatthe proposal provides off site Biodiversity Net Gain
provisioninaccordance with the Biodiversity Net Gain Assessment Report 10041683-ARC-EBD-
PKC_JC10-RP-EC-00001 dated June 2021.

To protectthe health of construction workers and the general publicand quality of the water

environment from the effects of contaminationin accordance with policy EE2 of Runnymede
Borough Local Plan 2020.

To ensure thatthe heritage assetis protected and to comply with policy EE4 of the Runnymede
Borough Local Plan 2020. This conditionis required priorto commencement of developmentas
they are functionally necessary to protect the listed building 2 Chobham Road.

Informatives:

The applicantisreminded that, underthe Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981, as amended
(Section 1), itis an offence to remove, damage ordestroy the nest of any wild bird while that

nestisin use oris beingbuilt. Planning consentforadevelopment does not provide adefence
against prosecution underthis Act.

Treesand scrub are likely to contain nesting birds between 1 March and 31 Augustinclusive.
Treesand scrub are presentonthe applicationsite and are assumed to contain nesting birds
between the above dates, unless arecent survey has been undertaken by acompetent ecologist
to assess the nesting bird activity during this period and shown itis absolutely certain that
nesting birds are not present.

The applicants are advised that badgers may be presentonsite. Badgers and theirsetts are
protected underthe Protection of Badgers Act 1992. Itis a criminal offence tokill, injure ortake
badgers or to interfere with abadgersett. Should asett be found on site during construction,
work should stopimmediately and Natural England should be contacted. During site preparation
works, all opentrenches, pits and excavations shall be covered outside working hours so that
any transitingfaunathatfallsinto the earthworks can escape.

In determiningthis application the County Planning Authority has worked positively and
proactively with the applicant by: enteringinto pre-application discussions; assessing the
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proposals against relevant Development Plan policies and the National Planning Policy
Framework includingits associated planning practice guidance and European Regulations,
providing feedback tothe applicant where appropriate. Further, the County Planning Authority
has: identified all material considerations; forwarded consultation responses to the applicant;
considered representations from interested parties; liaised with consultees and the applicant to
resolve identified issues and determined the application within the timeframe agreed with the
applicant. Issues of concern have been raised with the applicantincludingimpacts of and on
noise/traffic/air quality/dust/heritage/landscape/ecology/visual impact/Green Belt and
addressed through negotiation and acceptable amendments to the proposals. The applicant has
alsobeen given advance sight of the draft planning conditions. This approach has beenin
accordance with the requirements of paragraph 38 of the National Planning Policy Framework
2021.

4, Biosecurityisvery importantto minimise the risks of pests and diseases beingimported into the
UK and introduced into the environment. Itisrecommended that all trees grown abroad, but
purchased fortransplanting, shall spend atleast one full growing season on a UK nursery and be
subjectedtoa pestanddisease control programme. Evidence of this control programme,
togetherwith an audittrail of whenimported trees entered the UK, theirorigin and the length of
time they have beeninthe nursery should be requested before the commencement of any tree
planting. If thisinformationis not available, alternative trees sources should be used. You are
advised to consult the relevant UK Governmentagencies such as the Animal and Plant Health
Agency (APHA) and the Forestry Commission for current guidance, Plant Passport requirements
and plant movementrestrictions. Quality Assurance Schemes followed by nurseries should also
be investigated whenresearching suppliers. For larger planting schemes, you may wish to
considerengagingasuitably qualified professional to oversee tree / plant specification and
planting.

5. If proposed site works affect an Ordinary Watercourse, Surrey County Council as the Lead Local
Flood Authority should be contacted to obtain prior written consent. More details are available
on our website.

National Planning Policy Framework Planning Practice Guidancewaste; traveller sites; planningfor
schools development; sustainable drainage systems; parking and Starter Homes.

Contact Janine Wright

Tel. no. 020 8541 9897

Background papers

The deposited application documents and plans, including those amending or clarifying the proposal,

and responsesto consultations and representations received, as referred toin the reportandincludedin
the applicationfile.

For this application, the deposited application documents and plans, and responses to consultations, are
available toview onouronline register. The representations received are publicly availableto view on
the district/borough planning register.

The Runnymede Borough Council planning registerforthis application can be found underapplication
reference RU.21/2018.
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https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/revised-national-planning-policy-framework
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-for-waste
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-policy-for-traveller-sites
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-for-schools-development-statement
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/planning-for-schools-development-statement
https://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-vote-office/December%202014/18%20December/6.%20DCLG-sustainable-drainage-systems.pdf
https://www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-statement/Commons/2015-03-25/HCWS488/
https://www.parliament.uk/written-questions-answers-statements/written-statement/Commons/2015-03-02/HCWS324
file://///DEF.surreycc.local/MasterGov/Template/Planning_wp_Template/reports/online%20register

Other documents

The followingwerealso referred toin the preparation of thisreport:

Government Guidance

National Planning Policy Framework

Planning Practice Guidance

The Development Plan
Runnymede Local Plan 2030

Supplementary Planning Document —Infrastructure Delivery and Prioritisation (2020)

Other Documents
The Surrey County Council Local Transport Plan (LTP4)

institute of Air Quality Management ‘Guidance on the assessment of Dust from Demolition and
Constructionv1.1’ 2018

Environmental Protection UK(EPUK)/Institute of Air Quality Management (IAQM) ‘Land-Use
Planning & Development Control: Planning For Air Quality’ 2017

Design Manual for Roads and Bridge

HistoricEnvironment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets, Historic
England, December 2017

Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990

Surrey County Council, Landscape Character Assessment, 2015
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https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/revised-national-planning-policy-framework
http://planningguidance.communities.gov.uk/
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/planning-policy/runnymede-2030-local-plan
https://www.runnymede.gov.uk/downloads/file/840/adopted-infrastructure
https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/guidance_monitoring_dust_2018.pdf
https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/guidance_monitoring_dust_2018.pdf
https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf
https://iaqm.co.uk/text/guidance/air-quality-planning-guidance.pdf
https://www.standardsforhighways.co.uk/dmrb/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-assets/heag180-gpa3-setting-heritage-assets/
https://historicengland.org.uk/images-books/publications/gpa3-setting-of-heritage-assets/heag180-gpa3-setting-heritage-assets/
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1990/9/contents
https://www.surreycc.gov.uk/culture-and-leisure/countryside/management/strategies-and-guidance/landscape-character-assessment
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