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PREFACE
The Planning Brief for the Airtrack Corridor was adopted by resolution of the Council
on 12 December 2002.
The document forms Supplementary Planning Guidance in support of the Spelthorne
Borough Local Plan. Relevant Local Plan policies are identified in the text and
reproduced in Appendix A.
A statement of consultation undertaken representations received and the Council’s
response to these representations is contained in Appendix B.
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

The Airtrack Scheme

1.1.1

Airtrack is a proposal to provide rail access to Heathrow from areas to the
west and south. Connection to the existing rail network is achieved by
constructing a new link from the airport to the London Waterloo line at
Staines. The scheme has been promoted jointly by BAA and Railtrack. It is
shown on Plan 1 and described in Section 2.

1.1.2

Consent for the scheme is proposed to be obtained by means of an order
under the Transport and Works Act 1992. This will need to be supported by
an Environmental Impact Assessment of the project.

1.1.3

The timetable for the scheme is affected by the timetable for Heathrow
Terminal 5 into which the railway is proposed to connect. Although
permission has been granted for Terminal 5 it is not expected to open before
2008. The scheme is included in the Strategic Rail Authority’s Strategic Plan
for the rail network in which it is identified as a scheme for further
development but for which there is unlikely to be sufficient funding or
technical resources available to support implementation before 2010. The
plan adds that if increased funding becomes available it may be possible to
make progress more quickly and states that co-funding with BAA will have a
major role to play in implementation.

1.2

Impact on Spelthorne

1.2.1

The whole of the new stretch of track, apart from the section below ground
north of M25 Junction 14, is in Spelthorne. While communities over a wide
area, including Spelthorne, stand to benefit from the services that could
operate the great majority of the environmental impacts of the new line and its
construction fall on the Borough.

1.3

Purpose of the Brief

1.3.1

The Council is aware that work is underway on developing the Airtrack
scheme and this Brief has been prepared to give guidance on issues affecting
Spelthorne that need to be addressed in its development. The Brief does not
aim to list the national and regional policies relevant to the overall
assessment of Airtrack. The Brief aims to set out the planning and
environmental issues that should be examined including relevant policies,
potential impacts that should be examined and potential opportunities that
should be explored.

1.3.2

The Brief purposely does not express a view on the overall merits of the
scheme. The Council will make a judgement on the scheme as a whole once
it has seen the overall proposal in its final form. It expects the developers of
Airtrack to take the provisions of the Brief into account in finalising their
proposals and it will in turn take the Brief into account in its assessment.

1.4

Structure of the Brief

1.4.1

The Brief is arranged as follows:•

Section 2 contains an overview of the scheme and the main potential
impacts on Spelthorne.

•

Section 3 outlines the history of the scheme’s development and
considers alternatives.

•

Section 4 breaks the scheme down into sections and sections 5-8 set
out the issues that need to be addressed and the potential
opportunities that should be examined in each section.

•

Section 9 deals with specific issues raised by construction; and

•

Section 10 deals with the relationship with other relevant projects.
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2.

OVERVIEW OF THE SCHEME

2.1

This section describes the general form of the scheme from south to north.
While there have been previous studies showing detailed alignments, both
within and north of Staines, (see Section 3 below) those do not necessarily
represent the final scheme. The physical works described in the Brief are
those likely to be proposed but other options may come forward after further
analysis and those will need to be considered by the Council as part of its
formal consideration of any future Transport and Works Act proposal.

2.2

The proposed route is shown on Plan 1. It commences in Staines town
centre. A new section of track is proposed that would run alongside South
Street connecting the Reading and Windsor lines. North west of the junction
with the Windsor line a new station could be provided to the north of the High
Street close to the Iron Bridge. The SRA consider the station should be
regarded as an option at this stage but Spelthorne sees the second station as
essential if the Airtrack scheme goes ahead.

2.3

At the northern edge of Staines the Airtrack route turns off the Windsor line to
run north across Staines Moor broadly following the route of a former railway
embankment. It then continues north following the eastern side of the M25
until it reaches the Borough boundary at Junction 14 dropping below ground
level and into tunnel at about this point.

2.4

North of the Borough boundary the route turns east, remaining below ground
level, to enter Heathrow from the west through the Terminal 5 site.

2.5

The scheme will enable rail services to access Heathrow from the south and
west and from London Waterloo all via Staines. Services are likely to run
through Heathrow to connect to destinations to the north and east.

2.6

The Strategic Rail Authority advise that decisions on service pattern and
frequency have not yet been made. They add that it is likely service patterns
will comprise 6 to 12 trains per hour in each direction on the Airtrack route
from Staines northwards. These services could operate over an 18 hour day
between 6am and midnight. A proportion of these services are expected to
stop at the proposed new High Street station (see para 2.2).

2.7

The scheme as so far proposed appears to give rise to potential impacts on
the Borough which are examined later in this Brief. The major categories of
potential impact (positive and negative) are:•

On the economy, operation and environment of Staines town centre
and its immediate surroundings

•

On residential properties close to the Windsor line

•

On the Staines Moor area

•

On Stanwell Moor and the Green Belt north of Staines Moor

3
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3.

HISTORY OF THE SCHEME AND ALTERNATIVES

3.1

History

3.1.1

The London Waterloo line passes within 2km of Heathrow and the idea of a
rail link connecting it with the airport has been attracting interest for many
years. Plan 2 shows the schemes referred to in this section.

3.1.2

In the late 1960’s powers were obtained by British Rail to construct a
southern rail link to Heathrow but this scheme was never built and the
Underground was extended to the airport instead.

3.1.3

At the Heathrow Terminal 4 public inquiry in 1979 the option of a link to the
Waterloo line was considered as a possible means of providing rail access to
London. This was rejected in favour of extending the Underground to the new
terminal.

3.1.4

At the Airports Inquiries in the early 1980’s the prospect of a fifth terminal at
Perry Oaks to the west of Heathrow Airport was first raised. It was suggested
that a rail link could be provided into the airport through the site with a
connection to the south but at that time Terminal 5 was rejected as a proposal
and the rail link project did not proceed.

3.1.5

A possible rail link to the south was considered again in studies in the late
1980’s that led to the construction of the Heathrow Express connecting the
airport to central London. By then the concept had been taken up by a group
of Southwest London authorities and, in the Heathrow Express Bill, an
undertaking was given that safeguarding would be included for a southern link
to connect to the Heathrow Express. The southern link promoted by the
South West London authorities, currently under the SWELTRAC label,
envisages a link into the airport via Terminal 4. The new rail link would leave
the Waterloo line between Ashford and Feltham and would follow a mostly
underground route into the airport. A detailed study of the scheme including
with and without Terminal 5 options was carried out in 1996.

3.1.6

The HASQUAD (Heathrow and Southwest London Quadrant) Study in 1993
recommended new road and rail links to improve orbital movements in
southwest London and improve connections from the southwest quadrant to
Heathrow. Two rail options were identified, the first option was similar to the
SWELTRAC route while the second option entered Heathrow from the east.
The HASQUAD proposals were not taken forward following public opposition
to the road proposals.

3.1.7

The launch of the current Terminal 5 proposals in 1993 led to renewed
interest in rail access to Heathrow via the Terminal 5 site. In 1995 a
consortium including BAA and British Airways launched “The Western
Connection” which involved a north-south link between the Waterloo and
Great Western main line. The preferred alignment for the southern part is
similar to that of Airtrack. Access to the airport would have been from an
interchange outside the airport to the west with the possibility of a direct
connection as a second phase.

3.1.8

The Government-funded London Airports Scheme Access Study (LASAS)
looked at alternatives for improving public transport access to Heathrow
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including various options for a southern rail link. It recommended for further
study what it described as the “Runnymede Route”, a scheme following the
Airtrack route.
3.1.9

Both the Western Connection and LASAS studies had raised the possibility of
constructing the “Staines Chord” in Staines Town Centre connecting the
Reading and Windsor lines (see para 2.2). The chord existed until the early
1960’s but the area has been substantially redeveloped since removal of the
track and the embankment on which it was laid. The technical feasibility of
this proposal was confirmed in a 1996 study which also looked at options for
a new station in view of the fact that the chord bypasses Staines existing
station.
The study found that relocating the station on the chord
(approximately opposite the existing bus station in the town centre) would not
be acceptable for safety reasons and instead suggested an additional station
to the north of the High Street adjacent to the Iron Bridge. This was followed
by a BAA-commissioned study of the environmental issues raised by the
chord.

3.1.10 The most recent published study was carried out in 1998 by a consortium
including BAA, British Airways, Railtrack and a number of local authorities,
together with the consultants HALCROW. This identified a possible detailed
alignment for Airtrack. It also suggested that reversing facilities at Staines
Station with new sidings might be an alternative to the Staines Chord,
although this option has been criticised on the grounds that it unduly
constrains capacity.

3.2

Alternatives

3.2.1

The Environmental Impact Assessment Regulations require assessments to
consider alternatives to the proposed scheme. It can be seen from the review
above that there are alternatives to Airtrack that could provide rail access to
Heathrow from the south.

3.2.2

The Council expects the Airtrack Environmental Impact Assessment to
include an extensive and robust comparative assessment against
alternatives. This should include two specific alternatives:1.

The SWELTRAC scheme for a southern rail link from between
Feltham and Ashford. This option provides for access to Heathrow
but avoids the impacts associated with Airtrack.

2.

Reversing facilities at Staines Station. This option avoids the impacts
associated with the Staines Chord. Reversing facilities with new
sidings might be an alternative to the Staines Chord, although this
option would have implications for train capacity and operations which
the promoter would need to resolve.

3.

Specific consideration should also be given to alternatives that avoid
impact on sites with statutory protection for nature conservation.

It is recognised that a comparison with alternatives needs to include
economic and operational considerations as well as environmental factors.
Alternatives may also include detailed variations in the route alignment.
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3.2.3

This list of alternatives is not intended to be exhaustive and the promoters
should identify and examine other alternatives as part of the EIA process.

7
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4.

BREAKDOWN OF THE ROUTE

4.1

For the purposes of considering specific issues raised by the scheme, the
Brief breaks down the Airtrack corridor into four segments as shown on Plan
3. These are:-

4.2

4.3

•

The Staines Chord

•

The Windsor Line Section (including the proposed station)

•

Staines Moor

•

Stanwell Moor

Each segment is examined by reference to:•

An outline of the relevant part of the proposal and the area through
which it passes.

•

Policies relevant to the section concerned.

•

Potential impacts that should be assessed.

•

Potential mitigation measures and other opportunities that should be
explored in developing the scheme.

The list of impacts and opportunities is not necessarily exhaustive or final.
The promoter’s studies may reveal other potential impacts that should be
assessed and they may also reveal other potential opportunities. However,
the Council will expect the issues identified in this Brief to be fully explored.

9
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5.

THE STAINES CHORD SECTION

5.1

Description

5.1.1

The proposed route is shown on Plan 4, which also highlights issues and
opportunities in this section.

5.1.2

The Staines Chord turns off the Reading line in Staines town centre near the
junction of South Street and Westbrook Road and then follows a curved route
parallel to South Street joining up with the Windsor line just south of the Iron
Bridge over the High Street.

5.1.3

The route would be elevated about 4m above existing ground level.

5.1.4

The route crosses land that is currently used as part of the Elmsleigh surface
level car park. It crosses the entrance to the car park and also the access
ramp to the Elmsleigh multi-storey car park. It also crosses a pedestrian
route into the town centre that gives access from the existing railway station
and the east.

5.2

Relevant Policies
(Note: all references to policies are to the Spelthorne Borough Local Plan
unless stated otherwise)

5.2.1

Town Centre Development. Government planning guidance in Planning
Policy Guidance Note (PPG) 6 advocates a range of positive policies to
promote new development in town centres and to enhance their vitality and
viability. Surrey Structure Plan policies also seek to focus development in
town centres. Staines is recognised as a major all purpose centre and a
focus for major commercial development. Borough Plan Policy S2 seeks to
enhance the attractiveness of Staines as a shopping and business centre by
encouraging retail development north of the High Street and/or an extension
to the Elmsleigh Centre by implementing specific movement measures (the
two way traffic scheme for South Street and Thames Street which is now
complete and pedestrianisation of the High Street), undertaking
environmental enhancement of the town centre as a whole, and generally
resisting loss of retail floorspace.

5.2.2

Business Development. Staines town centre is identified in the Structure Plan
as an appropriate location for business development and Policy EM4 sets out
criteria for considering such development within the defined Commercial
Area.

5.2.3

Staines Station. Policy M2 seeks to improve the attractiveness of the existing
station and its links to the town centre.
Parking Policy. Policy M3 aims to maintain public car parking in the town
centre at an appropriate level and Policy M4 gives priority in the management
of car parking to provision for shoppers. The Council is committed to
producing a more detailed parking management plan for Staines covering
both public and private non-residential parking and complementary measures
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to encourage other modes. It is also committed, following public consultation,
to the introduction of a Controlled Parking Zone for part of the town centre
area.
5.2.4

Cycling. Policy M13 sets out various measures to encourage cycling
including providing cycle routes and requiring cycle facilities in new
development.

5.2.5

Design. Government guidance in PPG1 and PPG6 stresses the importance
of good design both generally and in town centres. The Council expects new
development to be of a high standard in terms of design and materials (Policy
BE1). A number of specific criteria are identified that should be met
including:•

Respecting the characteristics of adjoining buildings and land.

•

Retaining significant landscape features and providing
maintaining suitable boundary treatment and landscaping.

•

Protecting and/or creating attractive new views and vistas.

•

Contributing to an improvement in the townscape and environment.

•

Creating convenient pedestrian and cycle routes.

and

5.2.6

Noise Policy. Borough Plan Policy (BE31) seeks to ensure that new
development does not increase noise and/or vibration levels which would
significantly affect adjoining areas. Detailed guidance on noise impact for
development adjoining railways based on Government guidance in PPG24 is
contained in Appendix 6 of the Plan (reproduced in this brief at Appendix A).

5.2.7

Crime Prevention. The Council seeks to ensure crime prevention measures
are incorporated in new development (Policy BE28).

5.2.8

Archaeology. The northern part of the chord lies within an Area of High
Archaeological Potential in which the Council requires the archaeological
value to be assessed and if necessary an excavation to be carried out, before
development is commenced (Policy BE25).

5.3

Issues

5.3.1

Major issues that will need to be assessed for the Staines Chord section are:1.

The impact of the chord on the overall vitality and viability of the town
centre. The outcome of this general assessment will be affected by
the consideration of more specific issues and opportunities identified
below.

2.

The impact on parking provision for shoppers. This will include
quantifying the loss of parking spaces from the Elmsleigh surface car
park and assessing the overall impact on the adequacy of shoppers
parking in the town centre, taking into account the Council’s separate
proposals for the partial redevelopment of the Riverside car park. The
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Council will need to be satisfied that sufficient shoppers parking is
retained in convenient locations to meet demand.
3.

The impact on the quality of parking provision for shoppers. The
chord will tend to create a barrier between the remainder of the
surface car park and the shopping centre, having a severance effect
reducing its attractiveness to shoppers from a convenience and
possibly security perspective. An acceptable replacement access to
the Elmsleigh multi storey will also be needed as the existing access
would need to be demolished. The existing turn round facility at the
entrance to the car parks from South Street would also be affected
and the implications of any impact on traffic circulation should be
assessed.

4.

The implications for the Elmsleigh Centre. The Elmsleigh Centre is an
important part of Staines shopping centre and a major contributor to
the vitality and viability of the town centre. The Borough Plan
proposes an extension of the Centre to provide for additional shopping
and further enhance vitality and viability. The developers of Airtrack
will need to demonstrate that their proposals will have no adverse
implications for the Centre or its proposed extension. Specific
consideration will need to be given to car parking serving the Centre
including ensuring that the replacement access to the multi-storey car
park is constructed with the minimum of disruption and that the
resultant access is no less attractive than the existing arrangement.

5.

The visual and environmental impact of the chord. The chord will be a
prominent elevated feature located alongside a major road in the town
centre. It will also be prominent from a number of well used
pedestrian viewpoints including the bus station area, the Elmsleigh
surface car park and various footpaths. Its construction will entail the
loss of trees on the existing railway embankment accentuating the
visual impact. OveralI the chord has the potential to be an intrusive
feature having a damaging impact on the environment of the town
centre.

6.

The impact of construction work on the chord. Construction work
could potentially affect the operation of the town centre and the
environment of nearby housing. The impact assessment needs to set
out how construction will take place, including land and access
requirements, to ensure that a realistic assessment is made, including
mitigation measures. Construction issues generally are considered in
Section 9.

7.

The impact on nearby housing from operation of the chord both to the
south of the Reading line and east of the Windsor line.

5.3.2

The Council will also expect an archaeological assessment to be carried out.

5.4

Potential Opportunities

5.4.1

Opportunities arising from the Staines chord include:-

13

1.

Achieving a high quality design. In view of its prominence the Council
expects particular attention to be given to the design of the chord.
While the height of the structure poses a constraint attempts should
be made to achieve and commit to a solution that is of high quality
and, as far as possible, respects its setting. Possibilities for achieving
a better quality design to the multi storey car park access should also
be explored.

2.

Reviewing the future of the Elmsleigh surface car park. The chord will
reduce the value of the car park to the town centre and it may be
appropriate to review the need to maintain a surface level public car
park on the remaining part of the site. Although outside the
designated Commercial Area it is well located for town centre and
public transport facilities and could accommodate a landmark
commercial development. However, a balance needs to be struck
with the importance of shoppers parking to the town centre economy
and in particular, so far as this car park is concerned, to the Elmsleigh
Centre. It would need to be demonstrated that adequate shoppers
parking remained, located to serve all parts of the town centre. The
issue should most appropriately be considered together with the
proposed Parking Management Plan (see para 5.2.4).

3.

Improving pedestrian and cycle access to the town centre. A
pedestrian/cycle route connecting to the existing railway station
crosses the car park and the line of the chord. Improving the quality of
this link would benefit the town centre through assisting access to the
centre by non-car-based modes and specifically would assist in
implementing the Council’s policy of improving links between the
existing railway station and the town centre. Additionally the scope for
a pedestrian/cycle link beneath the railway to the Gresham Road area
should be reconsidered. (This was originally suggested in the draft of
the Staines Movement Study, prepared in 1992 as an input to the
movement proposals for Staines town centre in the Borough Plan, but
the siting of the link drew objections from nearby housing and the
proposal was not pursued).

4.

The scope for additional landscaping should be examined to reduce
the dominance of man made structures in this part of the town centre
and to replace the planting lost on the existing embankment. The
Council will need to be satisfied that landscaping can be maintained.
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6.

THE WINDSOR LINE SECTION

6.1

Description

6.1.1

The proposed route is shown on Plan 5, which also highlights issues and
opportunities in this section.

6.1.2

The Airtrack scheme follows the Windsor Line from Staines High Street,
through the northern part of Staines and across the Staines bypass. The
route is elevated in Staines Town Centre but drops to ground level before it
reaches the bypass.

6.1.3

No new sections of track are proposed in this section but two substantial
changes are proposed:1.

The construction of a new station north of the High Street. The SRA
consider the station should be regarded as an option at this stage but
Spelthorne sees it as essential if Airtrack goes ahead. If the chord is
provided without Airtrack, services from the south and west will not be
able to stop in Staines.

2.

An increase in the number of trains using the line from a current three
trains per hour to a possible rise to fifteen trains per hour in each
direction (ie from an average of one train every twenty minutes to one
every four to seven minutes). See comments in para 2.6 on service
frequency.

6.1.4

In the town centre the line runs on an embankment with the recently
completed Two Rivers shopping centre to the west and the older Renshaw
Industrial Estate to the east. Further north to the east of the railway lies the
Moormede residential area, while to the west of the railway there is housing
on Moor Lane and adjoining roads.

6.1.5

South of the bypass the railway leaves the built up area, and passes the
Moormede public open space and Common Land forming part of Staines
Moor. The route of the old Staines West branch line lies immediately to the
west of this section.

6.1.6

A public footpath giving access to Staines Moor from the town centre crosses
the line at grade and an access track to Staines Moor bridges over the line.

6.2

Relevant Policies

6.2.1

The policies referred to in Section 5.2 above regarding town centre
development, business development, Staines station, parking policy, cycling,
design, noise policy, crime prevention and archaeology are all relevant. In
addition the following policies are also relevant.
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Transport Policies
•

Government guidance in PPG13 (Transport) seeks to achieve greater
integration between planning and transport to promote more
sustainable transport choices, to promote accessibility by public
transport and reduce the need to travel by car. Improving public
transport interchanges is specifically identified as a means of
promoting more sustainable travel choices and guidance is given on
the location and design of interchange facilities.

•

Borough Plan Policy M1 commits the Council to use measures to
manage and control the demand for travel by car to secure
environmental improvements, improve safety, and reduce congestion
and pollution. Specific measures identified include, encouraging the
use of public transport, bringing forward specific schemes to assist
public transport, and encouraging development to locate close to
public transport facilities.

•

Policy M5 seeks to ensure that development is compatible with the
transport infrastructure.
It requires developers to provide for
improvements necessary to accommodate a proposal and allows for
permission to be refused where a development cannot be
accommodated satisfactorily.

•

Policy M8 requires development to make appropriate off street parking
provision while Policy M9 allows for commuted payments to be made
to encourage further improvements to the public transport system.

•

Policy M14 commits the Council to seeking public transport
improvements to the public transport system.

•

Policy M15 encourages measures to improve accessibility of
Heathrow Airport from the Borough by public transport where
improvements can be achieved in an environmentally acceptable
manner. It also gives specific support to the SWELTRAC proposal
(see para 3.1.6 above).

•

Proposal P20 is for a new road link giving access to the Renshaw
Industrial Estate from Fairfield Avenue enabling the existing poor
access from the High Street to be closed. This proposal is included in
an agreed redevelopment scheme for an office site fronting London
Road known as Majestic House.

6.2.2

Access for Disabled People. Policy SC3 seeks to secure improved access
arrangements for people with disabilities by measures that include ensuring
development proposals are accessible.

6.2.3

Loss of Existing Housing. Policy H3 opposes the loss of residential land and
buildings other than in exceptional circumstances.

6.2.4

Loss of Existing Employment Land.
appropriately sited employment land.
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Policy EM2 seeks to retain existing

6.3

Issues

6.3.1

For the Station. (See also comments in para 6.1.3 on the need for the
station) Major issues that will need to be addressed are:-

6.3.2

1.

The impact on the overall vitality and viability of the town centre. As
with the chord, the outcome of this assessment will be affected by the
consideration of more specific issues and opportunities identified.

2.

Defining the land needed for the construction and servicing of the
station. Sufficient land should be identified to ensure the effective
functioning of the station and the location should be close to the High
Street to relate to the town centre and minimise impact on residential
areas and avoid loss of housing. The operational requirements
relating to signal overlap distances will also need to be addressed in
developing the scheme. This will require further investigation and at
this stage the Brief cannot rule out any specific location for the station
on grounds of signal overlap requirements.
Redevelopment
constraints and opportunities will also be relevant to determining
station location.

3.

The range of services available from the station. The benefit to the
town from Airtrack will depend to a large extent on the range and
frequency of services available from the new station. If most trains
pass through Staines without stopping then the town will suffer the
costs but not reap the benefits potentially available from the scheme.

4.

The compatibility with town centre infrastructure. Assuming the
station offers a range of services to rail destinations not currently
served from Staines, it can be expected to attract more people into the
town centre. The impact on road infrastructure including the town
centre road network as a whole and roads and junctions in the
immediate vicinity should be assessed together with the impact on
existing public transport infrastructure (bus and rail). The accessibility
of the station by non-car-based modes, including access by bus, cycle
and on foot, should be examined.

5.

The design and visual impact of the station. The station could
potentially have a substantial visual impact, as it will need to service
platforms on an embankment. The station and its access need to be
fully accessible for disabled people. A high quality design would be
beneficial in townscape terms and could be a factor in encouraging rail
use.

For the Increased Use of the Line The main issues are:1.

The impact on adjoining residential areas. The noise impact of the
potential increase in services should be assessed and measures
identified to mitigate any adverse impact. This should include
potential impacts from the operation of the station. The impact on
potential enjoyment of the Moormede open space should also be
included.

18

2.

The impact on rights of way. The proposals should ensure the
retention of the existing public footpath crossing the railway on the
northern edge of Staines (see Plan 5).

6.4

Potential Opportunities

6.4.1

Opportunities arising from the station include:1.

Maximising integration with the rest of the town centre. The siting,
orientation and access arrangements to the station should be
examined to see how integration can be maximised. There should be
strong links to the High Street, Two Rivers shopping centre and the
western end of the town plus destinations east of the railway exploiting
the opportunity created by a station closer to the town centre to
encourage journeys into the town centre by rail.

2.

Promoting the use of rail rather than road particularly for access to
Heathrow. The station will provide for direct rail access from
Spelthorne to the airport, but to exploit this opportunity to the full
convenient interchange facilities are needed at the station with bus
services into the town centre and with cycle routes and cycle parking
to maximise the attractiveness of the entire journey. The Council does
not wish to encourage additional car travel into the town centre for
journeys to Heathrow and is not therefore looking for additional long
stay parking to be provided in the vicinity of the station.

3.

Facilitating the redevelopment of land east of the railway. There is
scope for redevelopment of the area north of the High Street and east
of the railway to replace the old industrial area and unattractive office
buildings with road access being provided via the Fairfield Avenue
link. The redevelopment scheme for the Majestic House site (see
para 6.2.2) which requires construction of the Fairfield Avenue link
could be expanded to include redevelopment of the industrial area and
integration of the station into the overall scheme.

4.

Promoting Staines as a rail hub. The new services enabled by
Airtrack establish Staines as a potential interchange between northsouth and east-west services. To fully establish Staines as an
important rail interchange the two stations in the town centre need to
be effectively integrated which means establishing links between them
and the scope for improving the existing station needs to be
examined. The High Street station will be only 350m from the existing
station. With two stations in such close proximity and serving different
destinations the scope should be explored for maximising the linkage
to create an attractive and secure connection between the two. This
could also assist in improving pedestrian access to the town centre.
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7.

THE STAINES MOOR SECTION

7.1

Description

7.1.1 The proposed route is shown on Plan 6, which also highlights issues and
opportunities in this section.
7.1.2 North of Staines Airtrack continues to follow the Windsor line crossing
beneath the Staines bypass. It then turns north to generally follow the route
of the old Staines to West Drayton line across Staines Moor until it reaches
the M25 at the northwest corner of Staines Moor.
7.1.3 The form of the junction with the Windsor line is still to be determined. It may
either be at-grade or grade separated on the northbound line only. The latter
option would entail constructing a third line to the southwest of the existing
track which would rise to bridge over the Windsor line at the junction.
7.1.4 The new track would have up to 12 trains per hour in each direction.

7.2

Relevant Policies

7.2.1 Green Belt. The whole of the Airtrack corridor north of Staines lies within the
Green Belt. Government guidance in PPG2 states that within Green Belts
there is a presumption against inappropriate development that would conflict
with the purposes of the Green Belt and maintaining its openness (see also
Borough Plan Policy GB1).
7.2.2 PPG2 also states that where any large scale development occurs in the
Green Belt (including infrastructure development) it should contribute so far
as possible to the achievement of Green Belt objectives which include:
• Providing opportunities for access to the countryside
• Providing opportunities for outdoor sport and recreation
• Retaining and enhancing the landscape
• Improving damaged and derelict land
• Securing nature conservation interest
• Retaining land in agricultural, forestry and related uses
It adds that the visual amenity of the Green Belt should not be injured by
development which might be detrimental by reason of siting, materials or
design.
7.2.3 Colne Valley Park. The whole of the Airtrack corridor north of Staines also
lies within the Colne Valley Park which follows the Colne Valley from Staines
to Rickmansworth. The Council supports the strategy for the Park which aims
to promote environmental enhancement and recreational opportunities in a
countryside setting (see Policy RU23).
Nature Conservation. The new track across Staines Moor lies within the
Staines Moor Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).
In line with
Government Guidance on nature conservation (PPG8) Borough Plan Policy
RU10 maintains a presumption against development within or affecting an
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SSSI, unless it can be demonstrated that there will be no material harm,
either direct or indirect, to the ecological interest of the site.
7.2.4 The track also passes close to the Southwest London Reservoirs Special
Protection Area (SPA) and Ramsar site, designated in recognition of its
international importance for birds. This includes the King George VI and
Wraysbury Reservoirs. Policy RU10 requires the environmental effects of
development proposals that may affect such designated sites to be rigorously
examined
7.2.5 Where development proposals affect the nature conservation value of a site
Policy RU14 requires the applicant to demonstrate that the benefits of the
development outweigh the harm, that damage to nature conservation interest
has been minimised and that mitigation and/or compensation has been
provided including measures to monitor effectiveness.
7.2.6 Landscape Policy. The section of Airtrack across Staines Moor lies within an
Area of Special Landscape Character.
Policy RU2 seeks to resist
development adversely affecting the landscape character of such areas. It
also expects new development to preserve or enhance landscape character
and ensure that the scale and quality of open space and any features
important to the area are protected.
7.2.7 Common Land. Staines Moor is designated as Metropolitan Common. The
Common includes land south of the bypass, which lies outside the SSSI,
while the old railway embankment and some of the land between it and the
M25, is not Common Land. Policy RU16 commits the Council to protect and
conserve Metropolitan Common and to resist development that would result
in the loss of common or harm its value. It also gives encouragement to
schemes to maintain and enhance the value of such areas.
7.2.8 Flood Policy. Land either side of the existing Windsor line south of the
proposed junction is liable to flood and flooded extensively in 2000/2001.
North of the junction, land to the east, and some land to the west is liable to
flood but the embankment itself it excluded.
Policy BE29 opposes
development in areas liable to flood unless it complies with specific criteria set
out in the policy. Government guidance in PPG25 requires developers to
carry out a flood risk assessment where development is proposed in areas
liable to flood.
7.2.9 Existing and Proposed Rights of Way. Policy R9 seeks to safeguard existing
rights of way and commits the Council to take opportunities to extend or
create footpaths, bridleways and recreational cycle routes. This is supported
by a Proposal (P35) for a bridleway route around the edge of Staines Moor
which creates a circular route by connecting with the existing Moor Lane
bridleway, Stanwell Moor Village and the route alongside the King George VI
Reservoir. The line of the old railway embankment forms part of this
proposal.
7.2.10 Noise Policy. See para 5.2.7
7.2.11 River Corridors. Part of the Staines Moor section is close to the Wraysbury
River corridor. Relevant policies are covered in the Stanwell Moor section of
this Brief.
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7.3

Issues

7.3.1 The Staines Moor section is particularly sensitive from the perspective of
potential environmental impacts and great care will need to be taken in
designing the scheme to minimise harm and provide mitigation. Ecological
surveys of the area affected will be required.
7.3.2 The main issues that will need to be addressed are:
1.

The impact on the openness of the Green Belt. This will be a factor in
considering any new structures including grade separation if proposed
at the junction with the Windsor Line.

2.

The impact on the Site of Special Scientific Interest. Indirect as well
as direct impacts on the ecological value of the site will need to be
considered. In accordance with Policies RU10 and RU14 harm should
be avoided and mitigation and compensation should be provided if
some harm is unavoidable. Specific consideration should be given to
the impact on Butts Pond.

3.

The impact on the landscape in view of the Special Landscape
Character designation. It will be important to avoid compromising the
sense of openness of Staines Moor. Additionally, the old railway
embankment has a well-developed tree screen that performs an
important role in defining the visual boundary of the main part of the
Moor and contributing to its sense of isolation by forming a visual
barrier between the Moor and the M25. The aim should be to avoid
loss of the tree screen. The specific landscape impact of grade
separation of the Windsor Line junction should also be assessed.
Where harmful impacts on the landscape are identified it will need to
be demonstrated that a less harmful alternative is not available and
mitigation and compensation measures will be required.

4.

The impact on Common Land. Impact in terms of land take should be
minimised but in addition impact on the management of grazing and
on the recreational value of the Common should be considered.
Necessary mitigation and compensation opportunities should be
examined including replacement Common Land of, at least equivalent
value to any lost.

5.

The impact on flooding. A flood risk assessment will be required
including, the flood risk to the route itself, the loss of any flood plain
storage capacity and the impact of construction work on the effective
operation of the flood plain. Compensation will be required for any
loss of flood plain.

6.

Impact on rights of way. Two rights of way giving access to Staines
Moor cross the proposed route and must be retained. The impact on
the separate bridleway proposal, which would conflict with use of the
embankment by Airtrack, should be considered.

7.

The noise impact of use of the railway both on nearby housing in Moor
Lane and on recreational users of the Moor should be examined.
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8.

Potential impact on the adjoining SPA and Ramsar site should be
examined.

7.4

Potential Opportunities

7.4.1

Some harmful environmental impact from the route across Staines Moor will
be inevitable. Under the Countryside and Rights of Way Act (2000) public
bodies, are required to take reasonable steps, consistent with the proper
exercise of their functions, to further conservation and enhancement of the
special features on a SSSI, where these functions affect an SSSI. The
Council will, therefore, expect to see a significant package of measures
developed including mitigation of potential impacts and compensatory
measures to provide positive improvements to the area. However, ancient,
unimproved, species rich grassland cannot be replaced.

7.4.2

Opportunities that should be examined include:1.

Alternative detailed alignments for the route across the Moor. The
existing embankment is relatively narrow and constructing Airtrack is
likely to require its widening with loss of the tree screen and the
bridleway proposal, together with some intrusion into the adjoining
grassland and common. The quality at the habitats either side of the
embankment should be assessed before land take is finalised.
Alternative options that should be explored for overall environmental
impact are:
(a)
(b)

Extending the embankment to the west only so that the trees
on the eastern part of the embankment are retained to provide
some screening.
Aligning the route to the west of the embankment so that the
embankment is retained in its entirety as a landscape feature
screening the railway from the main part of the Moor.

In the southern part of the corridor the scope for screening to mitigate
the impact on the Moor Lane area should be examined.
2.

Support for measures to improve and create new habitats in the
Staines Moor area including new compensatory pond habitats as
close as possible to Butts Pond (to the north).

3.

Provision of replacement Common Land with preference being given
to land that was historically part of the Common and is capable of
being grazed contiguously with the main body of the Moor.

4.

Compensatory improvements to interpretation facilities for the Staines
Moor area.

5.

Alternative options for achieving the circular bridleway proposal. This
could include an alignment alongside the proposed route or an
alternative route linking bridleways to the east and west of the Moor.

6.

Creating a more natural channel for the Wraysbury River. In the
northern part of the Staines Moor section the Wraysbury River runs in
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a man made channel alongside the M25. The possibility of realigning
the river in a more “natural” channel further east should be examined.
There could be scope for nature conservation and landscape
enhancement without damaging the integrity of the SSSI. (There is
also scope for realignment in the Stanwell Moor section, see para
8.4.1)
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8.

THE STANWELL MOOR SECTION

8.1

Description

8.1.1

The proposed route is shown on Plan 7 which also highlights issues and
opportunities in this section

8.1.2

North of Staines Moor the Airtrack route runs alongside the M25 adjacent to
the Wraysbury River and the Moor Lane bridleway. It passes to the west of
the Hithermoor gravel pit which is now being restored, and further north, to
the west of Stanwell Moor village.

8.1.3

The line runs initially at existing ground level but then drops below ground
level as it approaches Junction 14 of the M25 and passes under Airport Way.
It remains in tunnel for the approach to the airport.

8.2

Relevant Policies

8.2.1

The Airtrack corridor lies within the Green Belt, the Colne Valley Park and an
Area liable to flood. It also adjoins a bridleway. Relevant policies on these
issues are identified in section 7.2.

8.2.2

General Landscape Policies. Policy RU1 seeks to protect and enhance the
landscape of the Borough by measures that include seeking in development
proposals to retain features that contribute positively to the landscape and by
requiring high standards of landscape design in development proposals (see
also para 7.2.2 regarding guidance in PPG2 on retaining and enhancing
landscapes in the Green Belt).

8.2.3

River Corridors. Policy RU5 resists development that detracts from the
landscape, nature conservation or recreational value of river corridors and
commits the Council to seeking environmental improvements in considering
development proposals affecting river corridors.

8.2.4

Nature Conservation. The Airtrack Corridor includes Greenhams Fishing
Pond which is designated as a Site of Nature Conservation Importance.
Policy RU11 safeguards SNCIs from development that would harm their
ecological value or where the requirements of Policy RU14 regarding
development benefits, mitigation and compensation are not met.

8.2.5

This section is also close to the SPA and Ramsar site (see para 7.2.5).

8.2.6

Noise Policy Noise policy is relevant to the potential impact on housing in
Stanwell Moor (see para 5.2.7)
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8.3

Issues

8.3.1

The main issues that will need to be addressed are:1.

The visual impact of the railway on an area of open land within the
Green Belt.

2.

The potential impact on the Moor Lane bridleway and the environment
for users of the bridleway together with the impact on the adjacent
Wraysbury River. The river already runs in a man-made channel and
the environment for users of the bridleway is compromised by the
proximity of the motorway. The railway has the potential to cause
further harm particularly if either or both are squeezed between it and
the motorway.

3.

Impact on the Greenham Fishing Lakes SNCI. The lake is affected by
the proposed spur road to Terminal 5 but a mitigation package has
been agreed with the Highways Agency. Account should be taken of
the agreed measures but, if further impact is unavoidable, mitigation
and/or compensation should be provided.

4.

Impact on flooding. The issues will be as outlined in the Staines Moor
section (see para 7.2.9).

5.

Impact on the waste disposal site. The railway corridor should avoid
intruding into the area of Hithermoor that has been used in the past for
waste disposal unless appropriate mitigation is adopted to prevent any
contamination of groundwater.

6.

Impact on housing in Stanwell Moor. Housing in Stanwell Moor may
be subject to noise disturbance from the railway, especially in view of
the frequency of trains and hours of operation, and potential impacts
should be assessed.

7.

Impact of tunnelling on groundwater flows. Tunnelling could threaten
natural groundwater flow systems with consequential impact on
protected sites of nature conservation value. This aspect should be
discussed with the Environment Agency.

8.

Impact on the Thames Water Outlets Shafts east of the M25. This
aspect should be discussed with Thames Water.

8.4

Potential Opportunities

8.4.1

Opportunities that should be examined include:1.

Relocating the bridleway and/or the Wraysbury River further east.
Relocating the bridleway further east could create a sense of
separation between the bridleway and the motorway and railway
creating scope for a more pleasant environment for bridleway users.
Realigning the Wraysbury could create scope for a more natural
channel. Relocation could intrude into the Hithermoor site and
measures would need to be incorporated to avoid any contamination
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from the waste disposal site. It would, however, create an opportunity
for beneficial integration with a permanent enhanced restoration
scheme for the Hithermoor site.
2.

Creating a new habitat of nature conservation value, if needed, to
replace the Greenhams Fishing Lake.

3.

Commencing the tunnel section of the scheme further south. Starting
the tunnel section further south could avoid environmental impacts
that would occur if the railway is on the surface. Visual impact would
be reduced and there could be benefits for Stanwell Moor residents. It
is recognised that extending the tunnelled section could affect the
costs of the scheme but an overall assessment needs to be made
balancing extra costs against reducing the environmental impact.
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9.

CONSTRUCTION ISSUES

9.1

Introduction

9.1.1 The previous sections have primarily been concerned with the impact of
Airtrack once it is completed but construction of the rail link will itself have the
potential for substantial impact regardless of the impact of the completed
scheme. Normally a much larger area is required for construction activity
than for the completed facility. In the case of a linear route such as a railway
the additional land take could be significant.
9.1.2 It is essential that construction impact, including land take, is examined as
part of the proposal. The Council will therefore expect the Environmental
Impact Assessment that must accompany the application, to include a full
assessment of the impact of construction work, including identification of the
land required for construction. This needs to be based on fully developed
construction proposals that should in themselves be developed with a view to
minimising environmental impact.

9.2

Issues

9.2.1 Particular issues that need to be assessed in developing construction
proposals and assessing the impact of construction activity are:
1.

The noise impact of construction work, both on residential areas in the
vicinity of construction sites and also on open space and countryside
areas to which the public have access.

2.

Potential pollution from construction work, including impact on air
quality and water quality.

3.

The amount and location of land required for construction sites and
the activities to be carried out in each location.

4.

Traffic generation from construction work,
arrangements and impact on the road network.

5.

Mineral and waste disposal requirements for construction work.

6.

Hours of work, including any night time or weekend working.

7.

Disruption to the operation of Staines Town Centre from work on the
chord and the High Street station.

8.

The impact of construction activity on existing rail services on the
Reading and Windsor lines.
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including

access

9.3

Potential Opportunities/Strategy

9.3.1 The Environmental Impact Assessment should be accompanied by a
Construction Strategy that should include:
•

The location, extent and boundaries of sites to be used for
construction.

•

Measures to control noise and prevent pollution.

•

Hours of working.

•

Assessment of traffic generation and traffic impact, including lorry
routes and other measures for controlling construction traffic impact.

•

Mineral and waste disposal requirements and potential sources for
meeting those requirements in the most environmentally acceptable
manner.

•

Employment requirements and recruitment strategy and measures, if
appropriate, for transporting and housing the workforce.

•

Proposals for liaising with local communities during construction and
handling complaints.

9.3.2 The strategy should particularly seek to avoid:•

Unnecessary impact on residential areas particularly in locating
construction sites and access arrangements.

•

Damage to Staines Moor.

•

Impact on local roads that are unsuitable for construction traffic. The
Council would expect the main access points to be M25 Junction 14
(subject to restriction on access into Stanwell Moor Village) and the
A30 Staines Bypass. Moor Lane is unsuitable for construction traffic
and should be avoided. The construction access arrangements
should be acceptable in terms of road safety and traffic flow
considerations.

•

Pollution to watercourses or ground water
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10.

RELATED PROJECTS

10.1 Introduction
10.1.1 There are a number of other major projects in close proximity to the Airtrack
corridor, particularly north of Staines. The development of the Airtrack
proposal, and the assessment of its impact, needs to take account of these
schemes. These divide into:
•

Completed and committed projects where proposals have either been
implemented or agreed.

•

Related projects currently under development.

10.2 Completed and Committed Projects
10.2.1 Relevant projects are:
1.

M25 Construction. Off site planting has been carried out to mitigate
the impact of M25 construction. The Airtrack project should as a
starting point seek to maintain this planting and opportunities for
enhancement should be explored. Any unavoidable destruction
should at minimum be replaced.

2.

M25 Widening. Widening of the M25 to five lanes between Junctions
13 and 14 is programmed to take place between 2003 and 2005 and
should therefore be completed before construction commences on
Airtrack. While the works are within the highway off site mitigation
measures are proposed and should be treated as a commitment in
developing the Airtrack proposals.

3.

M25 Spur Road. This is proposed in connection with Terminal 5 and
is currently proposed to be constructed at the same time as M25
widening. Mitigation measures have been agreed of which the most
relevant in Spelthorne are those relating to Greenham’s Fishing Pond
(see para 8.2 above).

4.

Terminal 5. It is expected that construction of Terminal 5 will start in
the second half of 2002 and may still be underway when Airtrack
construction is proposed to commence. The major issues relating to
Terminal 5 construction will be north of the Borough boundary
including land west of the airport which is affected by construction
work and the Terminal 5 site itself. This is outside the Brief area,
although the Council does have an interest in ensuring adverse
impacts do not arise on Spelthorne from activities close to the
Borough boundary.
Within the Brief area the main issue will be to ensure that controls
over construction of Airtrack are consistent with those applicable to
Terminal 5. The cumulative impact of simultaneous Airtrack and
Terminal 5 construction on the Stanwell Moor area should be
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assessed and measures for mitigating identified cumulative impact
should be investigated .
Specific improvement proposals for land adjoining Junction 14 should
be respected.

10.3 Related Projects Under Development
10.3.1 The major project under this heading is the Central Railways scheme. This is
a proposal for a freight only rail scheme intended to run along the eastern
side of the M25. The Government is currently considering whether to support
the project by means of a Hybrid Bill.
10.3.2 The relationship of the Central Railways route to Airtrack is shown on Plan 8.
Central Railways follows the same corridor as Airtrack north of Staines Moor
and in the Staines Moor section follows an adjacent route alongside the M25.
10.3.3 It is understood that Central Railways would require two lines for its own
operation which suggests that there may not be scope for sharing track with
Airtrack. The consequence would be a four track railway alongside the M25 if
both schemes were developed. Additionally it appears that limitations on the
maximum gradient of Central Railways, coupled with the requirement for
Airtrack to drop down to go into tunnel at Junction 14, could result in the
tracks being at different levels which may add to the cumulative impact.
10.3.4 While the Central Railways scheme remains a possibility the Airtrack
assessment should consider both with and without Central Railways
scenarios. The “with Central Railways” scenario should consider:1.

The cumulative impact on the Staines Moor section of the two railways
in close proximity.

2.

The cumulative impact on the Stanwell Moor section of the two
railways running side by side.

3.

The cumulative impact of construction activity on the two projects
taking place at the same time or one immediately after the other.

10.3.5 The scope for mitigating identified impacts should be examined and proposals
developed in discussion with the Central Railways promoters.
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APPENDIX A

Appendix A
RELEVANT SPELTHORNE BOROUGH LOCAL PLAN POLICIES
This appendix sets out the text of policies from the Spelthorne Borough Local Plan 2001, that are
relevant to the Planning Brief.
Readers are advised to consult the Plan for further information on the background and justification
for the policies listed and for other Local Plan policies and proposals.
POLICY GB1
The Green Belt shown on the Proposals Map will be permanent and within it development
will not be permitted which would conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt and
maintaining its openness. Subject to the above, development will not be permitted except
for uses appropriate to the Green Belt, comprising:(a)

agriculture and forestry

(b)

essential facilities for outdoor sport and recreation, for cemeteries, and for
other uses of land which preserve the openness of the Green Belt and which
do not conflict with the purposes of including land in it

(c)

limited extension, alteration or replacement of existing dwellings

(d)

appropriate re-use of buildings (see also Policy GB4)

(e)

appropriate engineering and other operations

POLICY RU1
The Borough Council will seek to protect and enhance the landscape of the Borough in
order to conserve its natural beauty and amenity value, and in particular will:(a)

seek, in development proposals, the retention of existing trees, hedgerows
and other landscape features which contribute positively to the existing
landscape

(b)

encourage landowners and other organisations to bring forward proposals
for the improvement of the landscape, especially areas which have been
damaged by previous activity or land uses

(c)

require high standards of landscape design and after-care in development
proposals

(d)

promote high quality landscape design and after-care in the management of
its own land

(e)

resist proposals for raising land above the natural ground level where this
would be out of character with the landscape of the area.

POLICY RU2
Within the Areas of Special Landscape Character defined on the Proposals Map,
development adversely affecting the landscape character of the area will not be permitted.
The Borough Council will expect any new development proposals to preserve or enhance
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the landscape character of such areas, and to ensure that the scale and quality of open
space and any features important to the area are protected.
POLICY RU5
To protect the attractiveness of the river corridors, development will only be permitted which
does not detract from their landscape character, nature conservation or recreational value.
The Borough Council will seek opportunities to make environmental improvements and
extend public access to the riverside as appropriate and particularly in considering any
development proposals.
POLICY RU10
There will be a presumption against development within or affecting a designated or
proposed Site of Special Scientific Interest, National Nature Reserve or Local Nature
Reserve, unless it can be demonstrated that there will be no material harm, either direct or
indirect to the ecological interest of the site. The Borough Council will have special regard
to the United Kingdom's international obligations concerning potential and designated
"Ramsar Sites" and Special Protection Areas. The environmental effects of any relevant
proposed development which is likely to have a significant effect on a Special Protection
Area (SPA), Ramsar Site, potential SPA or candidate Special Area of Conservation (SAC)
will be subject to the most rigorous examination.
POLICY RU11
The Borough Council will safeguard Sites of Nature Conservation Importance as shown on
the Proposals Map and will only permit development proposals within these sites, where
there will be no adverse effect, either directly or indirectly on their ecological interest, or
where the requirements of Policy RU14 are met. The Council, in consultation with the
Surrey Wildlife Trust, will keep under review the Sites of Nature Conservation Importance
and will seek to protect such sites following their selection on a County-wide basis by the
Surrey Nature Conservation Liaison Group.
POLICY RU14
Where a development proposal would destroy or damage the nature conservation interest
of a site, the applicant will be required to demonstrate that the benefits of the proposed
development outweigh the decrease in the nature conservation value of the site, that any
such decrease has been kept to a minimum, that mitigation or compensation to provide for
species protection and/or habitat creation or enhancement has been made within the area,
and that appropriate measures to monitor the effectiveness of the mitigation have been
established.
POLICY RU16
The Borough Council will protect and conserve all land designated as common and as
Metropolitan Common and, in consultation with the owners, Moormasters and other
appropriate bodies, will seek to encourage schemes to maintain the landscape character,
nature conservation and recreational value of those areas. The Borough Council will not
normally permit development which would result in the loss of any designated Common or
Metropolitan Common or which would adversely affect the nature conservation or
recreational value of such areas.
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POLICY RU23
The Borough Council supports the key aims of the Colne Valley Park as set out in the 1995
strategy and will seek to identify and implement projects in partnership with other
organisations to further the environmental and recreational objectives of the Strategy.
POLICY BE1
The Borough Council will expect new development to be of a high standard in terms of
design and materials and to:(a)

respect the scale, height, proportions, building lines, layout, materials and
other characteristics of adjoining buildings and land

(b)

retain any mature trees and other significant landscape features that are of
merit

(c)

provide and maintain suitable boundary treatment and landscaping

(d)

protect the quality of important views and/or create attractive new views and
vistas, taking account of nearby features of interest or open land in particular
of listed buildings and other buildings of local interest and the River Thames

(e)

contribute to an improvement to the townscape and/or environment

(f)

take account of the needs of disabled people

(g)

enable the creation of convenient pedestrian and cycle routes, where
appropriate

(h)

promote energy efficiency and conservation, including through suitable
building orientation, layout and window size, and water conservation.

POLICY BE25
In considering proposals for development within areas of high archaeological potential, the
Borough Council will:(a)

require an initial assessment of the archaeological value of the site to be
submitted as part of any planning application

(b)

expect the applicant to arrange an archaeological field evaluation to be
carried out prior to the determination of the planning application, where, as a
result of the initial assessment, important archaeological remains are
considered to exist

(c)

have a preference for preservation in situ, and in such circumstances will
impose conditions or seek a legal agreement, where appropriate, to ensure
that damage to the remains is minimal or will be avoided

(d)

require by planning condition or seek a legal agreement to secure a full
archaeological investigation and recording of the site and subsequent
publication of results in accordance with a scheme of work to be agreed in
writing with the Council prior to the commencement of the proposed
development, where important archaeological remains are known or
considered likely to exist but their preservation in situ is not justified.
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POLICY BE28
The Borough Council will keep under review appropriate crime prevention measures in
public places and will, in considering development proposals and other opportunities to
improve security, seek to secure the following features, where appropriate:(a)

residential estate layout which enables surveillance of visitors, open spaces,
parking areas, minor roads and footpaths

(b)

restricted access to premises, including avoidance of escape routes to the
rear

(c)

a range of uses in town centres which increase activity in the evenings

(d)

good lighting which provides security whilst respecting amenity

(e)

suitable shopfront protection measures which protect visual amenity, e.g.
strengthened stallrisers, the appropriate siting of bollards or other street
furniture, laminated glass or suitable style shutters

(f)

the use of close circuit television monitoring.

POLICY BE29
Within the area liable to flood, as shown on the Proposals Map, development, including
land raising, will not be permitted unless it can be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the
Borough Council that the proposal would not of itself, or cumulatively in conjunction with
other development:(a)

increase impedance to the flow of flood water, or

(b)

reduce the site's contribution to the capacity of the flood plain to store water,
or

(c)

increase the number of people or properties at risk from significant adverse
affects of flooding

(d)

obstruct land adjacent to water courses required for access and/or
maintenance purposes

(e)

adversely affect flood defence structures or other features with the same
role.

Measures to mitigate any potential adverse effects of a development on the capacity of the
flood plain should ideally enhance its capacity.
POLICY BE31
The Borough Council will seek to ensure that new development does not cause an increase
in noise and/or vibration levels which would significantly affect adjoining areas, and that
noise levels within developments are within acceptable levels compatible with their use.
Any new development proposal which could be affected by excessive noise levels from
adjoining sources will either be refused or, where appropriate, required to incorporate
appropriate sound attenuation measures.
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POLICY EM2
Proposals for development of appropriate layout and design to meet the needs of business
activity will be encouraged, where they are consistent with Policy EM1 and the Built
Environment and Movement policies of this Plan, by:(a)

retaining existing appropriately sited employment land

(b)

permitting the change of use of land and buildings, for business activity

(c)

subject to Policy EM7, encouraging the refurbishment and or redevelopment
of existing premises used for business activity to meet needs and ensure the
optimum use of such sites

(d)

permitting extensions to existing premises.

POLICY EM4
Proposals for business use in the defined commercial area of Staines will not be permitted
unless the development:(a)

is of a scale, type and design appropriate to the site

(b)

enhances the character and role of the town centre

(c)

contributes positively to achieving the movement policies of this Plan

(d)

includes a residential element where this is environmentally suitable

(e)

is compatible with the shopping policies and proposals of this Plan and
meets the criteria of Policy EM6.

POLICY S2
The Borough Council will seek to enhance the attractiveness of Staines Town Centre and
its role as a shopping centre and business centre by:(a)

encouraging a major comprehensive retail development on the north side of
the High Street, which may include an element of retail warehousing, and
which will secure rear access and servicing for existing properties (see
Proposal P16)

(b)

encouraging an extension of the Elmsleigh Centre (see Proposal P17)

(c)

seeking to secure implementation of the movement measures arising from
the Staines Movement Study (see Proposals P18 and P19)

(d)

undertaking environmental enhancement of the town centre as a whole

(e)

generally resisting the loss of retail floorspace.

POLICY M1
The Borough Council, in conjunction with the County Council, will use all appropriate
measures to manage and control the demand for travel by car in order to secure
environmental improvements, improve safety, and reduce congestion and pollution by:-
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(f)

encouraging the use of public transport, cycling or walking

(g)

implementing appropriate calming and traffic management measures to
contain the use and impact of cars and give positive advantage to other
forms of transport

(h)

bringing forward specific schemes to assist public transport

(i)

refusing developments with significant extra movement implications where
there is not an overriding need or where a more appropriate location e.g.
town centre may reduce the movement implications to an acceptable level.
Proposals for development will be encouraged to locate close to public
transport facilities.

POLICY M2
The Borough Council will, in conjunction with Railtrack, the British Rail Property Board,
Surrey County Council and other transport operators seek to improve the attractiveness of
Staines Station to existing and potential users including improved links to the Town Centre.
POLICY M3
The Borough Council will make appropriate provision for public car parking in Staines by:(a)

continued provision of public car parks at an appropriate level

(b)

requiring appropriate new car parking provision as part of any major new
shopping development

POLICY M4
The Borough Council will, by its management of the Staines Town Centre car parks, give
main priority to shoppers, some priority to those working in the town, and, so far as is
possible but without prejudice to the priority requirements, seek to continue to make
provision for commuter parking.
POLICY M5
The Borough Council will permit development that is or can be made compatible with
transport infrastructure. Any improvements to transport infrastructure deemed necessary to
accommodate a proposal will be required at the developer's expense. Major developments
must include appropriate provision for:(a)

parking and servicing arrangements

(b)

public transport services

(c)

pedestrians and cyclists

and must be located close to or within town centres and public transport facilities, and not
result in an increase in the need for travel. Permission may be refused where additional
traffic generated cannot be satisfactorily accommodated on the network as a whole or
would remove existing spare capacity necessary to accommodate specific proposals in this
Plan. All highway works should comply with current highway design standards.
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POLICY M8
Development proposals will be required to make appropriate off-street parking provision
applicable to the uses for which permission is sought or to other uses to which the
development may be put without the need for planning permission.
POLICY M9
In existing centres where there is either already good public transport, or where an
applicant can assist its improvement, the Borough Council will encourage commuted
payments in lieu of parking space in order to assist further improvement to the public
transport system. Such payments may also be accepted, in addition or instead, towards
improving facilities for pedestrians or cyclists.
POLICY M13
The Borough Council will seek to encourage cycling as a form of transport by:(a)

providing dedicated routes and facilities where appropriate, with the
objective of securing a Borough wide cycle network and which also links up
with routes in adjoining Boroughs

(b)

requiring appropriate cycling and
developments and highway schemes

(c)

undertaking highway works to improve safety for cyclists

(d)

promoting cycling as a form of transport

(e)

reviewing current restrictions on cycling in certain areas.

cycle

parking

facilities

in

new

POLICY M14
The Borough and County Councils will continue to seek public transport improvements,
including interchange facilities in the Borough and in major development.
POLICY M15
The Borough Council will encourage measures to improve the accessibility of Heathrow
Airport from the Borough by public transport, where improvements can be achieved in an
environmentally acceptable manner. The Council supports the provision of a Southern Rail
link to Heathrow from the Staines Waterloo line (SWELTRAC) connecting to the existing
route between Ashford and Feltham.
POLICY SC3
The Borough Council will seek to secure improved access arrangements for people with
physical or sensory disabilities, elderly people and those with toddlers or infants in
pushchairs by:(a)

identifying the needs of such people in the Borough, and improving
awareness of access issues
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(b)

making appropriate improvements to its own buildings and land, including
car parks and pedestrian areas

(c)

encouraging the improvement of other buildings and facilities

(d)

ensuring development proposals are accessible.

POLICY R9
The Borough Council will seek to safeguard the existing rights of way network in the
Borough, and will take opportunities where appropriate, to extend or create footpaths,
bridleways and recreational cycle routes.
PROPOSALS P20 AND P35
P20

Land
between
Fairfield
Avenue
and
Millmead

Current
use:
Commerc
ial/Highw
ay/
Railway.
Area:
N/A.
Ownershi
p: Private

Relevant Planning
Permissions: PA/00/0302
Majestic House, nos. 122132 and rear of 132a-140
High Street, 4-10 Fairfield
Avenue and land fronting
Millmead. Committee
resolution to grant
planning permission
(03/01/01).
Redevelopment with
16,573m2 of offices,
1,650m2 of A1/A2/A3 and
1,244m2 of residential and
new link road from
Fairfield Avenue to
Millmead, subject to
signing of a legal
agreemnent.

Proposal: New road
giving access for all traffic
from Fairfield Avenue to
Millmead with closure of
the Millmead High Street.
junction.
Implementation:
Private/Borough Council.
Time Scale: By 2001
Reference in Plan:
Paragraph 9.18

Agreements: None
Council Decisions: None
P35

Land
adjoining
south and
south west
side of
Staines
Moor,
Staines

Current
use:

Relevant Planning
Permissions: None

Area:
N/A

Agreements: None
Council Decisions: None

Ownershi
p:
Thames
Water
Utilities

Proposal: Part of circular
bridleway route including
footpath.
Implementation: Borough
Council
Time Scale: By 2006
Reference in Plan:
Paragraph 11.29
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LOCAL PLAN APPENDIX 6 EXTRACT
GUIDELINES FOR NOISE CONTROL
1.0

INTRODUCTION

1.1.

Paragraphs 4.86 and 4.87 of the Plan explain this Council's approach to the control of
development in relation to noise. The text summarises the latest Government guidance
contained in PPG24 "Planning and Noise". It also notes that this Council's existing
approved guidelines for noise (following those produced by Surrey County Council) contain
guidance on a wider range of uses and recommendations on appropriate sound attenuation
levels, which is not found in PPG24. The Council's guidance will be applied in these
circumstances where guidance is not otherwise found in PPG24.
This Appendix firstly sets out the Recommended Noise Exposure Categories for new
dwellings near existing noise sources, as contained in PPG24. It goes on to set out the
Council's additional guidance for noise control under 5 sections. Section 2.0, relating to
noise from London (Heathrow) Airport has been prepared by the Borough Council. The
subsequent sections set out guidance prepared by Surrey County Council, in consultation
with Surrey Districts, in line with the commitment in the Surrey Structure Plan and are
designed to give a consistent guide for environmental health and planning officers across
the County. Those parts of the guidelines which are relevant to this Local Plan and the
day-to-day exercise of the Borough Council's planning functions are reproduced below.
Certain references are contained in the guidelines to Circular 10/73, which gave
Government guidance on noise issues prior to PPG24.
It must be stressed that the guidelines in Sections 3.0 - 6.0 of this Appendix are not
intended to be used as obligatory standards. Each case must be assessed on its particular
circumstances which may involve special site factors and/or other policy considerations,
and may mean that straightforward standard application of the criteria may not always be
appropriate. Where the noise source involved exhibits unusual characteristics, the
specialist advice of the County Engineer's Noise Control Section may be sought.
At the end of the Appendix in Sections 7.0 and 8.0, a 'noise barometer' and glossary are
provided.
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RECOMMENDED NOISE EXPOSURE CATEGORIES FOR NEW DWELLINGS NEAR EXISTING
NOISE SOURCES
NOISE LEVELS1 CORRESPONDING TO THE NOISE EXPOSURE
CATEGORIES FOR NEW DWELLINGS LAeq,T dB
NOISE EXPOSURE CATEGORY
NOISE
SOURCE
Road traffic
07.00 – 23.00
23.00 – 07.002
Rail traffic
07.00 – 23.00
23.00 – 07002
Air traffic3
07.00 – 23.00
23.00 – 07002
Mixed sources4
07.00 – 23.00
23.00 – 07002

A

B

C

D

<55
<45

55 –63
45 – 57

63 – 72
57 – 66

>72
>66

<55
<45

55 – 66
45 – 59

66 – 74
59 – 66

>74
>66

<57
<48

57 – 66
48 – 57

66 – 72
57 – 66

>72
>66

<55
<45

55 – 63
45 – 57

63 – 72
57 – 66

>72
>66

Key to Noise Exposure Categories (NEC)
A

Noise need not be considered as a determining factor in granting planning permission,
although the noise level at the high end of the category should not be regarded as a
desirable level.

B

Noise should be taken into account when determining planning applications and, where
appropriate, conditions imposed to ensure an adequate level of protection against noise.

C

Planning permission should not normally be granted. Where it is considered that
permission should be given, for example because there are no alternative quieter sites
available, conditions should be imposed to ensure a commensurate level of protection
against noise.

D

Planning permission should normally be refused.

1

Noise Levels: the noise level(s) (LaeqT) used when deciding the NEC of a site should be representative of
typical conditions.
2
Night time noise levels (23.00 – 07.00): sites where individual noise events regularly exceed 82 dB LAmax
(S time weighting) several times in any hour should be treated as being in NEC C, regardless of the LAeq8b
(except where the LAeq,8h already puts the site in NEC D)
3
Aircraft noise: daytime values accord with the contour values adopted by the Department of Transport
which relate to levels measured 1.2m above open ground. For the same amount of noise energy, contour
values can be up to 2 dB(A) higher than those of other sources because of ground reflection effects.
4
Mixed sources: this refers to any combination of road, rail air and industrial noise sources. The “mixed
source” values are based on the lowest numerical values of the single source limits in the table. The “mixed
source” NECs should only be used where no individual noise source is dominant.
To check if any individual noise source is dominant (for the purposes of this assessment) the noise level from
the individual sources should be determined and then combined by decibel addition (remembering first to
subtract 2 dB(A) from any aircraft noise contour values). If the level of any one source then lies within 2
dB(A) of the calculated combined value, that source should be taken as the dominant one and the site
assessed against the appropriate NEC for that source, rather than using the “mixed source” NECs. If the
dominant source is industrial noise see paragraph 19 of Annex 3.
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APPENDIX B

APPENDIX B

STATEMENT OF CONSULTATIONS, REPRESENTATIONS AND THE COUNCIL’S
RESPONSE
CONSULTATION ON THE BRIEF
The consultation period ran for three months from February to May 2002. Individual
letters were sent to approximately 1,000 properties within 200m of the proposed
route and the Brief was made available in local libraries, at the Council Offices and
on the Council’s web site, where it was the most viewed document during March and
April with over 4,000 “hits” during the consultation period.
A wide range of organisations were also consulted directly including key bodies in the
railway industry, those concerned with Heathrow Airport, adjoining local authorities
and other local authorities on record as supporting Airtrack, statutory and nonstatutory bodies concerned with environmental protection and nature conservation,
local amenity organisations and representatives of local business.
Meetings and informal discussions took place with a number of organisations
including the SRA and BAA and a presentation was made to the Heathrow Airport
Consultative Committee.
A total of 58 representations were received. 26 representations were received from
Spelthorne residents including a petition with 108 signatures from residents mostly in
the Moor Lane and Moormede estate areas and a letter from 15 addresses in the
Wraysbury Gardens development. 32 organisations responded to the Brief including
all the key consultees. A number of the responses are very detailed.
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SCHEDULE OF REPRESENTATIONS AND THE COUNCIL’S RESPONSES
Note: Representations have been classified by number of the respondent and points
made. For example Mr Bevan (9/1) indicates that Mr Bevan is the ninth respondent
and this is his first point).

Issue

Representation

Response

The Brief

Mr Bevan (9/1), Guildford Borough
Council (27/1), Runnymede
Borough Council (28/1), Bracknell
Forest Borough Council (31/1),
Slough Borough Council (32/1), LB
Hounslow (41/1), Surrey Wildlife
Trust (42/1), Surrey County Council
(43/1), Hampshire County Council
(44/1), Staines Town Society (45/1),
Community Alternative Transport
Association (CATA) (46/1), British
Airways (47/1), Baffin Asset
Management Ltd (48/1), Airtrack
Forum (51/1), Spelthorne Natural
History Society (52/1), English
Nature (53/1), the Strategic Rail
Authority (SRA) (56/1) and BAA
(58/1), all welcome the preparation
of the Brief.

The widespread support for
the preparation of the Brief
both from supporters and
opponents of the project is to
be welcomed.

Additionally, Runnymede Borough
Council, Bracknell Forest Borough
Council, Surrey Wildlife Trust,
British Airways, the Airtrack Forum
and the SRA all support the
approach of the Brief in setting out
issues that need to be addressed.
The SRA (56/2) comment that the
document plays down the important
regional and national benefits of
Airtrack and suggests the Brief
should reflect relevant national
policy and transport policy
guidance.

The stated purpose of the
Brief (para 1.3) is to give
guidance on issues affecting
Spelthorne. Detailing national
policy is outside the scope of
the Brief. An amendment to
para 1.3 is made to confirm
this point.

Railtrack (49/2) suggest the Brief
should consider the transport
implications in terms of increased
road usage of not building Airtrack.

The Council will need to
consider the point in its
response to the scheme but it
is outside the scope of the
Brief. No change.

Surrey County Council (43/2)

Noted
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comment that the details contained
in the document are a matter for
Spelthorne as local planning
authority and not appropriate for
Surrey to comment.

Overview of
the Scheme

Tandridge District Council (29/1)
and Woking Borough Council (35/1)
have no comment on the Brief.

Noted

The SRA (56/3) comment that the
final Airtrack scheme will be subject
to detailed design and optioneering
work and may differ from what is
currently envisaged. The Brief
should not be too prescriptive and
an amendment is suggested to
state that the physical works
described are those likely to be
proposed but that other options may
come forward after further analysis
and these will need to be
considered by the Council as part of
its formal consideration of any
Transport and Works Act proposal.

The description of the scheme
in the Brief is based on
information provided by
Railtrack in 2001. At this
stage the SRA is keen not to
rule out variations and the
SRA’s suggested amendment
is agreed.

The SRA (56/4) add that decisions
on service pattern and frequency
have not yet been made and are
likely to be affected by decisions on
related schemes including Crossrail.
They suggest the Council are right
to be circumspect over train
frequency and add that it is likely
service patterns will comprise 6 to
12 trains per hour.

Service frequency has been a
cause of public concern. The
SRA’s comments set out the
current position and it is
suggested the SRA’s
comments on service
frequency have been
incorporated into the Brief.

The SRA (56/5) comment that the
proposal for a new station near
Staines High Street should be
regarded as an option at this stage.
It will need to be established that
the benefits of the station outweigh
the disbenefits.

The Council sees the station
as essential if Airtrack goes
ahead. The Brief has been
amended to set out the SRA’s
view that the station should be
regarded as an option at this
stage and also to set out the
Council’s position.
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The SRA (56/6) suggest it is
premature to rule out the option of
reversing facilities at Staines Station
thereby avoiding the need for the
chord and the proposed new
station. They suggest the following
wording:

In view of the SRA’s
comments it is not considered
that the Brief should rule out
the reversing option, although
the practical problems are
acknowledged. The Brief has
been amended to incorporate
the SRA’s wording.

“It is also suggested that reversing
facilities at Staines Station with new
sidings might be an alternative to
the Staines Chord, although this
option would have implications for
train capacity and operations which
the promoter would need to
resolve”.
Conversely, Railtrack (49/3)
consider the Brief understates the
impracticability of reversing at
Staines Station. Mr Gibbon (18/4)
and the Airtrack Forum (51/3) both
state that reversing at Staines is not
a practical proposition.
Mr Patterson (7/1), Tidegrove Ltd
(37/1), Waverley Borough Council
(39/1), LB Hounslow (41/2),
Hampshire County Council (44/2),
British Airways (47/2), Airtrack
Forum (51/2), Transport for London
(55/1) all express support for the
scheme.
Mr Jones (3/4), Mrs Hamdellah
(8/1), Mr Bevan (9/2), Mr Hughes
(10/2), Mr Gibson (11/1), Wraysbury
Garden Residents (16/1), Mr Garner
and Ms Brown (19/1), all oppose the
scheme. Additionally, the Petition
(12) expresses great concern about
several aspects. Spelthorne
Chamber of Commerce (40/1),
Staines Town Society (45/1) and
CATA (46/1) all support the view
that improved rail links are needed
from Staines to Heathrow but
oppose Airtrack.
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These comments on the
overall merits of the project
are noted but care should be
taken in drawing any
conclusions on the balance of
views, as consultees were not
asked for their views on the
scheme as a whole. The Brief
deliberately does not yet set
out to express a view on the
overall merits and no change
is required.

History

Railtrack (49/2) make a number of
detailed comments on the history in
section 3.1 of the document
including suggesting that reference
should be made to the existence of
the Staines Chord until the early
1960’s. Mr Gibbon (18/3) makes
the same point.

Generally the History section
is considered satisfactory. An
amendment to refer to the
previous existence of the
Staines Chord is agreed but
with the addition of a
comment that the area has
since been substantially
redeveloped.

Alternatives

Mr Bevan (9/3), Mr Jackson (13/2),
Ms Burgess (14/4), Spelthorne
Chamber of Commerce (40/5),
Staines Town Society (45/2) and
CATA (46/2), all support the
SWELTRAC scheme for a southern
rail link to Heathrow in preference to
Airtrack. Railtrack (49/3) comments
that the Southern Rail link is less
well-developed and that meaningful
conclusions can only be achieved if
comparisons are between schemes
at similar levels of development.
The SRA (56/7) comments that the
Southern Rail Link does not offer
the same functionality because it is
not primarily designed to access
Terminal 5.

These comments are noted.
In response to Railtrack the
onus is on the promoters to
ensure they develop
alternatives in sufficient detail
to enable meaningful
comparisons to be made.
The SRA’s comment is
relevant to the assessment of
the alternative but is not
sufficient to rule out assessing
the SWELTRAC scheme as
an alternative to Airtrack
especially in the light of the
M3 link shown in the recent
consultation on Air Transport.
No change.

Mrs Windle (2/4) suggests
extending the underground from
Hatton Cross to Feltham. Mr Jones
(3/1) suggests following a route
alongside the King George VI
reservoir instead of the route across
Staines Moor. Mr Hughes (10/1)
suggests following the A3044
corridor (Stanwell Moor Road) from
Staines to the airport. He also
suggests connections between
Brentford and Southall and
Clapham Junction and Acton as
alternative routes that could provide
access from Waterloo to Heathrow.
Mr Jackson (13/1) and the
Spelthorne Chamber of Commerce
(40/6) suggest constructing Airtrack
without the Staines Chord with
passengers from the Reading line to
Heathrow changing at Staines.
They also suggest a tram link from
Staines to Heathrow. Mr Jackson
suggests these could be combined
with a rail link from Heathrow to Iver
permitting longer distance services

The various alternatives have
been noted and forwarded to
the SRA for their
consideration. The Brief
requires alternatives to be
considered. No change.
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via Reading. Spelthorne Chamber
of Commerce (40/7) also say
consideration should be given to a
passenger service from Heathrow
alongside the M25 to the South
West main line at Byfleet, thereby
connecting to Woking and
Guildford. Mr Morgan (17/4)
advocates the HASQUAD “eastern”
route via Hounslow Heath (shown
on Plan 2 of the Brief), Mr Stevens
(21/2) comments generally that
alternatives should be examined.

Staines
Chord

English Nature (53/7) request an
amendment to suggest that specific
consideration should be given to
alternatives that avoid impact on
sites with statutory protection for
nature conservation.

English Nature’s proposed
amendment would require
alternatives avoiding Staines
Moor to be investigated. The
proposed amendment is
agreed.

Mr Bevan (9/4) considers it insane
to construct a major train route
through a town centre. He also
expresses concern over the future
development of the triangle site
between the railways and questions
the scope for providing and
maintaining landscaping adjoining
operational railway land (9/8). Mr
Hughes (10/5), Wraysbury Garden
Residents (16/3), Mr Morgan (17/3),
Mr Garner and Ms Brown (19/3), Mr
Hudson (24/2), Spelthorne
Chamber of Commerce (40/3),
Staines Town Society (45/3) and
Baffin Asset Management Ltd (48/4)
all highlight the visual impact of the
Chord and Mr Hudson also refers to
its barrier effect. The London
Transport Users Committee (57/1)
say the area is currently an eyesore
and the chord if anything provides
an opportunity for improvement.
Surrey County Council (43/2)
comment that good design,
minimising severance and
overcoming other environmental
concerns will be a major
consideration.

The comments on
environmental impact of the
Chord generally reflect issues
already identified in the Brief.
However, in response to Mr
Bevan’s comments it is
appropriate to add reference
under “potential opportunities”
to ensuring that landscaping
is maintained.
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High Street
Station

Mrs Gardam (25/2), Spelthorne
Chamber of Commerce (40/3), the
Association for the Preservation of
Staines Moor (APSM) (54/1), and
Baffin Asset Management (48/4) all
express concern at the loss of
parking from the Elmsleigh surface
level car park. Baffin Asset
Management oppose the
suggestion in the Brief that the
future of the Elmsleigh surface level
car park should be reviewed. They
also suggest that the chord could
run in a central reservation between
the two carriageways of South
Street. Baffin Asset Management
(48/2) consider that the implications
for the Elmsleigh Centre and its
future extension in accordance with
Local Plan policy should be
identified as an additional issue.
Under this heading it should be a
requirement that the replacement of
the access to the Elmsleigh MultiStorey car park should be done with
the minimum of disruption and that
the resultant access is no less
attractive than the existing
arrangement.

The Brief already highlights
maintaining the quality and
quantity of car parking as
issues that need to be
addressed. Given that the
Chord could significantly
reduce the size of the
Elmsleigh surface car park it
is considered right to review
its future if Airtrack is built.
The Brief specifically identifies
the value of the car park to
the Elmsleigh Centre as a
factor in the review and it may
be that the outcome is to
reaffirm the need for the
facility. The suggestion of
running the chord in the
central reservation is noted
but may not be practical.
Baffin Asset Management’s
comment that the implications
for the Elmsleigh Centre and
its future extension be
identified as a separate issue
and their related comments
regarding the access to the
multi-storey car park are
agreed and the Brief has been
amended accordingly.

Mr Gibbon (18/3) considers the
Council should have anticipated the
impact of the scheme on parking
provision and retained previous
proposals for a new high-level
access from the west and not
reduced the size of the Riverside
Car Park.

In response to Mr Gibbon the
high level access to the west
was part of a now-withdrawn
planning application to extend
the Elmsleigh Centre and
could not be justified in its
own right. The implications of
the Memorial Gardens
scheme on town centre car
parking was assessed at the
time to be acceptable.
Abandoning this major
environmental improvement
because in the long term
Airtrack may affect another
car park could not be justified.

Mr Bevan (9/9), Mr Hughes (10/6),
the Petition (12/3), Mrs Whittle
(15/3), and APSM (54/2) are all
concerned about adverse impact of
the proposed station on nearby
housing.

The Brief already identifies
the need to minimise impact
on residential areas from the
proposed station and to
ensure that the station is
compatible with town centre
infrastructure. It is
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Mr Patterson (7/2), Mr Bevan (9/7),
Mr Gibson (11/2), the Petition
(12/5), Ms Burgess (14/1), Mrs
Whittle (15/2), Wraysbury Garden
Residents (16/4), Mr Garner and Ms
Brown (19/2) and APSM (54/2) are
all concerned at the implications for
congestion and parking in
residential areas. Staines Town
Society (45/7) and CATA (46/4)
comment that strong parking
controls will be needed.

acknowledged that pressure
for parking in residential areas
could increase but this is an
existing problem in the area
around the town centre that
will need to be tackled
regardless of decisions on
Airtrack. It should be noted
that no respondent called for
extra off-street long stay car
parks in the town centre area.
No change is required on
these aspects.

CATA (46/4) and SRA (56/9)
support the view that long stay car
parking should not be provided.
Mrs Windle (2/3) and Mr Hughes
10/7) are concerned about
increased hazards for pedestrians
in the Millmead and Iron Bridge
area.
Mrs Whittle (15/6) and London
Transport Uses Committee (57/3)
highlight the importance of
accessibility for disabled people and
the importance of good station
design as an element in
encouraging rail travel. The SRA
comment that Disability
Discrimination Act requirements
would need to be met.

The Brief already identifies
the need to incorporate
disabled access but it could
beneficially be amended to
highlight the importance of a
good overall design for the
station both in townscape
terms and encouraging rail
use. This amendment has
been made.

The SRA (56/9) comment that
signal overlap distance
requirements between the station
and the start of the Staines Chord
may influence the final location of
the station. Tidegrove Ltd (37/2)
suggest moving the station 50m
further north to avoid affecting their
redevelopment at Majestic House.
Renshaw (UK) Ltd (23/1) comment
that, as owners of the Renshaw
Industrial Estate in Millmead, they
would like to discuss long term
redevelopment possibilities linked to
the station.

The implications of signal
overlap distance requirements
for the exact location of the
station have been discussed
with the SRA and Railtrack.
Without further technical study
the extent of any constraint
cannot be quantified. The
Brief has been amended to
identify signal overlap
distance requirements as an
issue to be addressed in
developing the scheme,
adding that at this stage the
Brief could not rule out any
specific location for the station
on grounds of signal overlap
requirement.
In view of the above
amendment it is not
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The SRA (56/7) note that the Brief
makes reference to the proposed
Fairfield Avenue link and comment
that it would be unreasonable to
require the promoters of Airtrack to
provide the link if it is already
required in connection with another
scheme (ie Majestic House).

considered that a revised
specific location for the
station, as requested by
Tidegrove, can be identified at
this stage. Redevelopment
constraints and opportunities
have been added to the
factors to be considered in the
final location of the station.
In response to the SRA, the
Brief does not require the
promoters of Airtrack to fund
the Fairfield Avenue link.

The SRA (50/10) supports
measures to integrate the two
stations but adds that two stations
in close proximity would not
normally be acceptable and
resultant problems would be a
factor in evaluating the case for a
second station. Mr Gibbon (18/1)
queries whether a second station
would be viable.

The SRA’s comments on
integration and issues relating
to two stations are noted.

Mr Patterson (7/2) and Mrs Whittle
(15/5) suggest relocating the station
to the island created by the Staines
Chord.

A single station location in the
“island” site would be a better
solution in planning terms but
it entails building platforms on
a curve and a more complex
signalling regime which have
been deemed unacceptable
on safety grounds (by the
Health and Safety Executive).
The Council cannot promote
an unsafe option and so no
change is proposed.

Transport for London (55/2) suggest
that the station could provide an
opportunity to promote high density
development and development
likely to attract non-car-borne users
in the vicinity.
The Airtrack Forum (51/4) comment
that a good level of services to
Staines is a prerequisite for
realising the potential of the scheme
and that the Forum would not
envisage supporting any proposed
service pattern which failed to
deliver an adequate level of service
to Staines.
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The other comments by
Transport for London and the
Airtrack Forum are noted.

Use of the
Existing
Line

Staines
Moor

Mrs Windle (2/2), Mr Jones (3/4), Mr
Swainbank (5/2), Mr Westwood
(6/1), Mr Patterson (7/3), Mr Bevan
(9/6), Mr Hughes (10/12), Mr
Gibson (11/4), the Petition (12/4),
Ms Burgess (14/2), Mrs Whittle
(15/4), Wraysbury Garden
Residents (16/1), Mr Morgan (17/2),
Mr Garner and Ms Brown (19/1), Mr
Hudson (24/3) and Staines Town
Society (45/5) all express concern
at the impact on existing housing of
extra trains on existing track.
Specific mention is made of
movements at unsocial hours. On
mitigation for extra noise
disturbance, Mrs Windle suggests
residents affected should be offered
assistance with double-glazing and
Mr Patterson and Mr Hughes
suggests track side noise barriers.
Mr Hughes also suggests upgrading
the track to incorporate jointless
rails.

The issues raised are already
covered in the Brief and no
change is required. The
comments of the SRA
(previously reported under
“Overview”) suggest actual
frequencies may be less than
the maximum reported in the
Brief. Nevertheless the
number of responses on the
issue show it is a real area of
public concern that the
promoters will need to
address in developing the
scheme.

The SRA (56/6) comment that it is
possible footpaths crossing the
existing or new line would need to
be diverted, closed or put onto a
footbridge or underpass depending
on the outcome of a risk
assessment. Wraysbury Garden
Residents (16/2) and Mr Garner and
Ms Brown (19/1) are concerned that
the existing footpath crossing the
Windsor line will need to be closed.
Mr Hughes (10/8) suggests it should
be replaced by a footbridge.

The Brief identifies impacts on
rights of way as an issue and
states that the existing
footpath link across the
railway which gives access to
Staines Moor from the town
centre area should be
maintained. An alternative
form of crossing may be
required but the Brief rules out
closure as an option. No
change required.

English Nature (53/2) states that
adverse impact on the SSSI and
SPA/Ramsar site should be avoided
or minimised. The proposed route
would have adverse effects
including land take, possible
hydrological and pollution effects,
lighting, noise and impact on
grazing management. Mr Geeves
(1/1), Mr Jones (3/2), Mr Westwood
(6/2), the petition (12/1), Ms
Burgess (14/3), Wraysbury Garden
Residents (16/6), Mr Morgan (17/1),
Mr Garner and Ms Brown (19/4),
Mrs Brown (20/1), Mr and Mrs
Larman (22/1), Mr Hudson (24/1),

The Brief recognises the
impact on Staines Moor
identified in the responses
including the value of trees
along the railway
embankment as a landscape
feature. In response to Mr
Gibbon, following the line of
the embankment would entail
the loss of the tree belt and
the likelihood of some
intrusion onto the adjoining
Common Land to
accommodate the necessary
width of the railway corridor.
No change required.
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Mrs Gardam (25/1), the
Environment Agency (30/1), Surrey
Wildlife Trust (42/2), Staines Town
Society (45/4), Spelthorne Natural
History Society (52/2) and APSM
(54/4) all express concern at the
impact on Staines Moor and on
wildlife and landscape of the area.
Mrs Gardam highlights the value of
the planting on the old railway
embankment as a buffer zone
between the Moor and the M25. Mr
Gibbon (18/4) considers there
should be no objection to the
proposed route as it follows the line
of the former railway.

With regard to mitigation English
Nature comment that ancient,
unimproved, species rich grassland
cannot be replaced. They state that
in nature conservation terms the
loss of valuable marsh and
grassland is more serious than the
loss of vegetation on the railway
embankment, and suggest
incorporating a requirement to
assess the quality of the habitats
either side of the embankment
before land take is finalised.
English Nature also suggest adding
a specific reference to minimising
the potential impact on Butts Pond
and identifying new compensatory
pond habitats.
English Nature also suggest
reference be made to the
requirement under the Countryside
and Rights of Way Act (2000) for
public bodies in exercising their
functions to take reasonable steps,
consistent with the proper exercise
at their functions, to further
conservation and enhancement of
the special features on a SSSI
where these functions affect a
SSSI.
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English Nature’s suggested
amendments are agreed.
Regarding the railway
embankment, the Brief
recognises its importance as
a landscape feature which will
also need to be taken into
account in the design of the
scheme should it proceed.

English Nature (53/6), Environment
Agency (30/4), and Surrey Wildlife
Trust (42/2) all wish to see
ecological surveys of the area
affected.

The developers will need to
carry out detailed ecological
surveys to address the issues
raised in the Brief. An
amendment has been made
to make this requirement
explicit.

The Environment Agency (30/9)
would require compensation for any
loss of flood plain. A flood risk
assessment would be required.
APSM (54/4) raise concern over
increased risk of flooding.

The Brief identifies flooding as
an issue and requires a flood
risk assessment to include
impact on the operation of the
flood plain. An amendment
has been made to incorporate
a requirement for
compensation for any loss of
flood plain.

The Environment Agency (30/2)
suggest there would be benefit in
relocating the River Wraysbury in a
more natural channel further to the
east, allowing Airtrack to run closer
to the M25. Any such scheme
would need to be acceptable to
English Nature in terms of impact
on the SSSI. (This issue is also
raised in relation to the Stanwell
Moor section). Surrey Wildlife Trust
(42/4) support investigation of the
option.

The Brief already identifies
the possibility of realigning the
River Wraysbury as a
potential opportunity subject
to consideration of the impact
on the SSSI. No change
required.

The SRA (56/11) acknowledge that
the issues relating to Staines Moor
are material and important but add
that, if the scheme can be justified,
there will inevitably be impacts on
the Moor, in which case the issue
becomes one of mitigation. They
add that it is inappropriate to make
the promoter of Airtrack resolve
existing deficiencies beyond
mitigation required to compensate
for impacts of the scheme.

The SRA’s comments are
noted. The justification for the
scheme would need to include
justification for ruling out
alternatives avoiding Staines
Moor. The Brief addresses
mitigation issues. It is
considered appropriate to
seek other compensatory
improvements where residual
impacts remain after the
scope for mitigation has been
addressed. No change
required.
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Stanwell
Moor
Section

Mrs Brown (20/2) and Mr and Mrs
Larman (22/3) raise concerns about
noise disturbance and pollution for
residents of Stanwell Moor.

The Brief identifies impact on
housing in Stanwell Moor as
an issue to be addressed. It
also suggests that starting the
tunnelled section further south
could reduce impact. (See
separate comments below on
tunnelling). No change
required.

Mrs Brown (20/3) and Mr and Mrs
Larman (22/3) query whether there
will be an effect on Horton Road
and its connection to Junction 14.

Airtrack will probably need to
pass under Horton Road,
possibly in tunnel by this point
to gain access to the station
at Heathrow which is below
ground. There should be no
need to interfere with the
access from Horton Road to
Junction 14. No change
required.

Mrs Brown (20/4) and Mr and Mrs
Larman (22/4) raise concern about
the impact on the Flood Alleviation
Scheme for Stanwell Moor.

This will need to be
considered as part of the
Flood Risk Assessment
required under the Brief. No
change required.
The Brief identifies the
possibility of realigning the
river and the adjoining Moor
Lane Bridleway to create a
better environment for both.
This would require further
discussions that would need
to involve the adjoining
landowner. No change
required.

The Environment Agency (30/2)
suggest realigning the River
Wraysbury in a more natural
corridor to the east of Airtrack (see
also comments on Staines Moor).
Robert Brett and Sons Ltd (34/1)
who own land east of the M25 at
Hithermoor comment that they
would be affected and reserve their
position as to whether the
opportunity identified would be
viable.
The Environment Agency (30/4)
comment that sections of the route
that are underground threaten
natural groundwater flow systems
which could consequentially
threaten the SSSI, SPA and
RAMSAR sites through change to
the water environment. This may
lead the EA to object. Detailed
discussions will be needed between
the promoter and the EA. The SRA
(56/12) comment that in considering
tunnelling options the promoters will
need to consider cost, construction
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In view of the Environment
Agency’s comments an
amendment has been made
to identify the impact on
groundwater flows from
tunnelling as an issue to be
addressed together with a
reference to the need to
discuss this aspect with the
Environment Agency. The
SRA’s comments are noted.

issues and operational aspects of a
tunnel given that the area is liable to
flood. The scheme will need to
balance viability and environmental
considerations.
Thames Water (33/1) request
consultation on any proposal
affecting their outlet shafts east of
the M25.

The Brief be amended to
incorporate Thames Water’s
request for consultation.

Surrey Wildlife Trust (42/3)
comment on the need to safeguard
the Greenham’s Fishing Pond, a
Site of Nature Conservation
Importance.

The Brief identifies this issue.
No change required.

The Staines Town Society (45/9)
and CATA (46/9), refer to the need
to retain the Moor Lane Bridleway
which also has value as a cycle
route. The London Transport Users
Committee (37/2) suggest providing
a cycle route to Heathrow alongside
Airtrack.

The Brief seeks to retain the
Moor Lane bridleway which
also functions as a cycle
route. It suggests realigning
the route further from the
motorway which could
potentially improve its
attractiveness to cyclists.

Construction Mr Gibson (11/5), the Petition
(12/2), Wraysbury Garden
Residents (16/7), Mr Garner and Ms
Brown (19/5), Mr Hudson (24/5) all
raise objections on grounds of
construction impact.

The Brief recognises that
construction impact is a major
concern and identifies a range
of issues that will need to be
addressed.

Mr Jones (3/3) raises concern about
the use of Moor Lane as a
construction access. The Highways
Agency (50/2) comment that there
is a general presumption against
allowing new accesses onto trunk
roads, but they would be prepared
to consider the Brief’s proposal that
the main access points for
construction traffic should be the
M25 junction 14 and the A30
Staines Bypass. This would be on
the understanding that any agreed
access arrangements would not
have a negative impact on road
safety or significantly affect traffic
flows on the trunk road network.

The Brief states that Moor
Lane is unsuitable for
construction traffic and should
be avoided. In response to
the Highways Agency an
amendment has been made
to state that the construction
access arrangements should
be acceptable in terms of road
safety and traffic flow
considerations.
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Related
Projects

The SRA (56/13) comment that
some impact from construction
activity on Staines Moor is
inevitable and therefore it is
inappropriate for the Brief to
suggest the Construction Strategy
should seek to avoid damage to the
Moor.

Given that Staines Moor is a
SSSI, seeking to avoid impact
is considered to be an
appropriate objective. No
change required.

The Highways Agency (50/1) and
the SRA (56/14) both comment that
M25 widening should be completed
before Airtrack commences so
overlap of construction unlikely.

These comments are
accepted. The Brief requires
cumulative impact to be
examined if it is possible the
construction projects will
overlap. An amendment has
been made to state that
overlap with M25 widening is
very unlikely.

B15

Other

Central Railways (38/1) comment
that they would be willing to build
the section of Airtrack north of
Staines that follows the same
corridor as Central Railways. To
accommodate both sets of services
a four track formation would be
needed between Staines Moor and
Junction 14.

Central Railways offer is
noted. The Government is
currently considering whether
to support the Central
Railways project. Should a
decision be made to go ahead
with the scheme (which is far
from certain) it is possible that
it could be constructed in
advance of Airtrack.
However, it would be
premature to construct part of
the Airtrack line until final
decisions are made on
Airtrack as a whole, including
evaluation of alternatives as
required by the Brief. The
situation needs to be kept
under review but at this stage
no change to the Brief is
required.

Mr Hudson (24/4), Staines Town
Society (45/8), CATA (46/8) and
APSM (54/3) raise concerns about
the impact of extended closure of
level crossings in the Hythe/Egham
areas and the potential impact on
traffic congestion. Staines Town
Society and CATA suggest there
may be an indirect impact on
Spelthorne due to people changing
their journey patterns.

This is primarily an issue for
Runnymede Borough Council
who have been sent copies of
the relevant correspondence.
Any consequential impacts on
travel patterns would need to
be assessed but there is no
need to amend the Planning
Brief which is only concerned
with the development of the
scheme in Spelthorne.
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