Appendix 5: Sustainability Appraising the Key Issues
The Sustainability Appraisal (SA) Scoping Report and Initial Assessment of Spatial Strategy Options accompanied the Strategic Options
Consultation which was published for a 10-week public consultation in December 2016 until February 2017. The initial assessment
sustainability appraised the 3 spatial options proposed for meeting the Borough’s housing need in the consultation but did not SA every
question and key issue presented in the consultation.
The consultation document, as well as presenting the 3 spatial options, also included information and questions on the Borough’s key issues.
The purpose of these questions was to gain an understanding of the public and key stakeholder’s viewpoints relating to these. To help develop
a preferred option for these key issues, it is now important to undertake sustainability appraisals for each key issue.
It is important to note that options for each of the issues are limited given National Policy, national guidance and in some cases legislation. To
inform the options, the most up to date evidence is being used alongside the consultation feedback.
Before each sustainability appraisal table, the options for each key issue is explained. For example, this maybe an explanation into why the key
issue is limited to just 2 options, why national policy and legislation limits the options, or explains how the consultation feedback provided an
alternative option to be considered. This text before the assessment helps to understand how the options have come about.
Some of the questions asked in the consultation document do not lend themselves to the creation of options for example question 19 asks
‘what other barriers could prevent further development at Brooklands?’. This type of question seeks information to help develop options and
frame the approach. These are explained in the introductory text to each key issue.
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Question 9 of the consultation asked:
Based on your knowledge of the housing market in Elmbridge:
Do you agree that we should seek to provide more of a balance in terms of the size of new homes being built?
Paragraph 12 of the draft revised NPPF states that ‘policies should identify the size, type and tenure of homes required for different groups in
the community’. Evidence from the SHMA shows that we need some 28% of 1 bedroom, 42% of 2 bedroom and 29% of 3-bedroom units with
only 1% for 4-bedroom units. The Core Strategy policy CS19 states that ‘The Council will promote a mix of house types and sizes across the
Borough and resist an over concentration of any one type of dwelling if this is considered to have the potential to adversely affect community
cohesion’. However, that policy tends to be aspirational. In the 2016/17 AMR, evidence shows that 30.5% of built market housing stock was for
4-bedroom dwellings, which demonstrates that the trend for larger properties continues in the Borough.
In terms of the feedback received during the Strategic Option consultation, most of responses (79%) agreed that the Council should seek to
provide more of a balance in terms of the size of new homes being built. Many respondents felt strongly that the Council had permitted too
many large, luxury homes on sites that could accommodate several smaller more modestly sized homes and that this has led to the current
imbalance in the Borough’s housing stock. 12% disagreed and felt that the Council should not be intervening in the housing market to direct the
type and size of homes built and that this should be left to market forces.
Therefore, the options below include the two differing viewpoints expressed in the consultation feedback and incorporates Government policy to
identify the size of home required.
Options
Option 1: Create a strict policy with set targets for different properties sizes.
Option 2: Provide a guidance-based policy recommending the overall mix required for the plan period.
Option 3: Do not have a policy for housing mix and let the market dictate the size of new homes being built.
SA objective
1. To provide sufficient
housing to enable people to
live in a home suitable to their
needs and which they can
afford.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 would be the most effective at providing a better
balance in terms of the size of properties and would enable
people to live in a home suitable to their needs and which they
can afford. Option 2 would help but not necessarily secure the
mix of homes to be delivered. Option 3 is an uncertain strategy
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Option 3

++

+

--

2

SA objective

Discussion of significant effects
and based on historical evidence, it is likely to result in oversupply of just 1 size of property and this does not allow people to
live in a home suitable for their needs in which they can afford.

2. To facilitate the improved
health and wellbeing of the
whole population.

Having access to a home that you can afford is vital to the
improved health and well-being of the whole population. Option
1 will ensure a balance in terms of size of home this will allow a
greater range of properties to house the population. Option 2 will
help to create a mix of sizes, but historical evidence suggests
that letting the market dictate can result in a proliferation of just
one size of dwelling and hence Option 3 has a major negative
impact.

3. To conserve and enhance,
archaeological, historic and
cultural assets and their
settings.

The size of homes being built throughout the Borough has no
impact on the conservation and enhancement of the
archaeological, historic and cultural assets and their settings.

4. To reduce the need to
travel, encourage sustainable
transport options and improve
accessibility to all services and
facilities.

Providing a better balance in terms of the size of homes
available across the Borough may help with the accessibility of
services and reduce the need to travel. Option 1 will ensure this
happens, Option 2 will help this objective and Option 3 may
hinder this goal depending on what size of dwelling the market
demands.

5. To make the best use of
previously developed land and
existing buildings.

Option 3 may result in oversized properties that often have a
larger footprint and hence would not make the best use of PDL.
However, Option 1 and 2 could do that same with larger sites
consisting of a range of sized properties. However, there is more
scope for conversions and smaller flatted developments for both
these options and hence they have a minor positive impact.
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SA objective
6. To support economic growth
which is inclusive, innovative
and sustainable.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 would increase the likelihood of local jobs being filled
by local people as more people would have access to a greater
choice of homes. Option 2 would have a minor positive impact
as some different sized properties would be encouraged but not
necessarily secured. However, Option 3 is likely to continue the
trend of larger properties in the Borough, which tend to house
people that commute to work in larger economic centres outside
the Borough.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3
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7. To provide for employment
opportunities to meet the
needs of the local economy.

Again, Option 1 has more scope to encourage a diverse work
force that could provide for the needs of the local economy.
Option 2 would help to achieve this but option 3 would not
encourage this.
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+

-

8. To reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and move to a low
carbon economy.

Too many larger dwellings could have an impact on energy use
due to their size and individual household energy consumption.
Therefore Option 3 has a minor negative impact. A mix of
property sizes could result in a reduced need for energy use
from small households, however collectively this could have a
high energy consumption. Therefore Option 1 and 2 is neutral.

0

0

-

9. To use natural resources
prudently.

Regardless of the size of new housing, all new development
could use sustainable local products or services and minimise
the production of waste. Therefore, each Option has a minor
positive result.

+

+

+

10. To adapt to the changing
climate.

Regardless of the size of housing permitted, new development
could help to protect the community from the increased
extremes of weather using a combination of renewable energy
schemes.

+

+

+

11. To reduce flood risk.

Although smaller units may have smaller footprints, they are
likely to be concentrated together and may indeed have the
same overall footprint of larger sized dwellings. Hence, all

-

-

-
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SA objective

Discussion of significant effects
options could increase the risk of flooding or run-off on site. All
the options could incorporate some small-scale SuDs such as
permeable pavements and green roofs, but this is subject to
viability and space allowances.

12. To improve the water
quality of rivers and
groundwater and maintain an
adequate supply of water.

A large amount of water will need to be provided for all sizes of
dwelling. One large dwelling may require more than 1 smaller
dwelling but there could be more smaller dwellings permitted
and hence water consumption could increase. Therefore, all
these options have a minor negative impact and are likely to put
pressure on existing infrastructure.

13. To reduce land
contamination and safeguard
soil quality and quantity.

Option 1 (securing) and Option 2 (encouraging) a balance of
housing sizes could result in a concentration of development in
an area of the Borough. Due to this concentration it would be
most likely to remediate contaminated areas which are likely to
exist on PDL sites and not result in further social erosion. This
could also be the case if the market was left to dictate the size of
dwellings and hence they all score minor positive results.

14. To ensure air quality
continues to improve and
noise and light pollution are
reduced.

The issue of securing a balanced housing mix throughout the
Borough is unlikely to have a direct impact on air quality, noise
or light pollution. However larger sized dwelling may have less
noise and light pollution than smaller sized dwellings which are
more concentrated such as flats and terraces. For this reason,
Option 3 has a minor positive impact, while option 1 that secures
a mix of housing could have a minor negative impact due to the
concentration of populates in one area.

15. To protect and enhance
landscape character.

Larger properties may have a greater impact on landscape
character over time, but this could also be the case for smaller
dwellings that are concentrated in large areas. However, it is
unlikely that any policy concerned with housing size could
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SA objective

Discussion of significant effects
impact on the overall landscape character of the Borough.
Hence all these options score a neutral result.

16. To conserve and enhance
biodiversity.

As these options are not concerned with the location of
development, none of these options relating to the size of
housing could impact on the conservation and enhancement of
biodiversity.
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Option 1 is the most sustainable of all 3 options in terms of both social and economic SA objectives, however it does have some minor negative
impacts on some of the environmental objectives. Option 2 has minor positives across the social, economic and environmental SA objectives
and only 2 minor negatives across the environmental objectives. Option 3 has major negative social sustainability outcomes and many minor
negative impacts on both economic and environmental SA objectives.
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Question 10 of the consultation asked:
Given the over delivery of homes with 4 or more bedrooms should we try to limit their delivery in future?

Paragraph 12 of the revised NPPF states that ‘policies should identify the size, type and tenure of homes required for different groups in the
community’. Evidence from the SHMA shows that we need some 28% of 1 bedroom, 42% of 2 bedroom and 29% of 3-bedroom units with only
1% for 4-bedroom units. The Core Strategy policy CS19 states that ‘The Council will promote a mix of house types and sizes across the
Borough and resist an over concentration of any one type of dwelling if this is considered to have the potential to adversely affect community
cohesion. However, that policy tends to be aspirational. In the 2016/17 AMR, evidence shows that 30.5% of built market housing stock was for
4-bedroom dwellings.
Most of responses (66%) said that they did agree that the Council should limit the future provision of 4+ bedroom homes. Many said that there
are too many large 4+ bedroom homes and that smaller, more affordable (1, 2 and 3 bedroom) homes are required to provide opportunities for
young families to access the housing market, for elderly residents to downsize and for the growing number of single person households. 22%
did not agree that we should limit the future provision of 4+ bedroom homes. Many respondents felt strongly that market forces (supply and
demand) should dictate the mix of homes being delivered and that it was not the place of the Council to intervene.
Therefore, the two options below incorporate the two differing viewpoints, which was expressed in the consultation feedback.
Options
Option 1: Limit the amount of 4-bedroom properties being granted permission.
Option 2: Continue to grant permission for 4-bedroom homes and not interfere with the market.

SA objective
1. To provide sufficient
housing to enable people to
live in a home suitable to their
needs and which they can
afford.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 would be the most effective at providing a better balance in terms of
the size of properties and would enable people to live in a home suitable to
their needs and which they can afford. Option 2 is an uncertain strategy and
based on historical evidence, it is likely to result in over-supply of 4

Option 1

Option 2
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SA objective

Discussion of significant effects
bedroomed detached houses and this does not allow people to live in a home
suitable for their needs in which they can afford.

2. To facilitate the improved
health and wellbeing of the
whole population.

Option 1 will help to encourage other sizes of property not just 4 bedroomed
houses to be built. This will help people access a home that they can afford,
which is vital to the improved health and well-being of the whole population.
Too many 4-bedroomed dwellings could have a significant negative impact
on the health and well-being of the whole population as only very wealthy
people would be able to access housing in the Borough.

3. To conserve and enhance,
archaeological, historic and
cultural assets and their
settings.

These options would not impact on the conservation and enhancement of the
archaeological, historic and cultural assets and their settings.

4. To reduce the need to
travel, encourage sustainable
transport options and improve
accessibility to all services and
facilities.

Providing a better balance in terms of the size of homes available across the
Borough may help with the accessibility of services and reduce the need for
people to travel. Option 1 has a major positive impact in this regard and
Option 2 has a minor negative impact as it may increase the need to travel
for people who cannot afford large 4-bedroom properties.

5. To make the best use of
previously developed land and
existing buildings.

Option 2 may result in oversized properties that often have a larger footprint
and hence would not make the best use of PDL. Option 1 is more likely to
encourage smaller dwellings, conversions and flatted developments and
therefore has a minor positive impact.

6. To support economic
growth which is inclusive,
innovative and sustainable.

Option 1 would increase the likelihood of local jobs being filled by local
people as more people would have access to a greater choice of homes.
Option 2 will continue the trend of larger properties in the Borough, which
tend to house people that commute to work in larger economic centres
outside the Borough.
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SA objective
7. To provide for employment
opportunities to meet the
needs of the local economy.

Discussion of significant effects
Again, Option 1 has more scope to encourage a diverse work force that could
provide for the needs of the local economy. Option 2 would not provide for
employment opportunities to meet the needs of the local economy and hence
scores a minor negative result.

Option 1

Option 2

++

-

8. To reduce greenhouse gas
emissions and move to a low
carbon economy.

Too many larger dwellings could have an impact on energy use due to their
size and individual household energy consumption. Therefore Option 2 has a
minor negative impact. A mix of property sizes could result in a reduced need
for energy use from small households, however collectively this could have a
high energy consumption. Therefore Option 1 also scores a minor negative
impact.

-

-

9. To use natural resources
prudently.

Regardless of the size of new housing, all new development could use
sustainable local products or services and minimise the production of waste.
Therefore, each Option has a minor positive result.

+

+

10. To adapt to the changing
climate.

Regardless of the size of housing permitted, new development could help to
protect the community from the increased extremes of weather using a
combination of renewable energy schemes.

+

+

11. To reduce flood risk.

Although smaller units may have smaller footprints, they are likely to be
concentrated together and may indeed have the same overall footprint of
larger sized dwellings. Hence, all options could increase the risk of flooding
or run-off on site. All the options could incorporate some small-scale SuDs
such as permeable pavements and green roofs, but this is subject to viability
and space allowances.

-

-

12. To improve the water
quality of rivers and
groundwater,and maintain an
adequate supply of water.

A large amount of water will need to be provided for all sizes of new dwelling.
One large dwelling may require more than 1 smaller dwelling but there could
be more smaller dwellings permitted and hence water consumption could
increase. Therefore, all these options have a minor negative impact and are
likely to put pressure on existing infrastructure.

-

-
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SA objective
13. To reduce land
contamination and safeguard
soil quality and quantity.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 could result in a concentration of development in an area of the
Borough. Due to this concentration it would be most likely to remediate
contaminated areas which are likely to exist on PDL sites and not result in
further soil erosion. This could also be the case for large 4-bedroom
dwellings and hence they all score minor positive results.

14. To ensure air quality
continues to improve and
noise and light pollution are
reduced.

The issue of securing a balanced housing mix throughout the Borough is
unlikely to have a direct impact on air quality, noise or light pollution. Larger
sized dwelling may have less noise and light pollution than smaller sized
dwellings which are more concentrated such as flats and terraces. Therefore,
both options have a neutral impact on this SA objective.

15. To protect and enhance
landscape character.

It is unlikely that any policy concerned with housing bedroom size could
impact on the overall landscape character of the Borough. Hence all these
options have score a neutral result.

16. To conserve and enhance
biodiversity.

As these options are not concerned with the location of development, none of
these options relating to the bedroom size of housing could impact on the
conservation and enhancement of biodiversity.
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Option 1 to limit the amount of 4-bedroom properties being granted permission in the Borough is the most sustainable option and scores 5
major positive results over social, economic and environmental SA objectives. Option 2 scores major negative results for both social SA
objectives and has 7 minor negative scores across the economic and environmental objectives.
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Question 11 of the consultation asked:
Given the need for both market and affordable housing:
Should we seek to increase minimum densities at sustainable locations in the urban areas, such as in town centres and at
train stations, above 40 dwellings per hectare, where this would not impact on local character? If yes, what density do you
think would be appropriate?

Since the consultation, the draft revised national planning policy states that ‘plans should contain policies to optimise the use of land in their
area and meet as much of the identified need for housing as possible. This will be tested robustly at examination and should include the use of
minimum density standards for city and town centres and other locations that are well served by public transport’ (Paragraph 123 (a)).
The Core Strategy policy CS17 sets out a minimum density in the Borough’s suburban areas of 30dph and 40dph in the town centres which
was incompliance with the previous Government’s Planning Policy Statement 3 (PPS3): Housing. A year later the Government introduced the
NPPF, which provided LPAs with the flexibility to set out their own approach to housing density. This has now been superseded by the revised
draft NPPF. A density study for the Borough has shown that high density development is being permitted in the Borough’s town and village
centres, but the rest of the urban area has seen very low densities permitted and built due to the prevailing low-density character of Elmbridge.
In terms of the consultation feedback, 76% of respondents agreed that we should seek to increase minimum densities at sustainable locations
in the urban areas. Most felt that high density development should be focused in sustainable locations such as town centres in the Borough.
There were some respondents who felt that this should be applied across the urban area and hence option 2 has been created to test the
sustainability of this.
11% of the respondents disagreed to minimum densities at sustainable locations in the urban areas. Respondents commented that higher
densities will put greater strain on services and infrastructure. Some felt densities are too high already and unsustainable in terms of traffic,
parking and local services.
The options below reflect those differing viewpoints at consultation, evidence from the density study and the draft revised national policy.
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Options
Option 1: Increase minimum densities at sustainable locations in the urban areas, such as in town centres and at train stations,
above 40 dwellings per hectare, where this would not impact on local character.
Option 2: Increase minimum densities not only at sustainable locations in the urban area but across the Borough regardless of local
character.
Option 3: Continue with minimum densities as set out in previous Local Plan policy (Core Strategy CS17).

SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 will result in higher density development at key locations within the Borough
and hence will help to provide sufficient housing to enable people to live in a home
suitable to their needs and which they can afford. If this was extended across the
whole of the Borough’s urban area than this would have a major positive impact on
achieving this objective. Continuing with existing policy will not secure the densities
required to meet the Borough housing need and hence Option 3 scores a minor
negative result.

2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.

Option 1 will facilitate the improved health and wellbeing of the whole population by
providing greater amount of housing in key locations that are highly accessible so
that people can access key health services, jobs and education. Option 2 provides
housing across the Borough as well as sustainable locations which is key to the
populations health and well-being but may not be as accessible as option 1.
Continuing with existing policy will not secure the densities required to meet the
Borough housing need and hence Option 3 scores a minor negative result.

3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

There may be some minor negative impacts by increasing densities in key locations
such as town centres as these places tend to contain the Borough’s heritage assets.
These maybe affected if new development is much higher in density despite the
options reference to protecting character. Option 2 also scores a major negative
because high density development could affect the heritage assets in and outside
the town centres. Continuing existing policy (option 3) would have a positive impact
as current policy protects the Borough’s heritage assets and character of the area.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3
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SA objective
4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 would reduce the need to travel, encourage sustainable transport options
and improve accessibility to all services and facilities as it is concerned with high
density development in key sustainable locations. Option 2 includes high density in
sustainable locations as well as throughout the Borough, so will also have a major
positive impact. Although option 3 is locational and suggests a slightly higher density
in town centres, this has not necessarily resulted in a reduction in travel particularly
as the Boroughs train stations are often located outside the Borough. Therefore,
Option 3 scores a neutral result.

7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.

It is questionable whether any of the 3 options will provide for the needs of the
economy and local business. They might provide greater footfall in the town centres
which could help local business but none of them will provide long term employment
opportunities beyond the scope of the Borough and potentially a focus on housing
only could have a detrimental impact on future employment land supply.

8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.

The 3 options will not reduce emissions or the need for energy use. They are more
likely to increase energy consumption. There maybe some scope for the generation
of renewal energy but it is unlikely to mitigate the amount of energy being used.

All 3 options score a minor positive result as all of them promote high density
developments, which all make best use of previously development land and existing
buildings.

It is questionable whether any of these options would support sustainable growth and
encourage a range of jobs that are accessible to residents. It will not provide for the
needs of businesses or emerging sectors. The high-density development could
contain some employment use at ground floor level, but the objective of this option is
focussed on housing supply in the main and hence will not necessarily support
economic growth.
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SA objective
9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Discussion of significant effects
All 3 options could encourage the use and supply of sustainable and local products
or services. It can’t minimise the production of waste as increasing households will
always result in an increase in waste, but each development scheme can allow for
the efficient storage and collection of waste.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

+

+

+

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

All 3 options could include schemes that will help the community adapt to the
increased extremes of the weather such as passive solar design which is concerned
with the siting and design of the development to maximise the use of the sun’s
energy for heating and cooling. They could include high levels of thermal mass,
maximising natural ventilation, passive cooling using planting for shade, roof
overhangs to provide shade for high-sun angles, and smart glazing materials.

+

+

+

11. To reduce
flood risk.

All 3 options have the potential to increase flood risk due to the development areas
needed. Although this could be mitigated by building up, Option 1 indicates that the
development must be in character with the existing area and hence this is unlikely. It
could also be a challenge to secure suitable SuDs schemes within these high-density
developments, where space is at a premium.

-

-

-

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light

None of the 3 options will improve the quality and maintain an adequate supply of
water. They will all result in greater water consumption as they all proposed high
density development.

-

-

-

All 3 options promote high density development and hence all can reduce land
contamination and safeguard soil quality and quantity.

+

+

+

+

-

-

Air quality may improve with Option 1 due to the high-density development being
focussed next to key transport hubs and hence this could reduce the need to use a
car. Air quality, light and noise would potentially increase with Option 2 as higher
density development is spread across the urban areas in the Borough. Option 3 is a
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SA objective
pollution are
reduced.

Discussion of significant effects
continuation of existing policy which has not necessarily ensured air quality has
improved or reduced noise or light pollution.

15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.

Options 1 and 3 would protect and enhance the landscape character of the Borough
as development would be directed to the town centres and key transport hubs.
Option 2 may impact on landscape character depending on where the development
is located on the urban fringe.

16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Option 1 promotes high density development in sustainable locations such as train
stations and town centres and hence this development would conserve and enhance
biodiversity areas. Option 2 would result in higher density throughout the urban area
but again this would prevent housing being built on and near areas high in
biodiversity. Option 3 would continue to conserve and enhance biodiversity as it is a
continuation of existing policy.
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Option 1 to increase minimum densities at sustainable locations in the urban areas, such as in town centres and at train stations, above 40
dwellings per hectare, where this would not impact on local character has two major positive results and 8 minor positives results across the
social and environmental objectives. The assessment clearly demonstrates that the Borough’s existing policy on density is less sustainable
than the alternative options which are more in line with the revised draft NPPF.

15

Question 12 of the consultation asked:
12. Within the three key strategic areas we will be exploring opportunities for accommodating our development needs
considering site constraints, land ownership, compliance with other planning policies and the need to support sustainable
development. If potential housing sites are identified within these areas, do you consider it appropriate to:
a. deliver at higher densities i.e. above 40 dwellings per hectare, to maximise delivery?
b. support lower density developments that maintain the open character of an area and reflects the surrounding
character?

Since the consultation, the draft revised national planning policy states that,
‘Where there is an existing or anticipated shortage of land for meeting identified housing needs, it is especially important that planning policies
and decisions avoid homes being built at low densities and ensure that developments make optimal use of potential of each site’. (Paragraph
123).
Therefore, it would be difficult to support lower density development to maintain the open character of the 3 strategic areas especially when
land in the Borough is scarce.
In terms of the consultation response, 88% of respondents stated their opposition to delivering higher density development within the key
strategic areas, but this was largely because people did not want the 3 strategic areas developed at all. Some (6%) did feel that higher density
development would be more likely to deliver infrastructure improvements and would result in lower development costs for affordable housing,
which could result in lower prices. Interestingly, when people were asked whether they support low density developments that maintained the
open character of an area, 78% said No. This was largely because many felt the question was forcing them to support the option to develop the
3 strategic areas which they strongly opposed. Some did argue that there is already too much low-density housing in the Borough and that
supporting low density schemes would not allow the Council to meet housing need. Only 16% of respondents supported low density saying that
it would reduce the impact on the existing community, infrastructure and local services, as well as retaining some of the open feel of the
strategic areas. It was also suggested that the lower density approach would help to preserve air quality, amenity and biodiversity, particularly if
areas of accessible habitat could be incorporated into the development sites.
These contrasting views, alongside the Government’s revised planning policy, has helped to formulate the following options:
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Options
Option 1: Within the Strategic areas deliver at higher densities i.e. above 40 dwellings per hectare, to maximise delivery.
Option 2: Within the Strategic areas support lower density developments that maintain the open character of an area and reflects the
surrounding character?

SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.
2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 will result in higher density development at the 3 key strategic sites across the
Borough and hence will help to provide sufficient housing to enable people to live in a home
suitable to their needs and which they can afford. Although option 2 will help secure some
housing at the 3 key strategic sites, lower density development will not optimise the land and
hence will not provide sufficient housing. It will not secure the densities required to meet the
Borough’s housing need and hence Option 2 scores a minor negative result.

3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

Option 1 may impact on neighbouring historic assets and their settings, but this is likely to be
only a minor negative as only 1 site has a heritage asset on its boundary. Supporting a lower
density would have a positive minor impact on that 1 strategic site.

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all

It is difficult to say whether building at high or low density within the 3 strategic sites would
reduce the need to travel, encourage sustainable transport options and improve accessibility
to all services and facilities.

Option 1 will facilitate the improved health and wellbeing of the whole population by providing
greater amount of housing in the 3 key strategic areas so that people can access key health
services, jobs and education. Option 2 provides some housing in the 3 strategic areas but not
as much as option 1 and hence will only have a minor positive impact on people health and
well-being.

Option 1

Option 2

++

-

++

+

-

+

?

?
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SA objective
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.
9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Discussion of significant effects

Option 1

Option 2

As all 3 strategic areas have very limited previously developed land and existing building on
the sites, both options would not make the best use of PDL and existing buildings.

-

-

It is questionable whether any of these options would support sustainable growth and
encourage a range of jobs that are accessible to residents as both options are focussed on
housing delivery.

-

-

-

-

--

-

--

-

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Both options could include schemes that will help the community adapt to the increased
extremes of the weather such as passive solar design which is concerned with the siting and
design of the development to maximise the use of the sun’s energy for heating and cooling.
They could include high levels of thermal mass, maximising natural ventilation, passive

+

+

It is questionable whether any of the 2 options will provide for the needs of the economy and
local business as both options are focussed on housing delivery.

Both options will not reduce emissions or the need for energy use. Option 1 would have the
greater impact as high density development would house more people and hence increase
energy consumption. There may be some scope for the generation of renewal energy, but it is
unlikely to mitigate the amount of energy being used for both options.
Even though the 2 options could encourage the use and supply of sustainable and local
products or services they can’t minimise the production of waste as increasing households will
always result in an increase in waste. Therefore, option 1 has a major negative impact and
option 2 has a minor negative impact due not the amount of development a high-density
scheme would result in.
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SA objective

Discussion of significant effects
cooling using planting for shade, roof overhangs to provide shade for high-sun angles, and
smart glazing materials.

11. To reduce
flood risk.

Both options have the potential to increase flood risk due to the development areas needed.

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater,and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.

None of the 2 options will improve the quality and maintain an adequate supply of water.
Option 1 will result in greater water consumption due to the number of residents occupying a
high-density development. Therefore, option 1 has a major negative impact on this SA
objective.

15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

As both options are introducing development on undeveloped land in the Green Belt, they will
not protect and enhance landscape character.

Both options are unlikely to reduce land contamination and safeguard soil quality and quantity.
They will both cause soil erosion. Therefore, both options have a minor negative impact on
this SA objective.

Both options are unlikely to ensure air quality continues to improve and that noise and light
pollution are reduced. This is because both options are introducing development to areas that
are undeveloped. Both options will increase traffic to and from the development and hence
this will impact on air quality and noise. The introduction of housing onto undeveloped land
will cause typical noise and light pollution expected in a residential area. As Option 1 has a
higher density, resulting in more people, it has a major negative impact and option 2 scores a
minor negative impact.

Both options have the potential to secure enhancement in biodiversity in the new
development, increase connectivity and create more habitats. They would also protect SSSI,
SNCI and SPAs from development.

Option 1

Option 2

-

-

--

-

-

-

--

-

-

-

+

+
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SA objective

Discussion of significant effects

Option 1

Option 2

Summary

1
2

SA Objectives
Social
Environmental
O1 O2 O3 O4 O5
++ ++
?
+
+
?
-

Economic
O6
O7
-

Environmental
O8 O9 O10
--+
+

O11
-

012
--

013
-

014
--

015
-

016
+
+

Although option 1 has 2 major positive results in terms of social objectives relating to the provision of housing and the health of the population,
it also has 4 major negatives relating to its impact on the environment. Although Option 2 has no major negatives, it does have 11 major
negatives across social, environmental and economic objectives.
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Question 13 of the consultation asked:
Given the need for affordable housing in Elmbridge and the nature of development sites coming forward do you:
Agree with our approach to continue to apply Policy CS21 of the Core Strategy e.g. consider on a case by case basis whether
local circumstances are sufficient to warrant the requirement of affordable housing contributions on all sites where there is a
net increase in housing and where it is viable?

The revised draft NPPF states ‘Provision of affordable housing should not be sought for developments that are not on major sites’. This means
that the current CS21 does not comply with national policy as it seeks on site provision for affordable housing for proposals under 10 net
dwellings. Even though there are local circumstances that justify this approach, our existing local policy would now depart from national policy.
The options below include an option to continue this approach and consider on a case by case basis whether local circumstances are sufficient
to warrant the requirement of affordable housing contributions on all sites where there is a net increase in housing and where it is viable.
Interestingly, respondents to the consultation were largely in favour of this approach. 74% of respondents agreed that Policy CS21 should
continue to be applied on a case by case basis and felt that a blanket approach was not appropriate. Most recognised the significant need for
affordable housing in the Borough and felt that its delivery was key to developing a fair and balanced community. 9% of the respondents
disagreed and provided conflicting arguments. For example, some said that developers should not have to provide affordable housing while
other said affordable housing should be applied to all new development regardless of local circumstances and viability.
The following options have taken account of national policy and the consultation feedback.
Options
Option 1: Continue to apply Policy CS21 of the Core Strategy e.g. consider on a case by case basis whether local circumstances are
sufficient to warrant the requirement of affordable housing contributions on all sites where there is a net increase in housing and
where it is viable.
Option 2: In line with National policy provide affordable housing on major applications only (development over 10 net dwellings).
Option 3: Create a new local policy that requires financial contributions for affordable housing where viable under 10 net dwellings
and affordable housing provision for those developments over 10 net dwellings.
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SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.

2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.
3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.
4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 has a significant positive impact as it will result in financial contributions and
affordable housing provision for small sites across the Borough as well as affordable
housing provision for major developments. This will help to provide sufficient housing
to enable people to live in a home suitable to their needs and which they can afford.
Option 2 would still provide affordable housing, but this would be on major
developments only and the amount of homes built depends on the number of large
sites that become available. Option 3 also has a minor positive impact as it will
require financial contributions under 10 and affordable housing provision over 10
units.
Option 1 will facilitate the improved health and wellbeing of the whole population by
providing greater amount of affordable housing in both small and large sites across
the Borough. Option 2 and Option 3 still provides affordable housing, but this is only
on major sites with the addition of financial contributions from sites under 10 for
Option 3.
The provision of affordable housing will have no impact on the conservation and
enhancement of the archaeological, historic and cultural assets and their settings.

As all 3 options will provide affordable housing across the Borough, this will improve
access to services and facilities and help to reduce the need to travel.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

++

+

+

++

+

+

0

0

0

+

+

+

0

0

0

The provision of affordable housing will not affect this SA objective.
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SA objective
and existing
buildings.

Discussion of significant effects

6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.
9. To use natural
resources
prudently.
10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Providing affordable housing across the Borough could increase the likelihood of
local jobs being filled by local people. Option 1 has the most significant chance of
this as it provides affordable housing on small sites and major sites. Option 2 and 3
provide affordable housing on major sites and financial contributions from smaller
sites for option 3.
The option to increase affordable housing supply with not necessarily provide for
employment opportunities to meets the needs of the local economy.

11. To reduce
flood risk.

The level of affordable housing provision has no impact on this objective.

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater,and
maintain an

The level of affordable housing provision has no impact on this objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

++

+

+

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

The level of affordable housing provision has no impact on this objective.

The level of affordable housing provision has no impact on this objective.

The level of affordable housing provision has no impact on this objective.
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SA objective
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Discussion of significant effects

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

The level of affordable housing provision has no impact on this objective.

The level of affordable housing provision has no impact on this objective.

The level of affordable housing provision has no impact on this objective.

The level of affordable housing provision has no impact on this objective.

Summary

1
2
3

SA Objectives
Social
Environmental
O1 O2 O3 O4 O5
++ ++
0
+
0
+
+
0
+
0
+
+
0
+
0

Economic
O6
O7
++
0
+
0
+
0

Environmental
O8 O9 O10 O11
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

012
0
0
0

013
0
0
0

014
0
0
0

015
0
0
0

016
0
0
0
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Option 1 to continue to apply Policy CS21 of the Core Strategy e.g. consider on a case by case basis whether local circumstances are sufficient
to warrant the requirement of affordable housing contributions on all sites where there is a net increase in housing and where it is viable, is the
most sustainable option as it has 3 major positive results in both social and economic sustainability objectives. Option 2 and 3 also score minor
positive results across the same SA objectives and are considered sustainable options.
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Question 14 of the consultation asked:
Are there any other aspects of Government policy which you think we should consider regarding meeting the accommodation needs of
non-travelling Travellers?

The Department for Communities and Local Government ‘Planning policy for traveller sites’ (August 2015) changed the definition of a traveller
and therefore the consultation question was intended to find out how we should meet the accommodation of those travellers that do not met the
Government’s new definition and who no longer travel. National policy implies that, for Traveller households who do not travel and do not meet
the planning definition, their needs form part of the wider housing need of the area as identified in the SHMA process. The purpose of the
consultation question is to see whether that is the correct approach.
The Mayor of London is not convinced that this is the right approach and the draft New London Plan departs from national policy adopting a
new definition for Gypsies and Travellers. This is due to concerns that the existing Government planning definition does not recognise many
Gypsies and Travellers who have ceased to travel permanently due to; a lack of available permanent pitches, transit sites or stopping places;
frequent enforcement action (evictions), or lack of opportunities and barriers to work. It does not recognise Gypsies and Travellers who live in
(bricks and mortar) housing due to the lack of sufficient, affordable and good quality caravan site provision; or due to their own or their family’s
or dependants’ educational or health needs or old age. This is most likely to affect Gypsies and Travellers who face multiple and intersecting
inequalities (for example older people, disabled Gypsies and Travellers, women and single mothers). Therefore, the policy seeks to provide
accommodation for all Gypsy and Travellers regardless if they travel or not.
In terms of the consultation feedback, some respondents accepted that there is a need to meet the accommodation needs of non-travelling
Travellers and this would help prevent unauthorised encampments. While others said that no additional provision should be sought for nontravelling Travellers and they should be treated the same as members of the settled community.
The two options detailed below include 1 option for keeping compliant with national policy and 1 option for departing with national policy and
adopting a policy like that of the draft New London Plan and consider the needs of all travellers whether travelling or not.
Options
Option 1: To assess the needs of Traveller households who do not travel and do not meet the planning definition as part of the wider
housing needs of the area as identified through the SHMA process.
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Option 2: Assess the needs of Traveller households who do not travel and do not meet the planning definition in the GTAA alongside
travelling Travellers and have one single policy on Travellers regardless of their travelling status.

SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.
2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.
3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.
4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land

Discussion of significant effects
Option 2 would provide sufficient housing to enable people to live in a home suitable to their
needs. Option 1 would still do this but not to the extent that Option 2 would.

As Option 2 would focus solely on the needs of Travellers even those that no longer travel and
no longer meet the Government’s definition, this would facilitate the health and well-being of
that population. Option 1 would help but may not fully provide for the needs of non-travelling
Travellers.

Option 1

+

Option 2

++

+

++

0

0

0

0

0

0

How non- travelling Traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective
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SA objective
and existing
buildings.

Discussion of significant effects

6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.
9. To use natural
resources
prudently.
10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

11. To reduce
flood risk.

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater,and
maintain an

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

Option 1

Option 2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective.

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective
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SA objective
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Discussion of significant effects

Option 1

Option 2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

How non- travelling traveller accommodation is assessed has no impact on this objective

Summary

1
2

SA Objectives
Social
Environmental
O1 O2 O3 O4 O5
+
+
0
0
0
++ ++
0
0
0

Economic
O6
O7
0
0
0
0

Environmental
O8 O9 O10
0
0
0
0
0
0

O11
0
0

012
0
0

013
0
0

014
0
0

015
0
0

016
0
0
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Option 2 is the most sustainable in terms of the social objectives as it would provide accommodation suitable for the needs of the whole Gypsy,
Roma and Traveller community. As the options are concerned with how the needs are assessed and not the location and numbers of traveller
pitches, the other environmental and economic objectives have neutral scores for both options.
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Question 15 of the consultation asked:
Do you consider there to be any other specific housing needs that are an issue within Elmbridge and that we should seek to address as
part of the new Local Plan?

The draft National Planning Policy Framework makes is clear at paragraph 62 that policies should identify the size, type and tenure of homes
required for different groups in the community (including, but not limited to, those who require affordable housing, families with children, older
people, students, people with disabilities, service families, travellers, people who rent their homes and people wishing to commission or build
their own homes).
The consultation feedback was also clear that specific housing needs should be addressed in the Local Plan particularly affordable older
people’s accommodation, smaller units for families and affordable housing/ starter homes for young people. A need for more self-build and
custom build plots was also mentioned. A counter argument suggested that there is already a good mix of housing in Elmbridge.
The following options take account of national policy and the consultation feedback responses.
Options
Option 1: A strict policy that sets out percentages of specific housing needs- older people accommodation, accessible housing, selfbuild and custom housing to be incorporated in any major development site.
Option 2: Provide a guidance-based policy on older people accommodation, accessible housing, self-build and custom housing to
ensure specific housing need is being addressed.
Option 3: Do not provide a policy on specialist housing needs and let the market decide.

SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home
suitable to their

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 has a significant positive impact as it will result in the provision of specific
housing to enable people to live in a home suitable to their needs. Option 2 will help
to provide specific housing but will not guarantee that as it is only guidance not
policy. Option 3 is less certain as it will be up to the market to decide what specialist
housing gets delivered.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

++

+

-
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SA objective
needs and which
they can afford.
2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.

Discussion of significant effects

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

++

+

-

3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

The provision of specialist housing will not impact on the conservation and
enhancement of the archaeological, historic and cultural assets and their settings.

0

0

0

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.

The provision of specialist housing in the Borough will reduce the need for those
occupants to travel across longer distances for access to work, services and facilities
and therefore Option 1 has the most significant positive impact.

++

+

-

0

0

0

Option 1 has a significant positive impact as it will result in the provision of specific
housing needs to be incorporated in any major development site. This will help to
facilitate the improved health and well-being of the whole population. Option 2 will
have a minor positive impact as it will help to ensure specialist housing is
incorporated into development schemes. Option 3 is less certain as it will be up to
the market to decide what specialist housing gets delivered and this could have a
minor negative impact on the health and well-being of the population if this specialist
housing is not built.

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

32

SA objective
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.
9. To use natural
resources
prudently.
10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Discussion of significant effects
The options are unlikely to support sustainable growth and encourage provision of a
range of jobs a range of jobs that are accessible to residents.

11. To reduce
flood risk.

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater,and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.
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SA objective
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Discussion of significant effects
The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

The provision of specialist housing will not affect this SA objective.

Summary

1
2
3

SA Objectives
Social
Environmental
O1 O2 O3 O4 O5
++ ++
0
++
0
+
+
0
+
0
0
0

Economic
O6
O7
0
0
0
0
0
0

Environmental
O8 O9 O10
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

O11
0
0
0

012
0
0
0

013
0
0
0

014
0
0
0

015
0
0
0

016
0
0
0
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Option 1 which is a strict policy that sets out percentages of specific housing needs (older people accommodation, accessible housing, selfbuild and custom housing) to be incorporated in any major development site is the most sustainable in terms of the social objectives and 1
environmental objective. Option 2 scores a minor positive result for the same social and environmental objectives. Option 3 is not considered
sustainable as it has minor negative scores across the social and 1 environmental SA objective.
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Question 16 of the consultation asked:
Do you agree that the Council should seek to protect our most important and strategic employment areas from redevelopment to uses
other than offices, warehousing and factories?
Question 17 of the consultation asked:
If not what degree of flexibility do you consider would be appropriate regarding alternative uses in such areas?

The draft revised National Planning Policy Framework states that planning policies and decisions should help create the conditions in which
businesses can invest, expand and adapt. Significant weight should be placed on the need to support economic growth and productivity
considering both local business needs and wider opportunities for development. Elmbridge has 11 employment sites that are designated as
Strategic Employment Land (SEL). These are considered strategically important in terms of either their local economic function or sub regional
economic purpose and have been protected from alternative uses through existing policy.
68% of respondents to the consultation did not agree that the Council should continue to protect SEL sites from other uses. Respondents felt
strongly that mixed use development should be encouraged and that a more flexible case by case approach that responds to market conditions
should be adopted. Some people did feel that the protection of SEL sites was important particularly in terms of providing local employment and
reducing use of the road and rail to commute outside the borough for employment.
In terms of question 17, respondents felt that there should be complete flexibility and open mindedness and that local employee
accommodation should be offered to reduce pollution and congestion from longer distance travel / commute to work times. Respondents felt
that decisions should be made on a case by case basis.
The consultation feedback on Question 17 has been covered in Option 3. The other 2 options take account of national policy and existing local
policy as well as consultation feedback responses.
Options
Option 1: Protect our most important and strategic employment areas from redevelopment to uses other than offices, warehousing
and factories.
Option 2: Focus solely on housing provision and allow redevelopment of the Borough’s strategic employment areas.
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Option 3: Consolidate some of the Borough’s Strategic employment areas and relocate in more accessible locations, allowing the
redevelopment of some of them.
SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.
2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.
3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.
4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 would limit the amount of urban land available for housing development and
hence this would have a minor negative impact on the SA objective to provide
sufficient housing to enable people to live in a home suitable to their needs and
which they can afford. Option 2 would result in all employment land being available
for housing development and hence this would have a major positive impact on the
SA objective. Option 3 would have a minor positive as some employment land would
be made available for housing development.
Option 1 to protect the most important and strategic employment areas from
redevelopment to uses other than offices, warehousing and factories would have a
neutral impact as it would not impact on the health of the community. Option 2 would
improve the health of the community as it would provide housing. Option 3 would
provide some housing which would help to facilitate the improved health and wellbeing of the whole population.
The protection of Strategic Employment Land will not impact on the conservation and
enhancement of the archaeological, historic and cultural assets and their settings.

Not sure that any of these options would reduce the need for travel. This would
depend where the SEL sites are located.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

-

++

+

0

++

+

0

0

0

?

?

?
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SA objective
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 does not necessarily impact on making best use of previously land and
existing buildings. Option 2 which uses employment land for housing development
has a major positive impact on the SA objective. Option 3 which uses some
employment land for housing development has a minor positive impact as it will
require using some previously developed land and existing buildings.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

++

+

Option 1 which protects the Borough’s Strategic Employment Land will support
economic growth which is inclusive, innovative and sustainable and hence scores a
major positive impact. Option 2 which makes the land available for housing
development will have a major negative impact on economic growth. Option 3 will
reduce the employment land available and hence will have a minor negative impact.

++

--

-

7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.

Option 1 will provide for the needs of the economy and local businesses by ensuring
the Borough’s SEL land is protected. Option 2 does not provide for the needs of the
local economy and hence scores a major negative impact. Option 3 has a minor
negative impact because reducing employment land may harm the needs of the local
economy and local businesses.

++

--

-

8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.

Protecting the Borough SEL sites will have a neutral impact on the SA objective.
Option 2 is more likely to increase emissions and increase the need for energy use
as the supply of households increase and hence this option scores a minor negative
result. Even increasing housing on some of the SEL sites (Option 3) could still
increase energy use and may struggle to facilitate the generation / use of renewable
energy due to the site size.

0

-

-

9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

The protection of Strategic Employment Land will not impact on this SA objective.
As option 2 and 3 will include housing development on previous employment land,
this development is unlikely to help reduce the environmental impacts of products
and services and will result in an increase of waste.

0

--

-
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SA objective
10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Discussion of significant effects
All 3 options could include schemes that will help the community adapt to the
increased extremes of the weather such as passive solar design which is concerned
with the siting and design of the development to maximise the use of the sun’s
energy for heating and cooling. They could include high levels of thermal mass,
maximising natural ventilation, passive cooling using planting for shade, roof
overhangs to provide shade for high-sun angles, and smart glazing materials. Option
2 has the greatest chance of incorporating the above schemes due to the size and
scale of the sites which would allow this to happen.

11. To reduce
flood risk.

Option 1 scores a neutral result as the employment development is already there
and hence no impact to flooding would occur unless employment land is intensified.
Option 2 and 3 may increase the risk of flooding or run-off on site but could also
incorporate some small-scale SuDs such as permeable pavements and green roofs,
but this is subject to viability and space allowances and hence scores minor negative
results.
Apart from Option 1 which has no impact on the SA objective, Option 2 and 3 would
not improve the quality and maintain an adequate supply of water. Option 2 may
result in greater water consumption as households increase across all the existing
employment site. This would be the same for Option 3 but at a reduced scale and
hence scores a minor negative instead of a major negative impact.

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.

Protecting SEL land will not impact on the SA objective but using SEL sites for
housing development will help to reduce land contamination and safeguard soil
quality and quantity. Therefore, both option 2 and 3 score major and minor positive
impacts.
The increase of occupants living in existing SEL sites is likely to increase car
ownership and in turn impact on air quality. However, the reduction is large vehicles
may reduce noise pollution and air pollution. Therefore, option 2 has a minor
negative impact. Option 1 protects the SEL and so there should not be an increase in
air quality/noise and light pollution as a result. Option 3 does score a minor negative
as well because increasing homes in these areas may impact on air quality/noise

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

+

++

+

0

-

-

0

--

-

0

++

+

+

-

-
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SA objective

Discussion of significant effects
and light pollution with the changes to occupants and use of cars throughout the day
and evening.

15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

The protection of Strategic Employment Land will not impact on this SA objective

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

0

0

0

The protection of Strategic Employment Land will not impact on this SA objective
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Option 2 to focus solely on housing provision and allow redevelopment of the Borough’s strategic employment areas has the most
major positive results social and environmentally but does also have the most major negative results economically and
environmentally. Option 1 scores major positives for the economic SA objectives, but has a minor negative result for one of the
social objectives. It does have some minor positive results for the environment, however many of these are neutral. Option 3 has
minor positive social results, but minor negative economic and environmental results.
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Question 18 of the consultation asked:
Do you think that there are any exceptional circumstances that would support the amendment of the Green Belt boundary at
Brooklands to support the further development of employment uses at this site?
Question 19 of the consultation asked:
Other than Green Belt what other barriers do you consider could prevent further development at Brooklands?

Since the consultation, the draft national planning policy framework has now set out the exceptional circumstances that are required before a
Local Authority can amend Green Belt boundaries. Therefore, the options detailed below would only be applicable once the exceptional
circumstances for amending the Green Belt have been met.
46% of respondents of the consultation did not know whether there were any exceptional circumstances that would support the amendment of
the Green Belt boundary at Brooklands. 22% said yes there were and 32% said no there were none. Comments received included support for
mixed use development and employee accommodation on site. Other expressed concerns about introducing residential development to an
employment area, impact on the historic setting / assets, amending the Green Belt boundary and impacts of intensification of the site on local
infrastructure.
Question 19 was intended to find information about other barriers that could prevent further development at Brooklands and does not lend itself
to be appraised in the following SA assessment.
The following options reflect some of these responses.
Option 1: Amend the Green Belt boundary at Brooklands to support further development of employment uses at this site.
Option 2: Partially amend the Green Belt boundary at Brooklands to support some development of employment uses at this site.
Option 3: Do not amend the Green Belt boundary at Brooklands to support further development of employment uses at this site.
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SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.
2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.
3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

Discussion of significant effects

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Amending Green Belt boundaries at Brooklands for employment use has a neutral
impact on this SA objective.

0

0

0

Amending Green Belt boundaries at Brooklands for employment use has a neutral
impact on this SA objective.

0

0

0

Extending Brooklands for further employment use may have a minor negative impact
on the Brooklands conservation area and the area of high archaeological importance
(Brooklands Motor Racing Track and Aerodrome, and Multi-period Occupation site,
Brooklands).

-

-

0

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.

Increasing employment uses at Brooklands is likely to increase motorised transport
to and from the site and hence would result in a major negative on the SA objective.
Partially amending the Green Belt boundary at Brooklands to support some
development of employment uses at this site would increase motorised travel to the
site but not as much as Option 1 and hence would score a minor negative. Keeping
the site as it stands today would have a neutral impact on the SA objective.

--

-

0

+

+

0

Some of the Brooklands area does contain previously developed land and hence
using some of the site for further employment use would make best use of this.
Therefore, option 1 and 2 score a minor positive result. Not extending the site for
further employment use would not impact on the SA objective.
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SA objective
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 would support economic growth which is inclusive, innovative and
sustainable and hence scores a major positive impact. Option 2 would go some way
to support economic growth which is inclusive, innovative and sustainable and hence
scores a minor positive impact. Option 3 is neutral as it would keep the site
functioning as it does today.

7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.

Option 1 will provide more employment opportunities to meet the needs of the local
economy and hence score a major positive result. Option 2 goes some way towards
providing more employment opportunities to meet the needs of the local economy
and hence scores a minor positive. Option 3 is neutral as it would keep the site
functioning as it does today.

8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.

Option 1 is more likely to increase emissions and increase the need for energy use
with the increase of employment uses increase energy use from the production of
the businesses. Even allowing some employment uses on the site would still result in
an increase of energy use and may struggle to facilitate the generation / use of
renewable energy due to the scale of development. Option 3 is neutral as it is not
proposing to change the current employment uses at Brooklands.

9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Option 1 and 2 will not reduce the environmental impacts of products and services
and will result in an increase of waste as employment uses will expand in
Brooklands. This would have a major negative impact for Option 1, a minor negative
impact for Option 2 and have a neutral impact for Option 3.

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Option 1 and 2 could include schemes that will help the community adapt to the
increased extremes of the weather such as passive solar design which is concerned
with the siting and design of the development to maximise the use of the sun’s
energy for heating and cooling. They could include high levels of thermal mass,
maximising natural ventilation, passive cooling using planting for shade, roof
overhangs to provide shade for high-sun angles, and smart glazing materials. Option
1 has the greatest chance of incorporating the above schemes due to the size and
scale of the employment sites which would allow this to happen.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3
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+
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+
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0
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+

0
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SA objective
11. To reduce
flood risk.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 3 scores a neutral result as the employment development is already there
and hence no impact to flooding would occur. Option 1 and 2 may increase the risk
of flooding or run-off on site but could also incorporate some small-scale SuDs such
as permeable pavements and green roofs, but this is subject to viability and space
allowances and hence scores major and minor negative results.

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.

Apart from Option 3 which has no impact on the SA objective, Option 1 and 2 would
not improve the quality and maintain an adequate supply of water. Option 1 may
result in greater water consumption as employment uses increase. This would be the
same for Option 2 but at a reduced scale and hence scores a minor negative instead
of a major negative impact.

15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Amending the Green Belt boundary at Brooklands to support further development of
employment uses would not impact on this SA objective.

Option 1 and 2 may help to remediate contaminated sites and could carry this out
on-site. Both options would also minimise the loss of good quality agricultural land.
Option 3 will not impact on the SA objective.

An increase in employment uses could increase motorised vehicles entering the site
and possibility result in an increase in large / distribution vehicles which could impact
on air quality. The increase in employment activities on the site may cause noise and
light pollution depending on the exact uses. Therefore, option 1 has a major negative
impact due to the amount of land that could be utilized for employment. Option 2 has
a minor negative impact as the option only proposes some increase to employment
uses. Option 3 is neutral as it would keep the site functioning as it does today.

Amending the Green Belt boundary at Brooklands to support further development of
employment uses at this site would not impact on this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3
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-

0
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0

0

0

0

0
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Although Option 1 scores major positive results across the economic and 1 environmental SA objective, it scores 6 major negative
results across the environmental SA objectives. Option 2 scores more minor negatives across the environmental objectives than
five minor positives across the economic and environmental. Option 3 scores neutral results across all social, economic and
environmental objectives as it keeps the situation the same.
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Question 20 of the consultation asked:
We will seek to maintain our broad support for tourism related development as set out in the Core Strategy. However, to recognise the
importance of Sandown Park Racecourse as both a sporting and exhibition venue should we:
-Encourage the redevelopment of Sandown Racecourse to provide improved and extended conference and hotel facilities?

Since the consultation, discussions with the Jockey Club have taken place to understand their aspirations for the site. They have confirmed that
they will need some form of enabling development. Simply put, an element of the land at Sandown will need to be sold for housing
development to pay for the improvements to the venue. Although not clear in the above question, the fact that the improvements to the venue
can only be made if housing development is included will be factored into the following assessment.
In terms of the consultation responses, 45% of consultation respondents did not support the redevelopment stating that improvements to the
facilities would further impact on traffic and that local infrastructure could not cope. The 33% that said yes, stated that new / upgraded facilities
will help secure the long-term future of the site, preventing it from being redeveloped for other uses. In addition, improved hotel and conference
facilities would help address the current lack of this type of venue in the Borough.
The following options have been created based on the consultation response. The SA assessment will include the fact that there will be some
enabling development on site based on new evidence provided since the consultation.
Options
Option 1: Redevelop Sandown Racecourse to provide improved and extended conference and hotel facilities.
Option 2: Do not redevelop Sandown Racecourse keep existing conference and hotel facilities.

SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 would result in housing being delivered on the Sandown racecourse site. To
enable development, the Council would make sure that there must be a mix of
housing sizes, including affordable homes, to ensure people can live in a home
suitable to their needs and which they can afford. Therefore, Option 1 would have a

Option 1

Option 2

+

-
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SA objective
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.

Discussion of significant effects
minor positive impact on the SA objective. Option 2 would not provide sufficient
housing to enable people to live in a home suitable for their needs and which they
can afford hence this option scores a minor negative result.

Option 1

Option 2

2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.

Providing some housing at the site will help to facilitate the improved health and
wellbeing of the whole population. The site is also in close distance to local services
including a GP and dentist. Option 2 does not provide any housing and hence this
option would not facilitate the improved health and well-being of the whole
population.

+

-

3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

Although there is an area of archaeological potential and a landmark at the Warren,
development will be located some distance from these historic assets and hence
Option 1 have a neutral impact on this SA objective. Option 2 will not impact on the
historic assets or setting and again has a neutral impact.

0

0

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.

Option 1 is designed to improve and regenerate the sporting venue and is not
concerned necessarily with reducing the need to travel and encourage sustainable
transport options. Better facilities may attract more people to the venue and the
occupants of new housing could increase travel to and from the site. Hence this
option scores a minor negative. Option 2 keeps the situation as it is today and
therefore score a neutral result.

-

0

+

0

Option 1 will make best use of previously developed land in terms of redeveloping
the existing facilities and so has a minor positive score. The location of housing may
be on undeveloped land within the site, but this is unknown as present and hence
cannot be scored. Option 2 does not propose any development and hence the
objective does not apply.
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SA objective
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 would support economic growth which is inclusive, innovative and
sustainable and hence scores a major positive impact. Option 2 would not encourage
economic growth and hence score a minor negative result.

8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.

Option 1 may increase emissions and increase the need for energy use as the
supply of households increase and more people are attracted to the venue.
However, the size of the stadium and exhibition venue could facilitate the generation
/ use of renewable energy. On balance, the option scores a minor positive as it could
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and move to a low carbon economy.

9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Option 1 has a minor negative score as it will not reduce the environmental impacts
of products and services and will result in an increase of waste as the venue
improves and attracts more people. The housing development included will also
increase waste. Option 2 will not impact on this SA objective as it keeps the situation
the same as today.

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Option 1 could incorporate climate change adaption schemes due to the size and
scale of the development. It therefore has a minor positive impact. Option 2 will
keeps the situation the same as today but the existing building has less opportunity
to adapt to the changing climate.

11. To reduce
flood risk.

With new and improved facilities, it is likely that the venue will attract more visitors
and hence require more staff. Option 1 will provide more employment opportunities
to meet the needs of the local economy and hence score a major positive result.
Option 2 keeps the situation the same and so does not provide any more
employment opportunities than it does today and therefore scores a neutral result.

.
Option 2 scores a neutral result as the situation stays the same and hence no impact
to flooding would occur. Option 1 may increase the risk of flooding or run-off on site
but could also incorporate some SuDs such as permeable pavements and green
roofs, but this is subject to viability and hence scores a minor negative result.

Option 1

Option 2
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SA objective

Discussion of significant effects

Option 1

Option 2

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Option 1 would not improve the quality and maintain an adequate supply of water. It
may result in greater water consumption as households and visitors increase. Option
2, to keep the venue as it is today will not improve the water quality of rivers and
groundwater and so both options result in a minor negative result.

-

-

+

+

Option 1 could increase vehicles movements to the venue and hence increase air
pollution. However, noise and light pollution would be contained to the site and
hence should not have an impact. Option 2 keeps the venue functioning as it does
today and has no impact on the SA objective.

-

0

Option 2 would protect the existing landscape character and hence scores a minor
positive result. The addition of housing on the site would impact on the landscape
character and hence score a minor negative result.

-

+

-

+

Option 1 reduce land contaminated and safeguard social quality and quantity. Option
1 would also minimise the loss of good quality agricultural land. Option 2 will also
safeguard soil quality and quantity as no development is proposed.

If the new facilities are replaced on the existing building plots, the regeneration
should not have a negative impact on the SA objective. However, new housing on
the site may have a negative impact on the conservation and enhancement of
biodiversity. Option 1 will not necessarily increase connectivity and create habitats
but there could be scope to incorporate biodiversity in Sandown and which could
mitigate the impact of the housing. Therefore, this option scores a minor negative
rather than a major negative result. Option 2 keeps the venue functioning as it does
today and hence will conserve existing biodiversity.
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Option 1 is the most sustainable due to the major positive results scored for the economic SA objectives and minor positive result for the social
SA objectives. However, this option does have more minor negatives in the environmental objectives than that of option 2. Option 2 has many
neutral results and 3 minor positive results in terms of the environment.
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Question 21 of the consultation asked:
Given changing consumer habits should we:
a. Maintain our policy of focussing new retail development to town and village centres?

The draft revised NPPF states that ‘Main town centre uses should be located in town centres, then in edge of centre locations; and only if
suitable sites are not available (or expected to become available within a reasonable period) should out of centre sites be considered’
(Paragraph 87).
84% of respondents agreed to maintain our policy focussing new retail development to town and village centres. They felt that maintaining the
success of town and village centres is important to retain local character, strengthen local communities and support the local economy.
5% of respondents said ‘no’, with many supporting out of town retail units as this provides a different experience to town and village centres
with greater parking facilities and greater access for those with a car.
Therefore, the two options below reflect national policy and the views of the consultation respondents.
Options
Option 1: Maintain our policy of focussing new retail development to town and village centres
Option 2: Allow retail development in areas outside the town and village centre
SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.

Discussion of significant effects
Maintaining our approach of focussing new retail development to town and village centres
would have a neutral impact on the SA objective because it does not necessarily impact on
enabling people to live in a home suitable to their needs. Housing can still be
accommodated above retail units and hence this option does not have a significant impact
either way. Option 2 may have a minor negative impact on providing sufficient housing as
retail development outside the town and village entre may prevent that land being available
for housing and hence this scores a minor negative result.

Option 1

Option 2

0

-
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SA objective

Discussion of significant effects

Option 1

Option 2

2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.
3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

Whether or not retail development is in the Borough’s town centres or outside a town
centre would not necessarily impact on the improved health and well being of the whole
population and hence both options have scored a neutral impact.

0

0

The location of retail development in or outside the town centres does not explicitly impact
on the conservation and enhancement of the archaeological, historic and cultural assets
and their settings.

0

0

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.

Option 1 is concerned with making sure retail development is accessible and located in
town centres in order that people can walk or catch a bus to assess local shops. Therefore,
option 1 has a minor positive impact on the SA objective. Option 2 may make retail
development assessible for some, but it would also encourage use of the car to assess
these and hence this options scores a minor negative result.

+

-

+

-

++

-

Option 1 makes the best use of PDL and existing building for retail use as this is concerned
with keeping retail development within those existing retail centres. Option 2 could result in
new retail buildings being built, which would have a minor negative impact on the SA
objective.

Option 1 supports economic growth which is inclusive and sustainable and hence scores a
major positive impact. Although option 2 would support economic growth, its location
outside the Borough’s retail centres would make it less inclusive and less sustainable and
hence would result in a minor negative score.
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SA objective
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.

Discussion of significant effects
Both options would provide employment opportunities to meet the needs of the local
economy and therefore both score a minor positive result.

9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Both options could encourage the use and supply of sustainable local products and
services regardless of whether they are in the existing retail centres or outside these.
However, it is unlikely that any of the options would minimise he production of waste.
Therefore, the options score a neutral impact as the overall impact of both options are
neither positive or negative.

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Option 1 will not have an impact on protecting the community from the increased extremes
of weather or reduce the opportunity to adapt in the future. Option 2 has a greater chance
of doing this as large retail units could include schemes that will help the community adapt
to the increased extremes of the weather such as passive solar design. Option 2 has the
greatest chance of incorporating climate change schemes due to the possible size and
scale of the retail unit.

Option 1 would reduce greenhouse gas and emissions, moving to a low carbon economy
because focusing retail development in retail centres is much more sustainable. The
Borough’s retail centres are often within walking distance to and from residential areas and
has various bus routes to allow people to assess shop more sustainably. Therefore option
1 has a minor positive impact. Option 2 tends to imply greater use of the car and hence
would not help to reduce greenhouse gas emissions and therefore has a minor negative
impact.

Option 1

Option 2
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+
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SA objective
11. To reduce
flood risk.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 scores a neutral result as the retail development is already there and hence no
impact to flooding would occur. Option 2 may increase the risk of flooding or run-off on site
but could also incorporate some small-scale SuDs such as permeable pavements and
green roofs, but this is subject to viability and space allowances and hence scores minor
negative results.

Option 1

Option 2

0

-

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

None of the options would improve the water quality or maintain an adequate supply of
water. The demand for water would still be needed for staff and so both options score a
minor negative result.

-

-

Option 1 would reduce land contamination and safeguard soil quality and quantity as retail
development would be focused in the existing retail centre. Option 2 is unknown as it would
depend on the location.

+

?

Option 1 keeps retail development to the existing retail centres and so there should not be
an increase in air quality / noise and light pollution as a result. Option 2 does score a minor
negative because any new retail development outside the centre could result in an
increase of traffic having an impact on air quality / noise and light pollution.

+

-

0

0

0

0

The location of retail development in the urban area, be that the existing retail centres or
outside the retail centres, will not impact on this SA objective.

The location of retail development in the urban area, be that the existing retail centres or
outside the retail centres, will not impact on this SA objective.
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Option 1 appears to be the most sustainable and has major and minor positive impacts across the economic and environmental SA objectives.
This is due to the options trying to focus retail development in sustainable locations where there is not sole reliance on the car. Option 2 has
more minor negatives across the environmental objectives due to the need of the car to access out of town retail centres.
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Question 21 of the consultation asked:
Given changing consumer habits should we:
b. Continue to protect primary shopping areas from other uses as set out in the current Core Strategy?
c. Consider allowing other important uses such as doctors surgeries, dentists and libraries?

The draft revised National Planning Policy Framework states that planning policies should define the extent of their primary shopping areas and
identify primary frontages making it clear which uses will be permitted in such locations. To control an appropriate balance of uses within the
Borough’s town and district centre, existing Core Strategy Policy CS18, ensures that A1 retail uses will be protected and concentrated within
primary shopping frontages. The consultation question asked whether we should continue to protect primary shopping from any other uses.
In terms of question 21 b, only 27% of respondents from the consultation felt that we should continue to protect the primary frontages from
other uses. They wanted to maintain the character of the borough’s town and village centres. 58% of respondents felt that the Council should
not continue to protect primary shopping areas and that high street locations should contain a mix of retail, housing and small businesses.
For question 21c, 87% of respondents felt that the Council should consider allowing other important uses such as doctors surgeries, dentists
and libraries in the primary shopping area. They felt that this would be beneficial, in terms of accessibility and increasing local convenience for
people. Respondents also stated that this would sustain the town and village centre adding to the vitality and preventing shops closing down
and staying empty.
The following options reflect consultation viewpoints as well as national and current local policy.
Options
Option 1: Continue to protect primary shopping areas from other uses as set out in the current Core Strategy.
Option 2: Allow other important uses in primary high street shopping frontages such as doctor’s surgeries, dentists and libraries.
Option 3: Do not protect primary shopping areas from other uses and encourage housing development.
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SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people
to live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.
2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.

Discussion of significant effects
Maintaining our approach of protecting primary shopping frontages from other uses
would not provide sufficient housing to enable people to live in a home suitable for
their needs and which they could afford. Therefore, Option 1 scores a minor
negative result. Option 2 scores a minor positive impact as it encourages other uses
in the primary frontage which could free up buildings and land outside the retail area
for housing.

3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

The use and designation of the primary frontage would not impact on the
conservation and enhancement of the archaeological, historic and cultural assets
and their settings.

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all

Option 1 would protect retail uses in the primary shopping areas / frontages and
hence this would prevent people from having to travel longer distances to access
shops. Therefore, Option 1 has a minor positive impact. Option 2 would encourage
people to assess a wider range of services and would reduce the need to travel and
encourage sustainable transport options to improve accessibility to all services and
facilities and hence scores a major positive result. Providing housing within the
existing shopping areas with an already stablished public transport system would
again encourage more sustainable methods of travel.

Option 2 would result in better accessibility to doctors, dentists and other services in
the main retail centre / primary shopping frontage which is often better connected to
public transport. This option therefore has a minor positive impact as it facilitates the
improved health and well-being of the whole population. Option 1 and 3 would not
facilitate the improved health and well-being of the whole population as its only
concerned with providing primary use shopping (Option 1) and housing (Option 3) in
the Borough’s retail centres.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

-

+

++

-

+

-

0

0

0

+

++

+
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SA objective
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.

Discussion of significant effects

7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.

Both option 1 and 2 would provide employment opportunities to meet the needs of
the local economy and therefore both score a minor positive result.

All options score minor positive results as they both make the best use of PDL using
existing buildings for either retail use, community / social uses or housing.

Both options 1 and 2 would support economic growth, which is inclusive, innovative
and sustainable. It could be argued that Option 2 allows for greater inclusivity as the
primary shopping areas / frontages could accommodate other services which could
be more economically stable than sole reliance on retail. Therefore option 2 has a
major positive impact on this SA objective. Option 3 would not support economic
growth and scores a minor negative result.

Option 1 would reduce greenhouse gas and emissions, moving to a low carbon
economy because focusing retail development in primary shopping areas /
frontages is much more sustainable. The Borough’s primary shopping areas /
frontages are often within walking distance to and from residential areas and has
various bus routes to allow people to assess shop more sustainably. Therefore
option 1 has a minor positive impact. Option 2 would help to reduce greenhouse
gas emissions even more because people could access a range of essential
services in primary shopping areas / frontages without using the car. This option
therefore has a major positive impact. Option 3 scores a minor negative as
shopping and other services would have to be relocated elsewhere to provide
housing and hence this would disperse services and encourage use of the car.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3
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+

+
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+

+

-

+

++
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SA objective
9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Discussion of significant effects
Both options 1 and 2 could encourage the use and supply of sustainable local
products and services. However, it is unlikely that these options would minimise the
production of waste. Therefore, options 1 and 2 score a neutral impact as the
overall impact of both options are neither positive or negative. Option 3 would
increase waste due to the increase in households in the existing shopping area and
hence scores a minor negative result.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

-

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

All options are concerned with the uses in an already designated primary frontage.
As the options relate to the use of buildings they would not really be able to adapt to
climate change through design or construction. Therefore, all 3 options score
neutral results.

0

0

0

11. To reduce
flood risk.

All 3 options score a neutral result as they are concerned with use classes within
the primary frontages rather than the impact of new development which could affect
flood risk.

0

0

0

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater,and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.

None of the options would improve the water quality or maintain an adequate supply
of water. The demand for water would be needed for staff and so both options 1 and
2 score a minor negative result. The need for water would be greater for households
and hence option 3 scores a major negative result.

-

-

++

13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil

All the options result in a positive minor impact as they would reduce land
contamination and safeguard soil quality and quantity by using the existing building
already located in primary shopping areas.

+

+

+
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SA objective
quality and
quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.

Discussion of significant effects

15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

The type of uses in the primary shopping frontage areas will not impact on this SA
objective.

Option 1 and 2 would both help to improve air quality as people could access retail
and other services easily with public transport. There could be greater noise and
light pollution to those uses outside daytime hours for Option 2 but keeping these
uses to one area may prevent noise and light pollution in otherwise residential
areas. For this reason, both options score a minor positive result. Option 3 scores a
minor negative due to the amount of people accessing the area and the need to
drive to other areas to assess the shops and services now used for housing.

The type of uses in the primary shopping frontage will not impact on this SA
objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

+

+

-

0

0

0

0

0

0

Summary

1
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3

SA Objectives
Social
Environmental
O1 O2 O3 O4 O5
0
+
+
+
+
0
++
+
++
0
+
+
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O6
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+
+
++
+
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Environmental
O8 O9 O10
+
0
0
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0
0

O11
0
0
0
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+
+
+
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+
+
-
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0
0
0
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0
0
0

Option 1 has 7 minor positive results across the economic and environmental objectives but does have minor negatives in terms of both social
objectives and 1 environmental objective. Option 2 has 3 major positives across economic and environmental SA objectives as well as minor
positives for both social SA objectives, which may make it the most sustainable option. Although option 3 has a major positive for one of the
social objectives, it also has a major negative in terms of the environment and the most minor negatives across all social, economic and
environmental objectives.
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Question 22 of the consultation asked:
Should the Council continue to give a high level of protection to all open spaces and designate those spaces that meet the criteria for
Local Green Spaces?

The draft National Planning Policy Framework reinforces the importance of having access to a network of high quality open spaces and
opportunities for sport and physical activity which makes and important contribution to the health and well-being of communities. It states that
policies should be based on a robust and up-to-date assessment of need for open space and for new provision. The framework also states that
the designation of land as Local Green Space through local plans allows communities to identify and protect green areas of particular
importance to them.
95% of respondents agreed that the Council should continue to give a high level of protection to all open spaces and designate those spaces
that meet the criteria for Local Green Space. Respondents reiterated the importance of green space in terms of quality of life, air quality,
wildlife, education, health, exercise and recreation benefits.
The following options respond to national policy requirements and the consultation feedback.
Options
Option 1: Continue to give a high level of protection to open spaces as detailed in national policy and designate those spaces that
are considered demonstrably special to the local community as Local Green Space.
Option 2: Do not designate any open space as Local Green Space in the Borough and rely on national policy to protect open space.
SA objective
Discussion of significant effects
1. To provide
The options would not impact on this SA objective.
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home

Option 1

Option 2

0

0
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SA objective
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.

Discussion of significant effects

2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.

Access to a network of high quality open spaces and opportunity for sport and physical
activity make an important contribution to the health and well-being of communities. Option
1 goes that bit further than national policy and assesses the quality of open spaces given
demonstrably special open green space extra protection. This will facilitate the improved
health and well-being of the population. Option 2 also does this but is not a strong as
Option 1 in terms of protection and hence scores a minor positive result.

3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

The protection of the Borough’s local green space does not impact on this SA Objective.

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.

Both options will protect open spaces across the Borough encouraging accessibility to
open space, sport and recreation facilities. Option 1 has a stronger protection to those
open spaces that are demonstrably special and hence scores a major positive result.

Option 1

Option 2

++

+

0

0

++

+

0

0

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

62

SA objective
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.
9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Discussion of significant effects
Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Protecting the Borough’s open spaces will play a key role in the area adapting to climate
change. This will help to protect the community from the increased extremes of weather,
which are projected to occur more often with climate change such as heat waves, drought
and flooding.

11. To reduce
flood risk.

Both options will reduce the risk of flooding as they protect open spaces, however Option 1
provides greater protection and hence scores a major positive impact.

Option 1

Option 2

0

0

0

0

++

+

0

0

++

+

++

+

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

Protecting open green space will have a positive impact on this SA objective and will
reduce greenhouse gases and emissions as it protects against development. Being located
sustainably across the Borough, people often walk to these spaces which reduces
emissions from car use.
Both options do not impact on this SA objective.
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SA objective
12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.

Discussion of significant effects
Both options would improve the water quality and maintain an adequate supply of water,
however Option 1 provide greater protection and hence scores a major positive impact.

Option 1

Option 2

++

+

13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.

Both options reduce land contamination and safeguard soil quality and quantity, however
Option 1 provides greater protection and hence scores a major positive impact.

++

+

14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Both options will ensure air quality continues to improve and noise and light pollution are
reduced, however Option 1 provides greater protection and hence scores a major positive
impact.

++

+

Both options will protect and enhance landscape character, however Option 1 provides
greater protection and hence scores a major positive impact.

++

+

Both options will conserve and enhance biodiversity, however Option 1 provides greater
protection and hence scores a major positive impact.

++

+

Summary
SA Objectives
Social
Environmental
O1 O2 O3 O4 O5

Economic
O6
O7

Environmental
O8 O9 O10 O11

012

013

014

015

016
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1
2

0
0

++
+

0
0

++
+

0
0

0
0

0
0

++
+

0
0

++
+

++
+

++
+

++
+

++
+

++
+

++
+

Both options have the same amount of positive results across the social and environmental objectives. Option 1 has a major positives and
option 2 has minor positive results, so both options are considered sustainable.
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Question 23 of the consultation asked:
Do you agree with our approach to biodiversity and mitigating the impact of new development on the Thames Basin Heaths habitat?

As the consultation paper states, we are not proposing to amend our policy on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection area (TBH SPA).
However, we do have to assess this approach and test any alternatives. In line with International law and National policy, we must ensure that
new development does not impact on the TBH SPA. We either continue with our mitigation approach of providing Suitable Accessible Natural
Green space (SANG) or refuse proposed development that fall within this designation.
74% of people agreed with our approach to biodiversity and mitigating the impact of new development on the Thames Basin Heaths habitat.
Most people felt that measures should be in place to protect biodiversity and areas of ecological value especially with the TBH SPA but also
more widely. Only 2% disagree, with 2 responses suggesting that SANG should be relaxed to enable greater provision of homes.
As stated above we cannot consider relaxing our mitigation as this would be against international law. Therefore, we can only assess the two
options that would ensure that new development does not impact on the TBH SPA.
The Options
Option 1: Continue with our approach to biodiversity and mitigating the impact of new development on the Thames Basin Heaths
habitat.
Option 2: Do not support SANG and refuse all new residential development within the buffer zone.

SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 will allow for housing to continue to be built within the TBH buffer zone and scores
a minor positive result. Option 2 will not provide any further housing development within the
buffer zone and hence will have a major negative impact on this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

+

--
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SA objective
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.

Discussion of significant effects

2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.
3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

Both options will not have an impact on this SA objective.

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,

Both options will not have an impact on this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Both options will not have an impact on this SA objective.

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.
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SA objective
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.
9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Discussion of significant effects

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

11. To reduce
flood risk.

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater and
maintain an

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

Both options will not have an impact on this SA objective.

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.
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SA objective
adequate supply of
water.

Discussion of significant effects

13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

0

0

0

0

0

0

+

++

Both options do not impact on this SA objective.

Option 2 would conserve and enhance biodiversity as it would prevent any residential
development effecting the ecological integrity of the Thames Basin Heath Special
Protection Area. Option 1 provides measures to avoid and mitigate any potential adverse
impacts and hence scores a minor positive result.

Summary

1
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SA Objectives
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Environmental
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Although option 2 has one major positive impact on the environment, it also scores a major negative in terms of its social objective. With two
minor positive impacts for both social and environmental objectives, option 1 is considered the most sustainable.
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Question 24 of the consultation asked:
Do you agree that our strategic and pro-active approach to supporting our heritage assets is appropriate?
Question 25 of the consultation asked:
If not, what approach do you think we should take?

The draft revised National Planning Policy Framework states that plans should set out a positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of
the historic environment, including heritage assets most at risk through neglect, decay or other threats. The Council has a heritage strategy and
the Development Management policy DM12 provides the detailed local policy.
76% of respondents agreed that our strategic and pro-active approach to supporting our heritage assets is appropriate. Many respondents
reiterated the importance of the Borough’s heritage assets and the need to protect, preserve and enhance them for current and future
generations. There were some that thought the existing approach was appropriate, but others said the Council had not been proactive enough
calling for stronger protection. In terms of question 25, none of the respondents provided an alternative approach.
The following options respond to both national policy and consultation feedback.
Options
Option 1: Rely on national policy to protect the Borough’s heritage assets and their settings.
Option 2: Provide a new strategic local policy that protects the Borough’s heritage assets and their settings.

SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people to
live in a home
suitable to their

Discussion of significant effects
None of the options will provide sufficient housing to enable people to live in a home
suitable to their needs and which they can afford. They both receive a neutral score as the
options are not relevant to the SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

0

0
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SA objective
needs and which
they can afford.

Discussion of significant effects

2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.
3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

Heritage assets can have an impact on people’s health and well-being in terms of reducing
stress and educating people about past events in history. Both options will help to protect
heritage assets and Option 2 has a major positive impact as it will provide a local strategic
policy supporting heritage assets and their settings.

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,

Both options do not impact on the SA objective.

Option 1 will conserve and enhance archaeological, historic and cultural assets and their
settings and scores a minor positive result. Option 2 will provide another level of policy and
hence scores a major positive impact.

Both options will make the best use of previously developed land and existing buildings as
they both will ensure that planning proposals will sustain and enhance the significance of
heritage assets putting them into viable uses consistent with their conservation. Option 2 is
likely to include more detail in terms of this and hence scores a major positive result.

Both options would include policy on how new development must take account of the
positive contributions that the conservation of heritage assets can make to economic
vitality. Option 2 has more scope to add detail regarding this and hence scores a major
positive result.

Option 1

Option 2

+
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+

++

0

0

+

++

+

++
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SA objective
innovative and
sustainable.

Discussion of significant effects

7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.

Putting heritage assets into viable use can make a positive contribution to the local
economy and provide for employment opportunities to meet the needs of the local
economy. Option 2 is likely to include more detail in terms of this and hence scores a major
positive result.

8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.

A more detailed local policy on heritage could add detail about how reducing greenhouse
gas emissions and moving to a low carbon economy that could be incorporated for the
historic environment.

9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Both options do not impact on the SA objective.

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

A more detailed local policy on heritage could add detail about changes to the historic
environment could adapt to climate change.

11. To reduce
flood risk.

Both options do not impact on the SA objective.

12. To improve the
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater and
maintain an

Both options do not impact on the SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

+
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0

+

0

0

0

+

0

0

0

0
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SA objective
adequate supply of
water.

Discussion of significant effects

13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.

Both options do not impact on the SA objective.

14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Both options do not impact on the SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

Both options do not impact on the SA objective.

Both options do not impact on the SA objective.
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Option 2 has the most major positive results across the social, economic and environmental objectives and hence in the most sustainable
option. Option 1 also has minor positive results across all the SA objectives.
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Question 26 of the consultation asked:
Do you agree that the Council’s current approach to considering design and character is appropriate?
Question 27 of the consultation asked:
If not, what approach do you think we should take?

The Council’s approach to considering design and character is well established and incorporates CS17 from the Core Strategy, DM2 of the
Development Management Plan and the Design and Character SPD which was developed in partnership with the community. The draft revised
NPPF also contains a chapter on achieving well-designed places stating that ‘Planning policies and decisions should support the creation of
high quality buildings and places’. National policy makes it clear that planning policies and decisions should ensure that developments ‘respond
to local character and history, including the surrounding built environment and landscape setting, while not preventing or discouraging
appropriate innovation or change (such as increased densities)’.
In terms of the consultation responses, 18% of respondents agreed that the Council’s current approach to considering design and character is
appropriate. Although there was positive feedback regarding the Council’s policy on design and character and how it has been applied, some
respondents stated that the Council were not being strict enough. There was a call for design that improves and enhances an area rather than
design that just maintains character. Design that encompasses sustainability and appropriate landscaping was also deemed important.
However, there were those that stated they wanted new development to be in character with the existing area. They wanted a higher standard
of design to be implemented with high quality materials.
60% of respondents disagreed that the Council’s current approach to considering design and character is appropriate. Many respondents felt
that the Council were not innovative enough and do not actively encourage high quality design standards and creativity. There was a view that
the current design and character approach will not allow the Council to tackle the housing shortage.
Whether people agreed or disagreed with the questions, there were two conflicting arguments expressed throughout the respondent’s feedback
for both questions 26 and 27. One argument was for more innovative, creative and high-density development and the other argument was to
continue to preserve the character of the area.
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Therefore, the following options have been developed to present the two conflicting viewpoints as well as the current situation that is in line with
national policy.
Options
Option 1: Continue to ensure new development is in keeping with the character of the area using existing policy CS17, DM10 and the
Design and Character SPD
Option 2: Promote a set of Design Standards and create a stricter design policy ensuring all new development is in keeping with the
character of the area.
Option 3: Create a new policy that supports new development that is more creative, innovative and environmentally sustainable but
with less of a focus on retaining character.

SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing to
enable people to live
in a home suitable to
their needs and which
they can afford.

Discussion of significant effects
Option 1 will provide sufficient housing to enable people to live in a home
suitable to their needs and which they can afford as it will continue to balance
design and character and still provide housing development. Employing stricter
design standards and policy ensuring all new development is in keeping with the
character of the area may hinder the provision of sufficient housing as Elmbridge
is low density in character. Option 3 has a major positive impact as this design
policy encourages innovation and has a reduced focus of character meaning
higher density development would be encouraged.

2. To facilitate the
improved health and
wellbeing of the whole
population.

Option 3 to provide more innovative, creative and environmentally sustainably
designed development should have an impact on the health and wellbeing of
people due to the accessibility of housing and more creative design solutions
which improve people’s lives. This scores a major positive result in the
facilitation of improved health and well-being of the whole population. Creating a
stricter design policy and keeping the design approach the same would not
guarantee the level of housing required to ensure the improved health and
wellbeing of the whole population so both option 1 and 2 score minor negative
results.

3. To conserve and
enhance,

Continuing our approach to design and character (Option 1) scores a minor
positive as existing policy is based on an understanding of local character taking

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

+

-

++

-

-

++

+

++

-
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SA objective
archaeological,
historic and cultural
assets and their
settings.

Discussion of significant effects
account of the natural, built and historic environment. Option 2 scores a major
positive as a stricter design policy ensuring all new development is in keeping
with the character of the area will conserve and enhance historic assets. Having
a policy that has less focus on local character may impact on the historic
environment and hence scores a minor negative result.

4. To reduce the need
to travel, encourage
sustainable transport
options and improve
accessibility to all
services and facilities.
5. To make the best
use of previously
developed land and
existing buildings.

The three options are concerned with the design of new development rather than
location and hence they score neutral results in terms of this SA objective.

6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to meet
the needs of the local
economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and move

The options do not impact on the SA objective.

Option 3 may make better uses of PDL and existing buildings as its is concerned
with being more innovative, creative and environmentally sustainable. As it is
less concerned with character, it could result in building at a higher density and
hence will make the best use of PDL land. Therefore, this option scores a major
positive result. Option 1 could still make best use of PDL and existing buildings
and hence scores a minor positive result. Option 2 may not make best use of
PDL and existing building if it adopts strict design standards and insists on
development staying in character with the prevailing low density of the area.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3
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The options do not impact on the SA objective.

Option 3 encourages more sustainably designed development that is creative
and innovative and therefore has greater chance of reducing emissions and
facilitating the generation / use of renewable energy. Option 1 also states in that
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SA objective
to a low carbon
economy.

Discussion of significant effects
all new development should demonstrate environmental awareness and this
includes the reduction of emissions. It is likely that Option 2 continues lower
density development that collectively could increase emissions form car use and
greater need for energy for each larger dwelling.

9. To use natural
resources prudently.

The options do not impact on the SA objective.

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Option 3 encourages more sustainably designed development that is creative
and innovative and therefore has greater chance of adapting to climate change.
Existing policy (Option 1) also states in that all new development should
demonstrate environmental awareness and contribute to climate change
mitigation an adaption. Option 2 could still adapt to the changing climate, but the
Borough’s existing low-density character suggest that this could be more difficult
to achieve.

11. To reduce flood
risk.

Option 3 has a greater chance of incorporating SuDs and other flood mitigation
measures due to the creativity and innovation suggested. Option 1 and 2 could
also achieve this even if the design is in keeping with the local character.

12. To improve the
water quality of rivers
and groundwater,and
maintain an adequate
supply of water.

None of the 3 options would improve the quality of rivers and groundwater and
maintain an adequate supply of water.

13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil quality
and quantity.
14. To ensure air
quality continues to
improve and noise

The options do not impact on the SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

+

-

++

+

+

++

-

-

-

0

0

0

The options do not impact on the SA objective.
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SA objective
and light pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance landscape
character.

Discussion of significant effects

16. To conserve and
enhance biodiversity.

The options do not impact on the SA objective.

Option 3 may have a negative impact on landscape character if there is less
focus on character and these are located close to Borough’s landscape setting.
Option 1 and 2 would not impact on the SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

-

0

0

0

Summary

1
2
3

SA Objectives
Social
Environmental
O1 O2 O3 O4 O5
+
+
0
+
++
0
++ ++
0
++

Economic
O6
O7
0
0
0
0
0
0

Environmental
O8 O9 O10
+
0
+
0
++
0
++

O11
+
+
++

012
-

013
0
0
0

014
0
0
0

015
0
0
-

016
0
0
0

Option 3 has the most major positive results across the social and environmental objectives however it does have 3 minor negatives results for
the environmental objectives. Option 2 only has 1 major positive and 1 minor positive result in the environmental SA objectives. It has 6 minor
negatives in the social and environmental SA objectives. Although option 1 has no major positive, it does have 6 minor positive results across
the social and environmental SA objectives and only 2 minor negatives.
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Question 28 of the consultation asked:
Should we look at including a policy providing more detailed advice on what is required to limit the cumulative impact of small scale
development on flood risk?

The draft revised National Planning Policy Framework states that plans should take a proactive approach to mitigating and adapting to climate
change considering the long terms implications of flood risk. The Core Strategy included a policy on flood risk and the Council adopted an SPD
on Flooding. However, advice from the environment agency is no longer available and so the consultation question asked whether we should
we look at including a policy providing more detailed advice on what is required to limit the cumulative impact of small scale development on
flood risk in the absence of environment agency support.
86% of respondents agree that we should look at including a policy providing more detailed advice on what is required to limit the cumulative
impact of small scale development on flood risk. Respondents felt that it was important to address the risk of flooding and ensure that it is kept
to a minimum given the borough’s location, past flooding events and future impact of climate change. Some felt that current and proposed
policy did not go far enough and greater controls should exist on all forms of development in flood risk areas.
The following options have been created to take account of national policy and consultation feedback.
Options
Option 1: Include a policy that sets out steps to prevent the cumulative impact of small scale development on flood risk.
Option 2: Provide guidance that contains more detailed advice on what is required to limit the cumulative impact of small scale
development on flood risk
Option 3: Do not provide a policy or detailed guidance on this matter.
SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people

Discussion of significant effects
The options do not impact on the SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0
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SA objective
to live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.

Discussion of significant effects

2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.

Option 1 would facilitate the improved health and well-being of the whole population
as it would prevent the cumulative impact of small scale development on flood risk.
Option 2 would help prevent the cumulative impact of small scale development on
flood risk and Option 3 would not provide any policy or guidance and hence have an
impact on this SA objective and hence has a minor negative impact.

3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

The options will not have an impact on this SA objective.

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.

The options will not have an impact on this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

++

+

-

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

The options do not impact on this SA objective.
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SA objective
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.
9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

Discussion of significant effects
The options do not impact on this SA objective.

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Option 1 will provide policy and will help in protecting the community from the
increased extremes of weather (flooding), which are projected to occur more often
with climate change. Option 2 provides the guidance to help and Option 3 will not
provide any information to help prevent the cumulative impact of small scale
development on flood risk.

11. To reduce
flood risk.

Option 1 will provide policy to help prevent the cumulative impact of small scale
development on flood risk. Option 2 provides the guidance to help and Option 3 will
not provide any information to help prevent the cumulative impact of small scale
development on flood risk.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

++

+

-

++

+

-

The options do not impact on this SA objective.

The options will not have an impact on this SA objective.

The options do not impact on this SA objective.
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SA objective
Discussion of significant effects
12. To improve the The options do not impact on this SA objective.
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.

The options do not impact on this SA objective.

14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

The options do not impact on this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

The options do not impact on this SA objective.

The options do not impact on this SA objective.
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Summary

1
2
3

SA Objectives
Social
Environmental
O1 O2 O3 O4 O5
0
++
0
0
0
0
+
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

Economic
O6
O7
0
0
0
0
0
0

Environmental
O8 O9 O10 O11
0
0
++
++
0
0
+
+
0
0
-

012
0
0
0

013
0
0
0

014
0
0
0

015
0
0
0

016
0
0
0

Option 1 is the most sustainable with 3 major positive results across the social and environmental objectives. Option 2 scores minor positive
results for the same objectives, making this option sustainable too. Option 3 has minor negative for the same SA objectives and hence is not
considered a sustainable option.
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Question 29 of the consultation asked:
Do you consider the existing policies seeking to reduce the impacts of new development regarding delivering more sustainable travel
patterns outlined above are still appropriate?
Question 30 of the consultation asked:
Are there other approaches we should consider?

The revised draft National Planning Policy Framework includes a chapter on sustainable transport. This is also featured throughout local policy
in terms of directing new development to sustainable locations close to public transport services, requiring major developments to prepare
transport assessments and travel plans, applying parking standards and protecting and improving footpaths, bridleways and cycle paths to
encourage sustainable modes of transport. The purpose of the consultation question was to find out whether this was still appropriate.
Only 12% of the respondents said that they considered the existing policies to be still appropriate. However, they thought the policy should go
further stating that traffic and the resulting pollution are the biggest problems in the Borough. 16% said no and felt that policy had not tackled
the lack of public transport, high cost of public transport and the lack of parking spaces in the Borough’s town and village centres. 72% of the
respondents did not know whether existing policies were still appropriate and did not understand the question.
Question 30 gave people the opportunity to provide some other approaches that we could consider when formulating policy. People suggested
better public transport, out of town parking, shuttle buses to Kingston, cycle routes and cycle hire.
The following options have been created to take account of the above.
The Options
Option 1: Continue with the existing policy approach to seek to reduce the impact of new development regarding delivering more
sustainable travel patterns.
Option 2: Create a new policy which goes further than the existing policy to order to reduce pollution and traffic congestion in the
Borough.
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Option 3: Do not provide a policy seeking to reduce the impact of new development regarding delivering more sustainable travel
patterns.

SA objective
1. To provide
sufficient housing
to enable people
to live in a home
suitable to their
needs and which
they can afford.

Discussion of significant effects
The options do not impact on the SA objective.

2. To facilitate the
improved health
and wellbeing of
the whole
population.

Option 1 will deliver more sustainable travel patterns which should help to improve
the health and well-being of the whole population. The creation of a new policy for
Option 2 will go further to reduce pollution and traffic congestion in the Borough and
hence scores a major positive impact. Option 3 does not provide a policy and hence
scores a minor negative result.

3. To conserve
and enhance,
archaeological,
historic and
cultural assets and
their settings.

The options will not have an impact on this SA objective.

4. To reduce the
need to travel,
encourage
sustainable
transport options
and improve
accessibility to all
services and
facilities.

Option 1 will deliver more sustainable travel patterns which should help to reduce
the need to travel, encourage sustainable transport options and improve
accessibility to all services and facilities. The creation of a new policy for Option 2
will go further to reduce pollution and traffic congestion in the Borough and hence
has a major positive impact. Option 3 does not provide a policy and hence scores a
minor negative result.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

+

++

-

0

0

0

+

++

-
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SA objective
5. To make the
best use of
previously
developed land
and existing
buildings.
6. To support
economic growth
which is inclusive,
innovative and
sustainable.
7. To provide for
employment
opportunities to
meet the needs of
the local economy.
8. To reduce
greenhouse gas
emissions and
move to a low
carbon economy.

Discussion of significant effects
The options do not impact on this SA objective.

9. To use natural
resources
prudently.

The options do not impact on this SA objective.

10. To adapt to the
changing climate.

Option 1 will deliver more sustainable travel patterns which should help to adapt to
the changing climate. The creation of a new policy for Option 2 will go further to
adapt to climate change and hence score a major positive impact. Option 3 does
not provide a policy and hence scores a minor negative result.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3
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0

+

++
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The options do not impact on this SA objective.

The options do not impact on this SA objective.

Option 1 will deliver more sustainable travel patterns which should help to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and move to a low carbon economy. The creation of a
new policy for Option 2 will go further to reduce pollution and traffic congestion in
the Borough and hence score a major positive impact. Option 3 does not provide a
policy and hence scores a minor negative result.
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SA objective

Discussion of significant effects

11. To reduce
flood risk.

The options do not impact on this SA objective.

12. To improve the The options do not impact on this SA objective.
water quality of
rivers and
groundwater,and
maintain an
adequate supply of
water.
13. To reduce land
contamination and
safeguard soil
quality and
quantity.

The options do not impact on this SA objective.

14. To ensure air
quality continues
to improve and
noise and light
pollution are
reduced.
15. To protect and
enhance
landscape
character.

Option 1 will deliver more sustainable travel patterns which should help to reduce
greenhouse gas emissions will help to improve air quality. The creation of a new
policy for Option 2 will go further to reduce pollution and traffic congestion in the
Borough and hence score a major positive impact. Option 3 does not provide a
policy and hence scores a minor negative result.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0

+

++

-

0

0

0

The options do not impact on this SA objective.
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SA objective
16. To conserve
and enhance
biodiversity.

Discussion of significant effects
The options do not impact on this SA objective.

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

0

0

0

Summary
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Option 2 to create a new policy which goes further than the existing policy to order to reduce pollution and traffic congestion in the Borough
scores 5 major positive results across social and environmental objectives. Option 1 scores 5 minor positive results across the same SA
objectives and is considered sustainable. Option 3 scores minor negative results across the social and environmental SA objective and has no
positive impacts.
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Question 31 of the consultation asked:
What do you consider to be the essential infrastructure items required to support new communities e.g. the potential development of
the 3 key strategic areas?
Question 32 of the consultation asked:
What smaller infrastructure improvements do you think could be made within your local area to address some of the negative impacts
arising from new development?
Question 33 of the consultation asked whether there are any other issues.

These three questions were designed to find out information about people’s views on infrastructure provision and do not lend themselves to SA
assessments. The information gained here will provide evidence that will help formulate policy.
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