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Policy H4 Housing density

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Historic England

Density is a rather blunt tool for determining appropriate forms of development in itself, but
when combined with other tests such as design quality and prevailing character can lead to
more sustainable forms of new housing.

Reference to density is now
incorporated within proposed Policy D4
‘Achieving high quality design and
respecting local distinctiveness’.

Environment Agency

We note Policy H4 does not include flood risk. Policy P4: Flooding, flood risk and groundwater
protection zones should be included as a relevant policy. Sites in the floodplain may not be
suitable for development or may be required to provide floodplain compensation and therefore
are not able to deliver the density of houses original required, without increasing flood risk
elsewhere. Furthermore, increased numbers of dwellings in areas in the ‘developed’ Flood
Zone 3b — functional floodplain should not be permitted. This is in accordance with the
paragraph 155 of the NPPF.

LPSS policy P4: Flooding, flood risk
and groundwater protection zones
covers proposals in flood risk areas.
Proposals will be assessed in
accordance with the development plan.
The plan must be read as a whole - it is
unnecessary to cross reference or
repeat policies.

Surrey Nature Partnership

Yes, we generally support this option. Housing density has implications for on-site greenspace
provision, which of course is the preferred first opportunity to incorporate any obligatory
Biodiversity Net Gain (BNG).

Comments noted.

Other organisations

East Clandon Parish Council

There should be no automatic presumption towards ‘higher density development’ at the
strategic sites under this policy. The GBC strategic sites should be established with reference
to the general character (and hence density) of their surrounding communities. Some of these
surrounding communities are low density rural villages. Furthermore, there should be

Policy H4 is now deleted and aspects
relating to density incorporated within
proposed Policy D4 ‘Achieving high
quality design and respecting local




reference to the character of the landscape setting and specific densities for specific
‘characters/types’ of areas needs to be provided within the proposed policy.

distinctiveness’. Policy D4 requires
‘appropriate residential densities’ that
result from a design-led approach, and
consider factors such as the context
and local character of the area. Policy
D4 states increased densities may be
appropriate if there is no detrimental
impact on an area’s prevailing
character and setting. This would need
to be considered alongside Policy
D1(5) on strategic allocations. Policy
D4(3) states development should
respond positively to significant views
(to and from), surrounding context,
prevailing character, landscape and
topography.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Page 12 to
20

Recognising the benefits of sustainable higher density developments whilst carefully managing
the impact of density and development on the character of local areas. Comment: This section
should recognise the need for Quality of Life for residents of high density developments. The
current health crisis has demonstrated the need for private open space, for mental health and
well being. High density development should not be viewed as a “Hectares to House ratio”
game. The impact of low housing density ultimately results in the use of more land for housing
developments which can be unsustainable.

Comment: the term 'unsustainable’ is not defined. We need a mix of homes across the
borough please see previous comments on high density Homes.

Box: The NPPF and PPG set out a range of considerations and tools that can assist in
establishing appropriate densities on a site or in a particular area, such as accessibility,
characterisation and design studies, environmental and infrastructure assessments and site
viability. This is considered preferable to setting minimum density ranges for specific locations
(the Town Centre, strategic sites or within 500 metres of existing or planned transport
interchanges). To set out minimum density ranges is considered to be restrictive and
complicated to ascertain and will limit the flexibility that is often needed when determining a
planning application.

Policy H4 has been deleted and
incorporated within proposed Policy
D4: ‘Achieving high quality design and
respecting local distinctiveness’ so that
density is an outcome of a design led
approach, informed by many factors.

Policy D4 expects development
proposals to make efficient use of land
and that increased densities may be
appropriate if there are no detrimental
impact on an area’s character and
setting. This seeks to balance
sustainability issues with achieving well
designed, appropriate development.

Proposed Policy D5: ‘Protection of
amenity and provision of amenity
space’ requires all new residential
developments to have direct access to




an area of private outdoor amenity
space and flats to have balconies.

This 500m is unsustainable across generations - 400m is the norm - this must not be “as the
crow flies”. Other planning documents state 400m walking distance max thus does not comply
with other documents. Major sites strategy doc needs checking. Blue badges are awarded to
people who can't walk 100 metres.

The 500 metres & transport
interchanges criterion is no longer
incorporated in the proposed policies.

This policy needs to reference Neighbourhood Plans as Burpham for example has its own
policies dealing with density. We agree with dealing with density on a site by site basis, subject
to the policies of the Burpham Neighbourhood Plan for development proposals within Burpham
ward boundary which includes part of Gosden Hill.

This section should list Neighbourhood Plans as a further source of design Guidance.

Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in
their own right. They are part of the
Development Plan, carry their own
weight and sit alongside the GBC
Local Plans. The development plan
must be read as a whole and
appropriate weight given to its
component parts, so replication in the
Local Plan is not necessary.

Downsedge Residents Association

We do not agree with the preferred option. NPPF para 16 states that: " Plans should: contain
policies that are clearly written and unambiguous, so it is evident how a decision maker should
react to development proposals;"

No attempt has been made to clarify what an ‘appropriate density' would be, or to reference
evidential guidance on the widely differing character and density of areas within the Borough.
The wording of this option is ambiguous and does not clarify density ranges, which would be
appropriate for specific, established areas. Setting density ranges related to the existing
density of the area and applying a potential uplift which would still maintain the valued
character of these well established areas would be a clearer less ambiguous approach,
particularly for areas not covered by neighbourhood plans, or falling within conservation areas.

NPPF para 123(b) suggests that - "It may be appropriate to set out a range of densities that
reflect the accessibility and potential of different areas, rather than one broad density range”.
Given the varied character and density of established areas across the Borough, density
ranges should be set based on the prevailing density of existing settlements as identified in
GBC's Landscape and Townscape Character Assessment and Guidance documents (2007 -
2009). This would be a helpful approach particularly in established garden suburb areas and
villages removed from the greenbelt, particularly when applied to smaller windfall sites. In the
Downsedge area a maximum increase in density from prevailing approx 10 dph to 20dph
successfully retains the highly valued green landscape character. This approach would also be

Policy H4 has now been replaced by
Policy D4 which requires ‘appropriate
residential densities’ that are
demonstrated to result from a design-
led approach taking into account
context and local character etc. This
enables an appropriate density for the
particular site being an outcome, rather
than adherence to a predetermined
density or range or applying a
mathematical calculation. Whilst this
approach may result in an average
density across a site being within such
a range, it is often the location of
different forms or densities of
development across a site which are
more important in considering whether
a proposal is appropriate. Policy D4
addresses the expectation for
proposals to make efficient use of land,




more specific when considering NPPF para 122 "d) the desirability of maintaining an area’s
prevailing character and setting (including residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration
and change;".

caveated by not having a detrimental
impact on an area’s character and
setting (in line with NPPF para 122 d).

East Horsle

y Parish Council

Paragraph 2 of Policy H4 requires ‘higher density development’ at the strategic sites.
However, we do not agree that this should be a presumption within this policy. The NPPF
requires the ‘efficient use of land’ but this is not the same thing as requiring the largest
possible number of houses to be built upon it. The supporting text argues that strategic sites
because of their scale can establish their own character - it is assumed therefore they can
effectively ignore the character of their surrounding areas in this process. We believe this
argument is fallacious. The GBC strategic sites are not of such a vast scale that they can be
established without any reference to the general character (and hence density) of their
surrounding communities. Some of these surrounding communities are high density urban
settlements, but some are low density rural villages. As such we believe there should be no
automatic presumption towards high density development at the strategic sites under this

policy.

SUGGESTION: Delete the words ‘strategic sites’ from Paragraph 2 of Policy H4.

Proposed Policy H4 is replaced by
Policy D4: ‘Achieving high quality
design and reflecting local
distinctiveness’ and the reference to
strategic sites is removed. Policy D4
would be considered alongside Policy
D1(5) on strategic allocations. The
efficient use of land is addressed in
Policy D4 and increased densities may
be appropriate if they would not have a
detrimental impact on an area’s
prevailing character and setting. Policy
D4 requires ‘appropriate residential
densities’ that result from a design-led
approach, which would consider
factors such as local character of area.

Effingham Parish Council




The policy should ensure that the densities fully reflect the local character of the surrounding

houses in the neighbourhood and the character of the area, for example, whether it is rural or
urban.

We suggest adding a point d) to 1):

d) the type and size of homes identified as needed in the local area, including where this has
been identified in a Neighbourhood Plan

Density now addressed within Policy
D4: ‘Achieving high quality design and
reflecting local distinctiveness’ which
says development proposals are
required to reflect appropriate densities
following a design-led approach, taking
into account factors such as the
context and local character of the area.
Type and size of homes is addressed
by LPSS Policy H1 (1) whilst also
considering relevant Neighbourhood
Plan policies.

Guildford Residents Association

The absence of any specific guidance on acceptable ranges of density is unsatisfactory and
we wish to see more definition of what is and is not acceptable.

We advocate a limit of six storeys high in the Town Centre. We suggest specific mention of
visual impact and height as factors to be taken into account in ‘context and local character’.
NPPF para 123(b) says ‘it may be appropriate to set out a range of densities that reflect the
accessibility and potential of different areas, rather than one broad density range’. Given the
varied character and density of housing across the borough, density ranges could be set
based on the prevailing density of existing settlements as identified in the Landscape
Character Assessment and Guidance 2009, and proximity to a transport hub.

Policy D4 seeks a design-led approach
with an appropriate density for the
particular site being an outcome, as
opposed to requiring adherence to a
predetermined density or density
range. Policy D4 says development
proposals are required to reflect
appropriate residential densities that
result from a design-led approach
taking into account factors including...
heights and sizes for the site... and the
context and local character of the area.
Also, increased densities may be
appropriate if they do not have a
detrimental impact on an area’s
prevailing character and setting.

Merrow Residents Association

| support this option but the policy should also have due regard to personal wellbeing, welfare

and security We would be expecting:

e a set of structured and challenging target density rings around Guildford and the main
villages consciously maximising the density around the hubs and closest to the best travel
connections

Policy D4 seeks a design-led approach
with an appropriate density for the site
being an outcome, as opposed to
adhering to a predetermined density/
range. Whilst this approach may result
in an average density across a site




e keeping the suburban and country areas to lower densities where the transport hubs are
weaker making better use of energy efficient building structures and design, allowed by
higher density building

being within such a range, it is often
the location of different development
forms across a site which are more
important in considering whether a
proposal is appropriate.

e consideration being given to the quality of life, and their health and safety, for those living
in high density developments as this can be compromised as the Covid 19 pandemic has
demonstrated

Proposed Policy D5: ‘Protection of
amenity and provision of amenity
space’ requires all new residential
developments to have direct access to
an area of private outdoor amenity
space and flats to have balconies.

¢ that the Burpham Neighbourhood plan’s own housing standards should be recognised.
The current wording allows for this outcome but does not yet mandate it with specified
densities, which we believe is the only way to achieve optimised results.

e a clear distinction between housing density and the height of any development. High
density doesn’t also mean increase in height particularly where it would affect views out of
and into the area.

¢ height limitations should cover all urban development otherwise tower blocks will damage
the character of Guildford. There should be a presumption against any further tower blocks
in the town centre and the height restriction of no more than 6 storeys and this should be
reduced to 3 storeys in the outlying areas of the town- such as Merrow and Burpham.

Housing standards are set in LPSS
Policy H1 ‘Homes for all’.
Neighbourhood plans are recognised
in their own right as part of the
development plan. Policy D4 says
development proposals are required to
reflect appropriate residential densities
that result from a design-led approach
taking into account factors including
appropriate heights for the site.

Ockham Parish Council

Housing density should be modelled on principles relating to site size, characteristics and
location. Inappropriate development in rural settings — such as Former Wisley Airfield (FWA) —
where the local character and context would be compromised by high density housing, should
be avoided. Town settings where smaller developments can be created and where the
infrastructure is already in place would be more appropriate for higher density housing.
Optimisation of higher density housing on strategic sites, particularly in rural settings, should
take into account the character and context of the surroundings.

Updated policy D4 makes reference to
site size, characteristics, location,
urban grain, building forms, heights,
sizes, context and local character. It
also says that increased densities may
be appropriate if they would not have a
detrimental impact on an area’s
prevailing character and setting.

Martin Grant Homes

We support the policy aim to enable appropriate residential densities in high-quality, design-
led schemes. However, paragraph 2.8 states that: “Strategic sites provide the opportunity to
have higher densities due to their size and being designed comprehensively with their own
identity”. The strategic site allocations including Gosden Hill are located on the edge of

Agree. Policy H4 is replaced by Policy
D4: ‘Achieving high quality design and
reflecting local distinctiveness’ and the
reference to strategic sites is removed.




Guildford (and Wisley Airfield is in the countryside) and will need to also respect their setting
both in terms of the adjacent open countryside and also the adjoining residential
neighbourhoods. Therefore, it should not be assumed that higher density development in
these locations is always acceptable. Moreover, development within strategic sites will include
a mix of lower and higher densities. This will help to create character areas within a site,
responding to the differing character in parts of the site, such as proximity to public transport,
and also ensuring that a range of homes can be provided. In this context, Policy H4 should
seek development at an appropriate density, rather than requiring higher density development
without consideration of appropriate densities in individual locations.

We oppose imposing minimum densities which has the potential to result in inappropriate
higher densities which: can conflict with local character; are in the wrong location in terms of
transport; lead to a mix of housing that does not align with market demand and is therefore,
undeliverable; and can lead to the creation of imbalanced and unsustainable communities. We
support the proposal to seek optimal use of land by building at the most appropriate density
whilst taking into account the size, location, context and characteristics of a site, as set out in
part 1) of the preferred option. However, we object to part 2) of the preferred option. To
promote good design and place-making, we recommend that Policy H4 part 2) encourages or
supports higher densities at strategic sites, where appropriate, rather than requiring higher
densities unless there are strong reasons why it would be inappropriate.

Policy D4 would need to be considered
alongside Policy D1(5) on strategic
allocations.

Policy D4 reflects a requirement for
‘appropriate residential densities’ that
are demonstrated to result from a
design-led approach, which would
consider factors such the site size as
well as the context and local character
of the area. It also states increased
densities may be appropriate if it would
not have a detrimental impact on an
area’s prevailing character and setting.

Policy D4 seeks a design-led approach
with an appropriate density for the
particular site being an outcome, as
opposed to requiring adherence to a
predetermined density or range.

Send Parish Council

Disagree. Each site also needs to be considered as to whether it is “sustainable” for the
amount of housing proposed. The density should respect the existing landscape, views, and
adjacent neighbouring buildings. SPC does not support seeking to maximise density of any
sites including Strategic Sites. Reference to Neighbourhood plans.

Sustainability is addressed by Policy
S1: Presumption in favour of
sustainable development. Policy H4 is
now replaced by policy D4 which
addresses landscape, views, context
and local character. Reference to
strategic sites is removed but Policy
D1(5) on strategic allocations would
need to be considered alongside Policy
D4. Neighbourhood Plans are adopted
in their own right and part of the
Development Plan so specific mention
in the Local Plan is not necessary.

Woodland Trust

The Woodland Trust recognises the potential of higher density development on suitable sites
to reduce pressure on sites less suitable for development, including the re-use and

Proposed policy D4 expects
development to make the most efficient

9




redevelopment of previously-developed land. Such redevelopment should seek to preserve
existing mature trees and protect existing habitats on biodiverse brownfield sites. Whatever
the density of housing, it is important to Integrate green infrastructure and maximise the
potential tree canopy cover. In high density housing, space along boundaries, paths and in
areas of public space can still be used to accommodate hedgerows, tree roots and canopy
growth, and this should be part of the required design standards. Integrating trees and green
spaces into developments early on in the design process minimises costs and maximises the
environmental, social and economic benefits that they can provide. We recommend the
guidance published by the Woodland Trust Residential developments and trees - the
importance of trees and green spaces (January 2019)

use of land if it would not have a
detrimental impact on an areas
prevailing character and setting. Policy
D4 also requires developments to
optimise and enhance nature and
respond positively to the prevailing
character and landscape. LPDMP
proposed policy P8: Woodlands, trees,
hedgerows and irreplaceable habitats
states site design is expected to
incorporate significant trees plus their
root structures and understory within
the public realm (including ancient and
veteran trees and ancient woodland),
and to provide green linkages between
them wherever possible.

Home Build

ers Federation

The HBF agrees with the Council’s preferred option set out in policy H4. We recognise the
need to ensure that that optimal use of the land is achieved but it is important to ensure that
there is flexibility within policies on density to ensure that the development being proposed is
right for the location and topography of the site.

Agree. The efficient use of land is now
addressed in Policy D4 and increased
densities may be appropriate if it would
not have a detrimental impact on an
area’s prevailing character and setting.
Part 3 of D4 states development must
respond positively to topography.

West Cland

on PC

Reference is made to achieving minimum density but limiting maximum density is also
important.

Policy D4 now replaces policy H4 and
reflects a requirement for ‘appropriate
residential densities’ that result from a
design-led approach as opposed to
reflecting a predetermined density.

Weyside Ur

ban Village

We are supportive of the preferred option for housing density including higher density at
strategic sites, however no definitions are provided on what constitutes ‘higher density’ This
could lead to ambiguity over what a high density is. Whilst the same figure will not necessarily
be appropriate for each circumstance or site, some form of steer or guidance as to what

Policy H4 is replaced by policy D4
which seeks a design-led approach
with an appropriate site density being
an outcome, as opposed to requiring

10




‘higher density’ means would be useful in any policy — e.g ‘at least a certain dph’. The SDF
SPD could provide local examples of certain densities so any policy can be interpreted.

adherence to a predetermined density
or definition of ‘higher density’.

The three criteria around maximising the optimal use of land shouldn't be considered as a
definitive list. For example the likely proposed density of WUV isn't comparable of that of the
surrounding local area and any policy should reflect that differing densities can sit comfortably
next to each other with high quality design. It would be useful to explain in supporting text that
density doesn't necessarily meant height. Guidance to encourage innovative house types to
achieve density without building high rise development should be included. There should also
acceptance that a range of densities across a site would be acceptable to encourage variation
and character.

Policy D4 (4) states ‘Development
proposals will be expected to
demonstrate high quality design...’
Development proposals are required to
reflect appropriate residential densities
that result from a design-led approach
taking into account factors including
heights. This approach is likely to result
in well-designed schemes with density
varying across large sites. Policy D4
(3) states ‘The use of innovative design
approaches, including use of materials
and construction techniques, will be
supported where this presents an
opportunity to create new or
complementary identities that
contributes to and enhances local
character.’ LPSS Policy D1(5)
addressing strategic sites must also be
taken into account.

Worplesdon Parish Council

Housing density needs to include size of houses.

Density differs to housing sizes.
Housing mix, including sizes, is
addressed in LPSS policy H1 (1).

Guildford Society

Policy H4 as written appears to have no significant change except to say there should be
higher density on strategic sites (there were none in the 2003 Plan). We could argue that the
sites are edge of town and not different per se to other suburbs. There is a useful list of
‘Transport Interchanges’, not in the 2003 Plan. The 2003 Plan Policy H10, ‘New Residential
Development’ was deleted by the SoS in 2007 - it contained densities of 30 and 50 DPHa.
The Society believes this policy is dangerously weak and should be strengthened
considerably:

Policy H4 is now replaced with Policy
D4. Reference to transport
interchanges and strategic sites is
deleted. Policy D4 reflects a
requirement for appropriate residential
densities that result from a design-led
approach, which would consider
factors such as the context and local

11




Firstly: Sites in the LPSS show how housing demand vs. OAN, together with assumed
windfall, can be achieved. The Dwelling numbers for the LPSS sites should be translated as a
policy i.e. the LPSS numbers should be taken as the dwelling numbers with a tolerance of +/-
5%. This will prevent LPSS sites being subject to debate on raising dwelling numbers with
impact on height and DPHa.

Secondly: The policy should be enhanced to manage effectively DPHa numbers for new sites
by referencing to the surrounding area. Policy H4 establishes a principle for transport hubs of
considering height in area around the transport hub. The society proposes that this principle
can be adapted to allow DPHa for new developments to be easily considered.

We thus propose that for new sites (5 Dwellings or more) not within the LPSS, that the DPHa
for a site should take into account of the local area; and thus should match the calculated
DPHa for the local area within a 300metre radius of the site within a tolerance of +/- 25%.
Thirdly: There should be a policy on Height in the Borough.

character. This approach is likely to
result in density varying across/within
large strategic sites. Development
must also respond positively to
landscape and topography.

It is not considered appropriate to
translate the dwelling numbers for the
LPSS into a policy. Each planning
application must be considered on its
own merits, which includes
consideration on the height of buildings
and dph. New residential development
must be guided by good design
principles and not by set dph figures.
Often, when a maximum figure is set
that becomes the guiding factor, at the
expense of design. An appropriate site
density should result from a design-led
approach, rather than a predetermined
density or mathematical calculation.

Policy H4 helpfully defines Transport interchanges, an attractor of development, commercial
activity and housing. The 500m rule is a blunt definition as it potentially allows higher density
in unsuitable areas. Reword text as: Higher density development in the Town Centre,
strategic sites or within the nominated area (normally 500 metres) of existing or planned
transport interchanges should include the optimum mix of Commercial, Retail, Dwelling Space,
unless there are strong reasons why it would be inappropriate. Scale even though denser and
higher should respect the surrounding area. Denser development at transport interchange will
normally allow density to be reduced in other parts of the area for a new development.

The reference to strategic sites, 500m
and transport hubs is removed from the
proposed policies as it is considered
unnecessary. Policy D4 advocates a
design-led approach which includes
consideration of scale and the
character of the local area.

The Society proposes that heights for buildings should respect the height of surrounding
buildings and should also ensure the underlying landform can continue to be understood. We
propose that the presumption for the borough is that buildings over 6 stories high in town
centre and 4 stories in other areas will be allowed only on an exception basis.

Policy D4 says development proposals
must reflect appropriate residential
densities that result from a design-led
approach taking into account factors
including heights and context.

Blackwell Park Ltd and the University of Surrey

Part 2 of the preferred option states that strategic sites should have higher density
development. This will depend on the nature of each of the strategic sites. Design, following

Agree. This is consistent with the new
approach in Policy D4, which requires
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site analysis and evaluation, is likely to see density vary across/within each site from low to
high, in response to existing site character and context. The desire to see higher density
development at strategic sites should not override the need to properly and robustly assess
each site and its constraints and opportunities to arrive at an appropriate density profile.

appropriate residential densities to
result from a design-led approach. This
would also need to be considered
alongside LPSS Policy D1(5) on
strategic allocations.

Cranley Road Residents Association

500 m of interchange is too crude a measure for a local policy. Eg Historic High Street and
Cathedral site should not be developed at high density. The circumstances in which higher
density in the centre or within 500 m of interchanges may be inappropriate in a Guildford
context — due to height or loss of green character - should be set out as including:

e To protect strategic views and townscapes.

e To protect distinctive green approaches (soft green edges of settlements and green
corridors along key entry routes to settlements) which are a distinctive trait of Guildford.

e To protect established character near transport hubs in rural settlements.

e To avoid the route of the sustainable movement corridor becoming a linear high-rise wall
carving up the town scape of Guildford.

Policy H4 is replaced by Policy D4
‘Achieving high quality design and
reflecting local distinctiveness’. Policy
D4 addresses the many of the points
raised in the comments in criterion 1, 3,
4 and 5 such as significant views,
nature, movement, public space,
landform, hard landscape and soft
landscape, site characteristics, context
and local character. The 500 m
criterion is deleted.

The density policy should recognise the need for any scheme to make space for nature,
climate change resilience and adaptation, green character, and to provide amenity space for
health and wellbeing — a need reinforced by the covid lockdown.

LPSS Policy D2 addresses climate
change and Policy ID4 addresses
green infrastructure. Proposed Policy
D5: ‘Protection of amenity and
provision of amenity space’ requires all
new residential developments to have
access to private outdoor amenity
space and flats to have balconies.

Reasons why higher density may be inappropriate should be exemplified in the policy.

It is not appropriate for a policy to give
examples.

Holy Trinity

Amenity Group

Replacement of modest, low-density, housing with luxury mansions. Since the introduction of
the NPPF in 2012, there has been no Guildford policy relating to housing density; the Council
have been remiss in not setting their own rules on dwelling density. Prior to 2012 the 2003
plan followed the government rules of density to be between 30 and 50dph, except that
densities lower than 30 might be accepted in exceptional circumstances and higher densities
were allowed near the centre. This worked reasonably well, and, although it resulted in some
increase of density in established residential areas, it was regarded as fair. As far as we know

Through Policy D4: ‘Achieving high
quality design and reflecting local
distinctiveness’ the Council sets out its
approach to dwelling density. An
appropriate density on a site (or parts
of a site) should result from a design-
led approach. It is an outcome of a
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the potential for inserting new dwellings in low density established residential areas has never
been fully analysed. When the Residential Design Guide was introduced in 2004 an additional
policy was added that allowed densities higher than 50dph within 800m of the centre; while we
accepted the desirability of increasing density in the centre we considered the 800m to be too
high — it meant that most of our established residential area fell within this limit. In fact, the
flood of redevelopment that we feared did not occur.

Prior to 2012 no new low-density development was allowed and the more recent wasteful
replacement of modest dwellings with mansions did not happen. The amount of in-filling in our
area has not been unreasonable. It has been accepted that some raising of density can help
stop widespread building in the Green Belt. Since 2012 we have seen a humber of
demolitions with rebuilds as mansions, and some “garden” developments at very low
densities. This financial and material investment would have funded many smaller dwellings
that we desperately need. This trend is contrary to government policy and it is disappointing
that GBC have not tackled it before. The reintroduction of a policy setting a minimum and
maximum density would overcome this problem. To have no set rules for housing density
would be a failure to properly control this and leads to inconsistency and injustice when one
applicant is allowed something which is then refused to someone else. Densities in designated
sites are already set in LPSS. We note that limits for existing residential areas are not even
considered as an alternative option; only the Town Centre, strategic sites or within 500 metres
of existing or planned transport interchanges are considered and these only qualitatively.

Insertion of extra dwellings into already dense areas. The previous 50dph maximum limit gave

some protection against already high-density areas, such as areas of small Victorian housing,

becoming even more cramped with inadequate open space.

We would ask for the previous 30-50dph limits to be reinstated, except for:

e Designated sites where dwelling numbers are already specified

e Designated town centre - a limit of 130dph would be reasonable

e Area within 400m of the centre boundary, or the main station - 85 dph.

e No extra dwellings to be allowed in Conservation Areas where the average density is
already 50dph or higher.

Only the main Guildford station is a true hub with routes in all directions. We do not agree to

having no policy. This issue cannot be left open for argument and inconsistency

process, as opposed to reflecting a
predetermined density or applying a
mathematical calculation to a site.
Policy D4 now reflects a requirement
for ‘appropriate residential densities’
that are demonstrated to result from a
design-led approach, which includes
consideration of certain factors. Rather
than density being the driving force
behind a scheme, it is good design that
is at the forefront.

Smaller dwellings are addressed by
policy H1 (1) Homes for all.

Each scheme is considered on its own
merits, but the policies will help ensure
a consistent approach. The strategic
site, town centre and 500 metres of
transport hub criterion have now been
removed from the proposed policies as
they are considered unnecessary.

The efficient use of land is addressed
in Policy D4 and increased densities
may be appropriate if it would not have
a detrimental impact on an area’s
prevailing character and setting. A
blanket refusal of applications in
Conservation Areas with a dph of 50
plus is not a justified policy approach.
Policy D4 and emerging policies will
ensure only appropriate development
is built in CA’s.

Merrow Residents Association

We agree with the preferred option. We would be expecting:

 a set of structured and challenging target density rings around Guildford and the main
villages

Density is now addressed in Policy D4
which requires appropriate residential
densities that result from a design-led
approach, as opposed to reflecting a
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» consciously maximising the density around the hubs and closest to the best travel
connections
e keeping the suburban and country areas to lower densities where the transport hubs are weaker

predetermined density or applying a
mathematical calculation. Reference
to transport hubs has now been
removed as considered unnecessary.

» making better use of energy efficient building structures and design, allowed by higher
density building

» consideration being given to the quality of life, and their health and safety, for those living in
high density developments as this can be compromised as the Covid 19 pandemic has
demonstrated

LPSS Policy D2: Climate change,
sustainable design, construction and
energy addresses energy efficiency
issues. Quality of life is addressed by
various policies including place
shaping, requiring well designed
homes and good amenity standards.

The Burpham Neighbourhood plan’s own housing standards should be recognised. The current
wording allows for this outcome but does not yet mandate it with specified densities, which we
believe is the only way to achieve optimised results

Housing space standards are
addressed by LPSS policy H1(3)
Homes for all. The Burpham
Neighbourhood Plan is adopted its own
right and part of the Development Plan,
and appropriate weight given to its
component parts, so specific mention
in the Local Plan would not appear to
be necessary.

It is critically important to ensure that there is a clear distinction between housing density and
the height of any development. High density doesn’t also mean increase in height particularly
where it would affect views out of and into the area. Therefore, a policy covering the density of
future developments cannot be considered without also considering height limitations. These
should cover all urban development otherwise tower blocks will damage the character of
Guildford. There should be a presumption against any further tower blocks in the town centre
and the height restriction should be clearly defined. We take the view that no new building in
the borough should be more than 6 storeys and this should be reduced to 3 storeys in the
outlying areas of the town- such as Merrow and Burpham.

Policy D4 (5) addresses heights and
says development proposals are
required to reflect appropriate
residential densities that are
demonstrated to result from a design-
led approach taking into account
factors including...heights and sizes for
the site, and the context and local
character of the area. Proposed Policy
D4 (3) addresses significant views.

Normandy Action Group

Normandy Action Group disagree. The proposed approach to density lacks any ability to
ensure that the density of a proposed development is appropriate given the environmental,
landscape, character and sustainability constraints and/or opportunities of individual sites. This
has resulted in high density housing being built in ‘edge of village’ settings in relatively low

The policy approach has now changed.
Policy D4 ‘Achieving high quality
design and reflecting local
distinctiveness’ now reflects a
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sustainability. In Flexford this has contributed to the development of affordable housing in
Beech Lane, resulting in flooding of properties and only resolved via the local Flood Forum
after resistance to the necessary investment from GBC.

NAG supports the requirement to ensure that the development capacity of sites should avoid
the necessary further release of Green Belt land. However, this must not be at the expense of
the amenity of local residents and the character of the surrounding area. The second part of
the preferred option for housing density states that the policy will require: Higher Density
development in the Town Centre, strategic sites or within 500 metres of existing or planned
transport interchanges, unless there are strong reasons why it would be inappropriate. The
listed transport interchanges include the existing outlying stations of Ash, Ash Vale, North
Camp and Horsley, in addition to the proposed stations at Guildford East (Merrow) and
Guildford West (Park Barn). NAG does not consider that 500 metres from transport
interchanges would be suitable for high density development. For smaller settlements 500m
would be outside the settlement boundary and totally inappropriate for high density housing
and this buffer would include areas of low density housing and would include large areas of
existing unallocated Green Belt land. The transport interchanges wording should ensure that
the policy is appropriate for the individual circumstances of existing settlements. Many of the
new large sites in the Local Plan are areas of former Green Belt land with significant
constraints, not least that of landscape or character impact.

requirement for ‘appropriate residential
densities’ that are demonstrated to
result from a design-led approach
including consideration of context and
local character.

Flooding issues are not within the remit
of this policy.

The reference to strategic sites and
500m from transport hubs is removed
from the proposed policies as it is
considered unnecessary.

The efficient use of land is addressed
in Policy D4 and increased densities
may be appropriate if it would not have
a detrimental impact on an area’s
prevailing character and setting.

Policy D4 addresses landscape and
local character.

Burpham Community Association (BCA)

Do you agree with the preferred option to address housing density in Guildford? Yes, but...

1) Further consultation should be held to determine what density is appropriate for each of the
strategic sites

2) Itis not valid to consider Guildford East (i.e. Merrow) Railway station as a transport
interchange until/unless there is a binding commitment to build it — at present this seems very
unlikely.

The reference to strategic sites and
transport hubs is removed from the
proposed policies. Policy D4 ‘Achieving
high quality design and reflecting local
distinctiveness’ requires appropriate
residential densities that result from a
design-led approach. This will help
determine the appropriate density for
strategic sites.

Compton Parish Council

We think that Policy H4 should also take into account the capacity of the local road network
and supporting infrastructure (sewers).It is unclear why minimum density requirements are
restrictive and why the impact on views, which are crucial to the character and setting, apply
only to the town centre and not to wider Guildford. ‘Appropriate’ density is vague and offers no
basic framework.

Capacity of local infrastructure would
be considered through Policy
ID1’Infrastructure and delivery’. Policy
D4 addresses significant views (to and
from). Policy D4 gives a framework for
a design-led approach for new
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development which will help achieve
an appropriate density for the site.

Councillor Ruth Boswell

| do not agree with this. 2.4 — quote: the Nat Design Guide states that “to optimise density it
may be necessary to provide public transport infrastructure or improve local transport services”
- This is very relevant to Guildford. In consultations lack of infrastructure has been the main cry
of everyone. What are the metrics to prove need?

- As one example, the public consultation on Garlick's Arch — commented that there was not

nearly enough infrastructure to support the number of dwellings proposed. But against what
metrics and who is responsible for determining these? The developers? GBC?? A criticism of
the LP, often heard, is that it is wholly lacking in infrastructure offerings - it proposes
thousands of homes but without the wherewithal for people to live their lives adequately.

Appendix 2 p64 - "in the town centre there are more limited opportunities for developments yet
it is a sustainable location so housing density needs to be optimised.”

An appropriate density on a should
result from a design-led approach. It is
an outcome of a process, as opposed
to reflecting a predetermined density or
applying a mathematical calculation to
a site. Policy D4 now reflects a
requirement for ‘appropriate residential
densities’ that are demonstrated to
result from a design-led approach,
which includes consideration of these
informants. Infrastructure is addressed
by LPSS policy ID1 and Appendix 6:
Infrastructure schedule.

| even consider Compulsory Purchase and believe this should be considered although thought
to be time consuming and expensive. In my mind | cannot rid myself of a vision to create a
new town within the current Town Centre limits by CPO, demolishing much of the Victorian tat
and replace it with well designed good housing which would be sustainable, near transport
offerings and not require use of Greenbelt land. The LP Strategy and Sites document page 28
suggests CPO. Therefore, | would not agree to the first proposal on page 13. but would ask for
the TC to be considered for more housing and less in the greenfield areas.

Reference to higher densities in the
Town Centre has been removed.
Compulsory purchase powers are not
within the remit of this policy. LPSS
policy S2 addresses delivery of
development and regeneration within
Guildford Town Centre and criterion (4)
addresses CPO.

Portland Capital

Portland Capital are supportive of promoting higher density residential development in
sustainable locations such as the town centre.

GBC'’s Annual Monitoring report (2018-2019) identifies: Table 1: Previous Housing Completions

Monitoring Period 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 Total

Completions 387 294 299 351 1,331

The National Design Guide indicates
that ‘built form is determined by good
urban design principles that combine
layout, form and scale in a way that
responds positively to the context. The
appropriate density will result from the
context, accessibility, the proposed
building types, form and character of
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Delivery against target (562)-175 -268 -263 -211 -917

Table 1 demonstrates that there has been an historic undersupply of housing in Guildford. The
annual target of 562 has not been met in a single year of the plan period (2015 — 2034),
providing an undersupply of 917 homes to date.

Section 11 of the NPPF relates to making effective use of land. Paragraph 123 states:

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 the potential of each site. In
these circumstances:

a) 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. These standards should seek a significant
uplift in the average density of residential development within these areas, unless it can be
shown that there are strong reasons why this would be inappropriate;

b) the use of minimum density standards should also be considered for other parts of the plan
area. It may be appropriate to set out a range of densities that reflect the accessibility and
potential of different areas, rather than one broad density range; and

c) local planning authorities should refuse applications which they consider fail to make
efficient use of land, taking into account the policies in this Framework. In this context, when
considering applications for housing, authorities should take a flexible approach in applying
policies or guidance relating to daylight and sunlight, where they would otherwise inhibit
making efficient use of a site (as long as the resulting scheme would provide acceptable living
standards).

In the context of the historic undersupply of housing and NPPF policy identified above we
would suggest that it is entirely appropriate to have a specific policy covering planning
densities, particularly where this seeks to deliver higher density housing within the town centre
or within 500m of existing or planned transport interchanges in line with the NPPF. We request
that the preferred option should go further to encourage an uplift in densities in appropriate
locations by setting out minimum density ranges, consistent with the NPPF and reflective of
under delivery. As per point C of NPPF paragraph 123; site size, urban grain and context
should be reviewed on a site by site basis, with a flexible approach to daylight and sunlight,
where it would inhibit making efficient use of a site.

the development.’ In this light, a
prescriptive approach to setting
densities is not considered appropriate.
An appropriate density is an outcome
of a process, as opposed to reflecting
a predetermined density or applying a
mathematical calculation to a site.
Policy D4 now reflects a requirement
for appropriate residential densities
that result from a design-led approach,
which includes consideration of these
informants. Whilst in many cases (not
all) this approach (as per D4) may
result in an average density across a
site being within such a range, it is
often the location of different forms
(and densities) of development across
a site, which are more important in
considering whether a proposal is
appropriate. Reference to the Town
centre and 500 metres is deleted.

Policy D4 addresses the expectation
for proposals to make efficient use of
land if it would not have a detrimental
impact on an area’s prevailing
character and setting (in line with the
NPPF para 122 d). Daylight and
sunlight is addressed in proposed
Policy D5: ‘Protection of amenity and
provision of amenity space’ which
requires development to not have a
detrimental impact on access to
daylight and sunlight.

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

Does not agree. As set out within the previous section, it is concerning that this is the first
policy within the plan, and it is considered that it sets a misleading tone for the rest of the

Agree. Policy H4 is deleted and density
issues addressed within policy D4
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policies within the DMP. It is considered that this policy is more concerned with Design and
should therefore be relocated to chapter 5 where is can be read alongside other such policies.

‘Achieving high quality design and
reflecting local distinctiveness’.

The supporting text for the policy provides three challenges for Guildford. There needs to be
reference to, or recognition of, Guildford as a Gap Town, and of its historic villages, with
significant constraints in terms of heritage, conservation, and character.

Part 2 of the LPSS gives key facts
about the borough and further details
on specific factors including heritage.

A much stronger link between achieving appropriate density and protecting character is
required. The proposed approach to density lacks any ability to ensure that the density of a
proposed development is appropriate given the environmental, landscape, character and
sustainability constraints and/or opportunities of individual sites. This lack of flexibility has
resulted in high density housing being built in ‘edge of village’ settings in relatively low
sustainability settings (examples are Garlick’s Arch and Tannery Lane, Send developments).
R4GV supports the requirement to ensure that the development capacity of sites is optimised,
particularly to the extent that this avoids the necessary further release of green belt sites.
However, this is expressly caveated that such optimisation must not be at the expense of the
amenity of local residents and the character of the surrounding area.

Paragraph 123 of the NPPF sets out the approach to density and site optimisation where part
b sets out the following: The use of minimum density standards should also be considered for
other parts of the plan area. It may be appropriate to set out a range of densities that reflect
the accessibility and potential of different areas, rather than one broad density range.

Policy D4 expects proposals to make
efficient use of land if it would not have
a detrimental impact on an area’s
prevailing character and setting (in line
with the NPPF para 122 d). With
regard to edge of village settings, the
criterion in policy D4 focus on the
character of the area and enable more
suitable development taking into
account context, character and setting
of an area. Policy D9(5) b) requires
infill development in villages to ensure
that the transitional character of edge
of village/settlement areas is not lost
and that hard urban forms are not
introduced in semi-rural environments

In order to be found sound, the DMP must be consistent with national policy. Paragraph 122 of
the NPPF provides context on making the most efficient use of land: Planning policies and
decisions should support development that makes efficient use of land, taking into account:

« the availability and capacity of infrastructure and services — both existing and proposed — as
well as their potential for further improvement and the scope to promote sustainable travel
modes that limit future car use; ¢ the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character
and setting (including residential gardens), or of promoting regeneration and change; and

* the importance of securing well-designed, attractive and healthy places.

The preferred option is inconsistent with national policy due to the lack of clarity regarding the
maintenance of the character of existing areas.

The National Design Guide indicates
that ‘built form is determined by good
urban design principles that combine
layout, form and scale in a way that
responds positively to the context. The
appropriate density will result from the
context, accessibility, the proposed
building types, form and character of
the development.’ Revised policy D4 is
consistent with the NDG & NPPF.

The preferred option to housing density sets out a number of matters to take into account in
achieving appropriate densities. The definitions of several of the key phrases are defined in
detail within the supporting text. There is no recognition that density of a site is not merely a
mathematical calculation and is not a basis on which to decide whether a development is

Agree. A site density should result from
a design-led approach and be an
outcome of a process, as opposed to
reflecting a predetermined density or
applying a mathematical calculation.
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suitable for any particular site. On smaller sites a minor alteration in size or unit numbers can
have a disproportionate effect on the calculation of density for a site.

Policy D4 now reflects a requirement
for ‘appropriate residential densities’
that result from a design-led approach.

The wording of paragraph 5.41 within the supporting text relating to Policy D9: Residential
Intensification is helpful and pragmatic regarding character. A similar paragraph is required
regarding policy H4.

Paragraph 5.41 relates to (inset)
villages and is specific to policy D9 so
unnecessary to repeat in policy D4.

Applicants must be instructed to read the DMP as a whole and have reference to other DMP
policies specifically: policy D4, policy D5, policy D8, policy D9, policy D16, policy D17, policy
D18, policy D20, policy ID6, policy ID11 Parking Standards.

The Local Plan must be read as a
whole. This is stated in the LPSS
paragraph 1.11.

It is considered that the council should incorporate a range of densities across the borough to
reflect character rather than a general approach to this complex and important area. A good
e.g is the Density Study July 2019 by EImbridge Borough Council. There is a lack of guidance
in how character will be considered and the DMP would not be effective or positively prepared
if no further work is undertaken. At present GBC is reliant on the Residential Design Guide
SPD to guide decisions on character. This document dated July 2004 is out of date when
considered against the NPPF and associated guidance on design that has been produced
since it was adopted. The character typologies within the Local Distinctiveness and Character
Chapters are generic and not specific enough to guide development in detail.

Many adopted Neighbourhood Plans contain detailed reference to character and density and
these should be referenced where appropriate. Alongside Neighbourhood Plans, and with
specific reference to areas not covered, GBC should be bringing forward an up-to-date
Character Study. Any Character Study must be fully incorporated into the DMP so that full
weight can be placed upon it in the determination of planning applications. The preparation of
a full Character Study would take some time to develop and in the interim the Landscape and
Townscape Study could be used to guide the determination of planning applications.

Policy D4 places an emphasis on the
importance of the character of areas. It
reflects a requirement for ‘appropriate
residential densities’ that are
demonstrated to result from a design-
led approach, which would consider
factors such as the context and local
character of the area. Criterion 3)
states that development proposals are
required to incorporate high quality
design which should contribute to local
distinctiveness by demonstrating a
clear understanding of the place.
Development proposals should
respond positively to the history of a
place, significant views (to and from),
surrounding context, built and natural
features of interest, prevailing
character etc. We may need to produce
local design codes where appropriate to
accord with the National design code.
However this/character studies sit
outside of the LPDMP process.

At local level, character has been extensively considered within existing and emerging
Neighbourhood Plans as follows:

Neighbourhood Plan Approach to Character

Burpham Approach to character set out in appendix 2

Neighbourhood Plans_are adopted in
their own right. They are part of the
Development Plan, carry their own
weight and sit alongside the GBC
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West Horsley Approach to Character set out in appendix C

East Horsley Significant reference to Housing Design Styles

Lovelace Design guide in appendix C5
Effingham Separate Village Design Statement
Send Separate Character Assessment

West Clandon Separate Character Assessment

Puttenham Separate design guide

Any updated policy in relation to density must make reference to the significant evidence base
for character in individual neighbourhood plan areas.

The definitions set out the list of transport interchanges which include the Guildford stations
but also the stations of Ash, Ash Vale, North Camp, and Horsley and the proposed stations at
Guildford East and Guildford West It is not considered that a distance of 500 m from the
transport interchanges would be universally suitable for high density development. Even in the
centre of Guildford, a distance of 500m from the main stations would be areas of relatively low
density family housing, often in conservation areas or other such restrictions. Other stations eg
Horsley a distance of 500m would be outside of the settlement boundary and inappropriate for
high density housing. Appendix 3 of the Part 1 Local Plan shows maps with the 500m buffer
around transport interchanges. In many instances this buffer would include areas of low
density housing and large areas of unallocated green belt land. Furthermore, the provision in
relation to planned transport interchanges risks development long before the appropriate
transport infrastructure is implemented which would lead to significant issues for future
residents. The policy wording on transport interchanges should be fundamentally reviewed to
ensure that the policy is appropriate for the individual circumstances of existing/proposed
settlements. Where the transport interchange has not been built/opened, it would be
inappropriate to bring forward significant high density housing until the infrastructure is
provided. Many of the strategic sites are areas of former green belt land and in all instances
have significant constraints e.g landscape or character impact. It is therefore inappropriate for
high density on a strategic site with no reference to other factors. Wording should clarify this
approach with links to other plan policies

Local Plans. The development plan
must be read as a whole and
appropriate weight given to its
component parts, so replication in the
Local Plan would not appear to be
necessary.

The Transport hubs and 500 metres
criterion is no longer incorporated in
the proposed policies.The reference to
strategic sites is also removed as it is
considered unnecessary.

Infrastructure is addressed by LPSS
policy ID1 and Appendix 6:
Infrastructure schedule.

The efficient use of land is addressed
in Policy D4 and increased densities
may be appropriate if it would not have
a detrimental impact on an area’s
prevailing character and setting. Policy
D4 reflects a requirement for
‘appropriate residential densities’ that
result from a design-led approach,
which would consider factors such the
site size as well as the context and
local character of the area. This
approach is likely to result in density
varying across/within these large
greenfield strategic sites from lower to
higher. This would need to be
considered alongside Policy D1(5) on
strategic allocations.

West Horsley Parish Council

Agree, providing reference is made to Neighbourhood Plans. This policy needs much clearer
guidelines and detail — it is too loose.

1. Under the preferred option at point 1c there should be reference to the character of the
landscape setting which is equally important.

Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in
their own right, are part of the
Development Plan, carry their own
weight and sit alongside the GBC
Local Plans. The development plan
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2. Specific densities for specific ‘characters/types’ of areas needs to be provided within the
proposed policy.

3. Planning Officers are at a disadvantage is there is no guidance on this which leads to highly
inappropriate densities proposed by developers with no regard to local character.

4. 1t would be helpful within this policy to explain why Guildford Borough is so heavily
constrained re Green Belt, Woodland etc which will influence density.

5. Reference to Neighbourhood Plans should be included as these give specific local
knowledge and density measurements that must be taken into consideration.

must be read as a whole, so replication
in the Local Plan is not necessary.
Density issues are now within
proposed Policy D4. Criterion (3) states
development should respond positively
to context, character and landscape. It
requires ‘appropriate residential
densities’ that result from a design-led
approach, which considers context and
local character. Throughout the plan
constraints facing Guildford are
recognised.

Other respondents

The text and Blue Box say there should be higher density on strategic sites. These sites are
on the edge of town and not different per se to other suburbs. They are certainly not suitable
for densities which might be reasonable in the town centre. High density is not necessary to
meet the requirements of the SPSS. The three SPSS sites Blackwell Farm, Wisley Airfield and
~Gosden Hill Farm are all scheduled for about 20 dpha overall, which certainly does not
necessitate high density. The references to strategic sites in H4 should be removed. They
would lead to high buildings in areas where they would be completely out of character and
would intrude on the surrounding countryside. The list of ‘Transport Interchanges’, not in the
2003 Plan, is very useful.

The reference to strategic sites and
transport interchanges is removed.
Policy D4 now requires ‘appropriate
residential densities’ that result from a
design-led approach, which considers
factors such as the site size, context
and local character. This would need to
be considered alongside Policy D1(5)
on strategic allocations.

Where a transport interchange is unlikely to attract new users for reasons such as
uncompetitive cost, overcrowding or simply that the station has not yet been built or additional
capacity has not been delivered, this may lead to additional car journeys. This, and other
exceptions where the policy conflicts with other aims, could be taken into account by
expanding on the “strong reasons why it would be inappropriate”.

The reference to transport
interchanges is removed from the
proposed policies as it is considered
unnecessary.

There is no detail on housing density for sites which are not strategic sites or in the town
centre. Given that the Local Plan makes provision for approximately 1,200 dwellings on
nonstrategic sites within and as extensions to existing villages, some inset from the Green
Belt, | would be concerned about the impact of monoculture development within those non-
strategic sites on the Green Belt — the kind of new-build developments homes, dependent on
cars, that have sprung up in many rural areas on the outskirts of existing villages. Applying
housing density policy to these non-strategic sites could be one way of controlling that.

The refence to strategic sites is now
removed. Policy D4 requires all
proposals to take a design-led
approach and respond positively to
their surrounding context and
prevailing character. This would need
to be considered alongside Policy
D1(5) on strategic allocations.
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| object to maximise density of Strategic Sites. The density should respect the existing
landscape, views, and adjacent neighbouring buildings. | object because each site also needs
to be considered as to whether it is “sustainable” for the amount of housing proposed.

The strategic sites reference is now
removed. Policy D4 requires a design-
led approach where development
responds positively to significant views
context, character, landscape and
topography. This would be considered
alongside Policy D1(5) on strategic
allocations.

With increased density, height restrictions of five to six storeys across Guildford and its
surroundings would make it possible to avoid tower blocks, which spoil the character of
Guildford and spoil views within and to the town, and views to and from the Surrey Hills AONB.
Regarding increased density around transport hubs, a hub is where trains are changed with
routes going off in different directions. London Road Station is a small station and does not
qualify as a hub anymore than a bus stop.

Policy D4 (5) requires proposals to
reflect appropriate densities taking into
account appropriate heights for the
site. Policy D4 (3) addresses significant
views (to and from). The transport hubs
reference is now removed.

It does require that a lot more oversight and careful explanation, seen the less prescriptive
way decisions are being made for each particular case.

The reasoned justification for Policy D4
will explain the policy in detalil.

In the draft SDF SPD, there were suggested densities for the planned developments. Will
these be used. Without the widening of the A3, the building of the Blackwell Farm Estate
would cause problems in and around Guildford. With the Farnham Road being just a single
flow in each direction, this road with be completely unsuitable for additional traffic. There will
be numerous empty shops and buildings in and around the centre of Guildford. All this vacant
space could be partly used for housing which would not have an adverse impact on the town
or the environment. There is also the problem of water supply. Thames Water have stated
they cannot increase supply for the Guildford area, and they ran short of water just 2 weeks
ago and had to supply tankers and bottled water for several days to numerous households.

Policy D4 requires ‘appropriate
residential densities’ that result from a
design-led approach, which considers
factors such as the site size, context
and local character. Traffic and
infrastructure are addressed by LPSS
policies ID1, ID2, ID3. Empty shops
and buildings and water supply are not
within the remit of this policy.

No due to change in retail and office sectors. Buildings could be reused for housing within
actual town centre instead of intrusive new build in already overstretched community.

Conversions of buildings to housing
alone will not meet the overall need for
additional housing within the borough.

| agree with the council's preferred policy which will encourage higher densities in the town
centre and within 500 metres of transport interchanges and that the policy should allow for a
degree of flexibility. However | believe that a policy regarding the density of future
developments cannot be considered without also considering height limitations. | strongly
believe that, to preserve the character of Guildford, height limitations should be considered on
all urban developments otherwise tower blocks could quickly erode the character of Guildford.

The Town centre, 500 metres and
transport interchanges criterion are
now deleted. Policy D4 says
development proposals are required to
reflect appropriate residential densities
that are demonstrated to result from a
design-led approach taking into
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There should be a presumption against any further tower blocks in the town centre and the
height restriction should be clearly defined (e.g. limited to five storeys).

account factors including appropriate
building forms & heights for the site.

| do not agree that any development within 500 metres of an existing or planned transport
interchange to develop at high density - developers do not need any encouragement to go for
high density, they will do this automatically. Guildford is too historic, roads too narrow and
gradients are often too steep to warrant this type of developing. The infrastructure of existing
road and access to GP surgeries are often overlooked. Woking has rules in its planning
documents regarding developing on a steep gradient, particularly when near other

buildings. Has Guildford now implemented something similar, or is this being

considered? Considering the topography of Guildford this should be a high priority.

The Town centre, 500 metres and
transport interchanges criterion are
now deleted. Infrastructure is
addressed by LPSS policy ID1 and
Appendix 6: Infrastructure schedule.
Policy D4 states ‘Development should
respond positively to the history of a
place...landscape and topography.’

The housing density is much too high for Guildford, and should be reduced to half what is
proposed. Higher density would be possible on urban brownfield sites. However the local plan
has failed to identify sufficient brownfield sites.

Updated Policy D4 requires
appropriate residential densities that
result from a design-led approach.

Yes. Flexibility is a more sensible approach than a rigidly prescriptive one, provided due
account is taken of the factors you mention, namely:

a) the site size, characteristics and location,

b) the urban grain of the area and appropriate building forms and sizes for the site, and

c) the context and local character of the area

This will be of particular importance in the villages now 'inset' from the Green Belt, where
inappropriate densities would have an adverse impact on the local area as a whole. Good
judgment will be needed if this is to be avoided.

Updated Policy D4 says development
proposals are required to reflect
appropriate residential densities that
result from a design-led approach
taking into account the site size,
characteristics and location, urban
grain and building forms, heights and
sizes, context and local character.
Policy D9 addresses residential infill
development proposals.

| am concerned as to the density design and other aspects of development in the INSET
villages. It would not be appropriate to fix levels of density at the same levels as those of the
town. Infilling can be carried out in a sensible and sensitive manner but without an overall
density level it would be difficult to 'draw the line' . there also needs to be guides on roof height
etc. there is a tendency in modern design to include a roof height that would allow for roof
extensions in the future. In some properties allowed in my village this has the effect of a 3rd
story. quite out of keeping in the area and imposing. Setting a max for roof height ,not to be
exceeded except in exceptional circumstances would be useful. Back gardens are presently
being offered up for not one but 2 dwellings ..in those circumstances roof height and density
are very important

Updated Policy D4 says development
proposals are required to reflect
appropriate residential densities that
take into account appropriate heights
for the site and the context and local
character of the area. Policy D9 seeks
to address this by reflecting design
requirements and expectations
regarding residential infill proposals
including in villages.
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Agree. High density should not mean unlimited overall height. In the town centre this should be
no more than ten storeys in very limited circumstances, and then only when such height does
not adversely affect any development’s setting and impact on heritage buildings and adjoining
conservation areas. GVG would argue that the topography and current built environment of the
town indicates that a general maximum of six storeys would best preserve the town in its
setting and properly defer to its heritage.

Updated Policy D4 says development
proposals must reflect appropriate
residential densities that take into
account appropriate heights, context
and local character. It states
development should respond positively
to the history of a place, context,
character and topography. Other local
plan policies address the impact of
development on heritage.

Agree with the aims, but want to see more specific guidance, taking into account the variation
in character of parts of the borough. Building height should be restricted in the town centre,
preferably to six storeys.

Updated Policy D4 requires
development proposals to reflect
appropriate residential densities that
take into account appropriate heights,
the context and local character.

Where a transport interchange is unlikely to attract new users for reasons such as cost,
overcrowding, it's not built etc this may lead to additional car journeys. This could be taken into
account by expanding on the “strong reasons why it would be inappropriate”.

Reference to transport interchanges
has now been deleted.
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Policy H5 Housing extensions and alterations

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Environment Agency

1. Disagree with preferred option. We note paragraph 2.16 does not
state that householder extensions and alterations will also be
covered by Policy P4: Flooding, flood risk and groundwater
protection zones. This should be included because housing
extensions in Flood Zone 3 and 2 must consider flood risk. Whilst
Policy P4 does cover all development in areas at medium or high
risk of flooding, in order to strengthen Policy H5 we recommend the
following is included. This will help to ensure that flood risk is not
increased within the borough, as per paragraph 163 of the NPPF.
Flood risk assessment (FRA) In accordance with paragraph 163 of
NPPF a site-specific flood risk assessment (FRA) should be
provided for all development in Flood Zones 3 and 2. This includes
change of use and householder extensions.

Change of use -In accordance with the Flood Zone and flood risk
tables 1, 2 and 3 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), change
of use proposals may involve an increase in flood risk if the
vulnerability classification of the development is changed.

Minor development/householder extensions ‘Minor’ development
(as defined by the TCP- Development Management Procedure
Order 2015) such as householder extensions, in Flood Zones 3 and
2 is covered by our flood risk standing advice (FRSA), unless it is
located within 20 metres of a main river.

2. Cumulative impact - Areas of the borough that are at a high risk
of flooding and receive multiple applications for minor extensions
may have a cumulative impact on flood risk, increasing it
elsewhere.

3._Basement extensions We welcome the inclusion of this policy
and the need for basement extensions to ‘have no adverse impact
on local ground water conditions, flooding or drainage issues’.

1 & 2. Any proposals will need to be assessed in accordance
with the development plan. The plan must be read as a whole
- it is unnecessary to cross reference policies. Policy P4 does
cover all ‘development’ in areas of medium or high risk of
flooding, requiring site-specific flood risk assessment.
‘Development’ includes residential extensions and alterations
and this is clarified in the reasoned justification.

3. Within the policy text on basements the following criteria
has been added: ‘have clear internal access to upper floors’ to
address concerns.

Additional text added to the policy reasoned justification to
state that areas at medium or high risk of flooding must
comply with Policy P4: Flooding, flood risk and groundwater
protection zones.

If an application was seeking a self-contained dwelling it
would need to be considered under policy H6 conversions and
sub-divisions.

4. Comments noted.
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However, there is no reference to the need for this to be
demonstrated within a site specific flood risk assessment. This
should be included. As per our FRSA for ‘vulnerable’ developments
in Flood Zone 3, basement rooms/extensions must have clear
internal access to an upper level (for example a staircase).
Proposals which seek to create an independent, residential
basement dwelling/flat in Flood Zone 3, should not be permitted.
This should be made explicit.

4. Annexes From a flood risk perspective we welcome the
approach to annexes and agree that annexes at risk of flooding
cannot be used as a self-contained dwelling

Historic England

It is important to have clear guidance on what forms of alterations to
residential buildings are appropriate, especially in sensitive
locations such as conservation areas or to historic buildings with
definite architectural character

Further policy guidance is given within LPSS policy D3:
Historic environment and proposed policies in LPDMP D17
Listed buildings and D18 Conservation Areas. The Residential
Extensions and Alterations SPD 2018 gives additional
detailed guidance, and specifically mentions how special care
and attention is required when extending or altering a listed
building or building in a conservation area. Additional wording
added to reasoned justification inserting reference to this.

Surrey Nature Partnership

Yes, in general support. Further explanatory [text] might be added
to emphasise not compromising urban Green Infrastructure/BNG
provision opportunities

Green infrastructure is addressed by Policy ID4 in LPSS and
Biodiversity Net Gain is proposed to be addressed in policy
(P7) within the LPDMP document.

Other organisations

Thames Water

In relation to basement extensions, we support the requirement to
have no adverse impact on local ground water conditions, flooding
or drainage issues. Thames Water’s main concerns with regard to
subterranean development are:

1. The scale of urbanisation in certain areas can impact on the
ability of rainwater to soak into the ground resulting in more rainfall
in Thames Water’'s sewerage network when it rains heavily. New

1. Comments noted. Each planning application needs to be
determined on its own merits rather than considered in a
general context of urbanisation as a whole.

Having policy criteria that states the development must have
no adverse impact on local ground water conditions, flooding
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development needs to be controlled to prevent an increase in
surface water discharges into the sewerage network.

2.Basements are vulnerable to many types of flooding and in
particular sewer flooding. This can be from surcharging of larger
trunk sewers but can also result from operational issues with
smaller sewers such as blockages. Basements are generally below
the level of the sewerage network and therefore the gravity system
normally used to discharge waste above ground does not work.
During periods of prolonged high rainfall or short duration very
intense storms, the main sewers are unable to cope with the storm
flows. The policy should therefore require all new basements to be
protected from sewer flooding through the installation of a suitable
(positively) pumped device. Clearly this criterion of the policy will
only apply when there is a waste outlet from the basement i.e. a
basement that includes toilets, bathrooms, utility rooms etc.
Applicants should show the location of the device on the drawings
submitted with the planning application.

or drainage issues is considered to help address surface
water discharge concerns.

2. Text added to the reasoned justification of the policy
relating to having pumped devises for basement
developments that include a waste outlet.

Burpham Community Association

Yes, but...

1) The relevant Neighbourhood Plan should be one of the
applicable policy documents for all questions

2) If the extension increases the likely occupancy then parking
provision must be in accordance with the Neighbourhood Plan.

Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in their own right. They
are part of the Development Plan, carry their own weight and
sit alongside the GBC Local Plans. The development plan
must be read as a whole and appropriate weight given to its
component parts, so replication in the LP is unnecessary.
Parking standards are to be addressed in proposed policy
ID11 in the LPDMP. An extension to a property is unlikely to
engage the parking requirements proposed in ID11.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Page 18
2.15

Page 20

1. Basement extensions: This should be a 'certified or qualified
structural engineers report' definition needs tightening.

2. Annexes: This policy needs to adequately address Parking
requirements in all circumstances of new Annexes including
Neighbourhood Plan requirements when they differ from the
Borough.

1. Wording reviewed to include ‘a structural impact report from
a certified structural engineer’.

2. Parking standards are to be addressed in proposed policy
ID11 in the LPDMP. An extension to a property is unlikely to
engage the parking requirements proposed in ID11.
Neighbourhood Plans are part of the Development Plan, carry
their own weight and sit alongside the GBC Local Plans. The
development plan must be read as a whole and appropriate
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weight given to its component parts, so replication in the LP is
unnecessary.

Compton Parish Council

Agree but would like to see the policy extended to ensure that
extensions and alterations respect the surrounding landscape,
especially in designated Areas of Great Landscape Value and
Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (and the land forming their
settings) and conservation areas.

Proposed policy D4: ‘Achieving high quality design and
respecting local distinctiveness’ requires all new development
to demonstrate a clear understanding of the place, its
character, landscape and views. Policy D1: ‘Place shaping’
requires all new development to respond to the distinctive
local character including landscape character.

Areas of Great Landscape Value and Areas of Outstanding
Natural Beauty and Conservation Areas have relevant policies
elsewhere in the Local Plan (e.g Policy P1: Surrey Hills AONB
and AGLYV of the LPSS and proposed policy D18:
Conservation Areas LPDMP).

Downsedge

Residents Association

We do not agree with the preferred option.

1.Meeting objectives 4 and 5 to retain distinct character, will not be
possible if reference to respecting the height and materials of
existing buildings in an area is not contained within the wording.
Building heights within existing residential areas are a key
component of character and must be considered highly relevant in

planning applications as are building materials prevalent. Reference

to height and materials in existing buildings (of domestic scale),
should be included in this policy.

2.Clarification should be available as to what constitutes
‘'unacceptable impact' with respect sunlight, daylight and privacy.
For instance minimum back to back separation distances with
respect to privacy and overshadowing of garden amenity areas in
terms of sunlight where garden size is limited.

1. Reference to height and materials in existing buildings are
included in this policy in section (1). Height and materials are
also addressed in LPDMP proposed policy D4: Achieving high
guality design and local distinctiveness e.g high quality design
including materials and detailing will be required in
development proposals that take into account context and
local character. With extensions and alterations it is more
important that the extension or alteration respects the existing
height and materials of the existing building, as neighbouring
properties may be of a different scale or materials.
2.'Unacceptable impact’ would be assessed by the planning
case officer for each application. Emerging LPDMP Policy D5
makes reference to privacy and amenity. The Residential
Extensions and Alterations SPD 2018 gives additional
detailed guidance, including on impact on daylight, sunlight
and privacy and length of rear extension.

East Clandon Parish Council

1. We agree with Policy H5 with the below caveats: The shift
towards more home working, less commuting & overcrowding on

1.Comments noted.
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road and rail, better availability of high speed broadband and
wellness and work-life balance has come into play. Consideration
should be given to the need/desire for home conversions which
would make homes more suitable for these lifestyle changes and
could support a greener lifestyle through lower commuting. Eg
office conversion from existing garage space.

2.This should also include clear policy on addition of
outbuildings/sheds/outdoor offices/gyms.

3.Could the issue of proportionality of extension be better defined
so that applicants and councillors have clearer guidance on this
point?

2.0utbuildings are not considered as extensions or alterations
to a house and are considered separately in planning policy
terms. Existing LPSS Policy D1 and emerging policy D4 would
apply to outbuildings.

3.'‘Proportionality’ is addressed in more detail in The
Residential Extensions and Alterations SPD 2018 which
provides further guidance, with examples given.

East Horsley Parish Council

1.We agree with one exception: In Paragraph 1(a) there is a
reference to respecting the existing context, scale and character of
the adjacent buildings and immediate surrounding area. However,
we believe the restriction to the ‘immediate surrounding area’ is too
limiting. Around one third of the inhabitants of Guildford borough
live in distinctive village settlements away from the main Guildford
urban area. In such locations to limit an assessment of a
development to its impact on the ‘immediate surrounding area’ may
fail to appropriately reflect the wider general character of a
particular village, which we believe should be a relevant contextual
factor in any new development within that village. SUGGESTIONS:
Delete the word “immediate” from Paragraph 1(a) of Policy H5;

2. Since parts of Guildford borough have adopted Neighbourhood
Plans containing various Design Codes, which form part of their
Local Development Plan, a reference to their applicability would
also be appropriate within this policy.

1.To consider a proposal, whilst the wider context is relevant it
is the immediate surrounding area that is most pertinent. To
just state ‘surrounding area’ is considered too broad and
unjustified, as it could include buildings in adjacent roads that
are not relevant to the setting of the proposed
extension/alteration. In design terms the immediate local
context and street scene is most relevant.

2.Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in their own right. They
are part of the Development Plan, carry their own weight and
sit alongside the GBC Local Plans. The development plan
must be read as a whole and appropriate weight given to its
component parts, so replication in the Local Plan is
unnecessary.

Effingham Parish Council

1.Agree, with the following amendments: Policy 1c should include
the word appearance. Buildings can be consistent with the form,
scale, character and proportion of the neighbouring areas but still
have a different appearance to both the existing building and to
neighbouring buildings.

2.Please consider a separate Policy 4 roof or loft extensions. In
particular they can cause light pollution. In rural dark sky areas

1.The word appearance has been added to the policy.

2.Roof and loft extensions are considered as an extension or
alteration, so this policy applies to them. They are covered in
detail within the Residential Extensions and Alterations SPD
2018. Comments on light pollution from roof lights and atria

are acknowledged. It is worth noting that some roof lights do
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there is particular concern about increasing light pollution and
maintaining dark skies. Residential development should be
designed to minimise light pollution, avoiding the use of unscreened
roof-lights or atria.

not require planning permission. Light pollution is proposed to
be addressed in LPDMP policy D10a: ‘Light impacts and dark
skies’ and policy D5 in terms of impact of artificial light on
amenity.

Holy Trinity

Amenity Group

1.1t is unclear whether the existing and recently revised SPD is
retained to provide detailed rules. If so, this needs to be stated.
2. Degradation of area by excessive extending of properties.
Almost all houses in our area have been extended. Large, or
incremental, extensions have resulted in huge expansion of
properties as much as doubling the original size of the

property. This has resulted in major changes in character of the
area, in contravention of the overriding policy that development
must preserve the character of an established area. It has also
reduced the stock of modest size family homes for which there is
great need. Extensions do not make best use of materials or
energy in the way a new design of the increased size would

do. They always have some impact on neighbours, due to loss of
light, overbearing nature, change of character, loss of value,
extreme nuisance during construction. Neighbours receive no
compensation, and often make similar extensions to maintain their
status.

3.Single storey rear extensions have become ubiquitous, partly due
to the misguided central government relaxation of permitted
development rules. They are often ugly and are frequently in the
views of many neighbours, particularly when overlooked by
properties higher up the Guildford hills. They usually do not make
the best use of ground space and often lead to ungainly properties.
In some of our roads the average house size has been increased
by 40% or more by extensions.

4.Pavement crossovers have been multiplied and front of house
parking has mushroomed. This has caused a clear change of
character to the roads.

Options.

1.New reasoned justification wording inserted: ‘Regard must
also be had to the Guildford Borough Council Residential
Extensions and Alterations SPD 2018 (or any document which
replaces it) which gives additional detailed guidance.’

2.Each application must be determined on its own merits, and
each proposed extension or alteration determined on its
merits at that time.

3.Comments about permitted development rights noted, but
outside the scope of this policy. In the most sensitive areas,
such as conservation areas and AONB permitted
development rights are more restricted. If a development is
classed as permitted development local plan policies cannot
be applied nor the permitted development resisted. Article 4
directions are the only mechanism to remove some of the
permitted development rights, but they have to be clearly
justified. Article 4 directions are applied separately to planning
policy. They must be deemed necessary to protect the local
amenity or the wellbeing of an area and clearly identify the
potential harm (PPG Para: 038 Reference |ID: 13-038-

20190722

4.Comments about pavement crossovers noted, but outside
the scope of this policy. Pavement crossovers would be
addressed by the local highways authority.

5. Extensions to newly built properties can be controlled by
planning conditions, but the planning condition would need to
be necessary, relevant to planning, relevant to the
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e Extensions must not increase the size (volume) of the house
from that of the original by more than 40%.

e Driveways and pavement crossovers must not be multiplied.

o Permitted development rights will be removed for certain areas.

¢ 5. No extensions to be allowed for 5 years after the purchase,
including for new houses

development to be permitted, enforceable, precise; and
reasonable in all other respects. To restrict future extensions
for a specified time period would not be justified as either an
extension is acceptable in planning terms or it is not.

Guildford Residents Association

We welcome the inclusion of this policy. We note that the
Extensions and Alterations SPD 2018 is referenced. 1(b) raises the
guestion of what would constitute 'unacceptable impact'. Are there
minimum standards that can be referenced? We propose that 1(c)
should include specific mention of materials

Unacceptable impact would be assessed on a case by case
basis and vary according to the specific circumstances. No

minimum standards are set to avoid inflexibility so a level of
judgement is needed. Agree suggestion for 1 (c) and policy
wording amended to include materials.

Ockham Pa

rish Council

Context and character of existing structure within its setting
together with avoidance of ‘development creep’ and
overdevelopment (excessive increase on original footprint) should
continue to be considered when addressing housing extensions
and alterations applications

Comments noted, and the policy wording will address this by
reference to context, character, scale and proportions.

West Clandon

Will there be (is there) a separate SPD for extensions in the Green
Belt? The new H5 policy adds little or nothing to what is already
available in the 2018 SPD covering extensions. The word
“calculate” in the LPSS implies quantification which is not available
at the moment for Green Belt applications.

There are no current timescales for the preparation of the
Green Belt SPD. The Residential Extensions and Alterations
2018 SPD’s purpose is to give more detailed guidance than
can be given within planning policies. The LPSS policy P2
reasoned justification refers to the Green Belt SPD and that
“This will set out guidelines and considerations that the
Council will take into account when assessing Green Belt
planning applications.” An assessment of what constitutes a
disproportionate addition goes beyond mathematical
calculations pertaining to volume and footprint. The matter
also needs to be considered spatially, with reference to the
massing, scale and general visual perception of the proposal.

Guildford Society
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1. The text should be amended to be: The report should show that
there is no adverse impact to land and the structural stability of the
application site and adjacent properties during construction and
once built.

2. The policy either needs extension or an appendix to provide
more detail. Other authorities provide far greater guidance in a
easily consumed format. There needs to be reference in the recent
policy amendment to allow for extra floors to be added to flats,
under permitted development rights. The LDMP needs to have
clarity as how this is to be handled.

1. Agree, wording of policy reviewed to include during
construction and once built.

2. Permitted development rights frequently change, and some
are temporary so reference within the LPDMP is not
recommended, as it may quickly become outdated. If a
development is classed as permitted development the Local
Plan and its policies cannot be applied nor the permitted
development resisted.

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

Para 2.15

1. There is key difference between housing extensions and
alterations within the settlement boundary (where substantial
permitted development rights exist) and those within villages
washed over with green belt or houses outside of the settlement
boundary. In order to be effective as a policy it should be split into
separate parts to deal with the different locations / contexts of
houses as identified. This was the case with the 2003 Local Plan
which had separate policies for Extensions to Dwellings in the
Urban Areas (Policy H8) and Extensions to Dwellings in the
Countryside (policy H9) The preferred option for the policy is correct
in requiring applications to respect the existing context, scale and
character of the adjacent buildings and immediate surrounding
area.

2. In many instances that existing context, scale and character has
been well established within an existing or emerging
Neighbourhood Plan (and accompanying evidence base).
Reference should therefore be made to compliance with
Neighbourhood Plans where they form a relevant part of the
development plan.

3. Outside of these areas, a commitment is required from GBC to
produce a detailed character study of the borough for the purposes
of development management which will also assist in the
determination of applications made for the extension and alteration
of existing houses.

4. The issue of proportionality for extensions in the Green Belt,
including villages washed over by the Green Belt, needs to be

1. The main difference between the Local Plan 2003 Policies
H8 Extensions to dwellings in urban areas & H9 Extensions to
dwellings in the countryside were that policy H9 resisted the
loss of small dwellings and outside the identified settlements
and within the Green Belt there was a presumption against
extensions to dwellings that resulted in a disproportionate
addition taking into account the size of the original dwelling.
Policy H9 has been superseded by LPSS planning policy P2:
Green Belt and the NPPF para 145 which states the
exceptions including part (c) extension or alteration of a
building provided it does not result in disproportionate
additions over and above the size of the original building.
LPSS Policy P2 sets out the definition of original building. As
the proposed policy includes wording that applications must
respect the existing context, scale and character of the
adjacent buildings and immediate surrounding area this
addresses both urban and rural settings.

2. Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in their own right. They
are part of the Development Plan, carry their own weight and
sit alongside the GBC Local Plans. The development plan
must be read as a whole and appropriate weight given to its
component parts, so replication in the LP is unnecessary.

3. The Residential Extensions SPD gives detailed guidance
and will assist in the determination of applications made for
the extension and alteration of existing houses. It provides
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properly grasped. The Council has seen its interpretation of this
overturned at Appeal (APP/Y3615/D/20/3245301 Pond Place,
Woodhouse Lane, Holmbury St Mary) and a more clearly defined
policy which enables residents to extend their homes
sympathetically is required.

5. Other Councils (Mole Valley, and Waverley) use 31 December
1968 (when Surrey County Council first adopted a policy to control
the scale of extensions to dwellings in the countryside) as the base
point for the ‘original building’, rather than 1 July 1948. .
6.Waverley is also seeking to introduce an upper limit on what is
acceptable for residential extensions outside of settlement and
have imposed a maximum 40% increase in floor space over that of
the original building (based on its floor space on 31 December
1968). Adoption of this would ease many of the problems and
concerns faced by residents in older houses who want to
modernise and enable home working, or looking after an elderly
relative. There should also be a recognition that genuine ‘openness
of the Green Belt’ is not affected where an extension is being
proposed for a residential home already in a village environment or
generally hidden from view (see Appeal (APP/Y3615/D/20/3245301
above).

7. The provision of basements to existing and proposed dwellings is
another area where proportionality and openness of the green belt
are cited as reasons for refusal. Yet common sense dictates that
neither are genuinely affected by something that is underground
and out of sight. EImbridge council has recognised this, allowing
basements, but with clear conditions and it is recommended that
GBC does so as well. However further restrictions are necessary to
prevent ‘iceberg styles’ houses which extend underground into
neighbouring and public land. It is recommended that GBC follows
a similar approach to ElImbridge in enabling the addition of
basements in the green belt and other areas, without affecting
proportionality or openness of the green belt, provided they are
wholly subterranean, do not exceed the footprint of the existing
building, are only served by discreet light wells and do no generate
significant additional activity on the site as a whole.

8. Due to recent permitted development rights allowing upwards
extensions to existing residential buildings, consideration is

advice on how to assess the impact on the scale and
character on neighbouring houses and the street. In addition,
although the Residential Design Guide was adopted a while
ago the principles and advice remain valid and relevant today.
It addresses ‘character types’ and gives detailed design
advice on matters such as context, urban structure and grain.

4. Proportions are mentioned in the proposed wording: ‘...take
into account the form, scale, height, character, materials and
proportions of the existing building’. Green Belt matters are
outside the scope of this policy.

5. Green Belt matters are outside the scope of this policy but
for information the base date for original building of 1 July
1948 was used in the 2003 Local Plan (para 5.39) and 1948 is
also the definition included in the NPPF glossary.

6. The building footprint issue relates to Green Belt matters
and is outside the scope of this policy.

7. The policy as now drafted supports basements but includes
the wording on them being proportionate. Green Belt issues
are outside the scope of this policy, but may be addressed in
a future Green Belt SPD.

8. Concerns relating to permitted development legislation
noted. If a development is classed as permitted development
local plan policies cannot be applied nor the permitted
development resisted. In the most sensitive areas, such as
conservation areas and AONB, permitted development rights
are more restricted.

As identified, Article 4 directions are the only mechanism to
remove some of the permitted development rights, but they
have to be clearly justified. Article 4 directions are applied
separately to planning policy. They must be deemed
necessary to protect the local amenity or the wellbeing of an
area and clearly identify the potential harm (PPG Para: 038
Reference ID: 13-038-20190722)

9. Permitted development rights are outside the scope of this
policy.
10. Article 4 Directions are outside the scope of this policy.
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required to the use of Article 4 Directions within the DMP to limit the
use of these rights where they would be likely to cause a
detrimental impact on the character of existing communities.

9. Part 20 of the Town and Country Planning (Permitted
Development and Miscellaneous Amendments) (England)
(Coronavirus) Regulations 2020 (see Part 2 Section 22) will allow
the construction of new developments on detached blocks of flats
under permitted development rights in certain circumstances. One
such area for consideration by the local authority is consideration
under part A.2 (1) of the regulations into the external appearance of
the building (part €) and the impact on the amenity of the existing
building and neighbouring premises including overlooking, privacy
and the loss of light (part g).

As matters stand, without the further tightening and definition of
character and other matters within the DMP it is considered that
there is substantial risk of developers using the permitted
development rights to force the development of poorly considered
and low-quality upwards extensions to existing residential buildings
across the borough. Previous changes to permitted development
rights, such as those under part O to allow the change of use from
offices to residential, have resulted in substandard developments in
Guildford and elsewhere. The roll out of further changes to the
Permitted Development legislation and much more consideration is
required by the council into the role that the DMP will play in
guiding, and where necessary resisting, applications made using
this mechanism.

10. R4GV strongly recommends that the council undertakes a
review of where article 4 directions could be implemented within
sensitive areas of the borough in order to stop inappropriate
development which has detrimental impact upon the existing
community. This would enable any such conversions to be
considered against the more detailed requirements of the DMP and
for the impacts of any such development to be appropriately
mitigated through the provision of necessary infrastructure.

West Horsley Parish Council

A policy is needed but there are significant aspects missing that 1.The policy as now drafted includes the wording on
need to be included. extensions and alterations taking into account the proportions
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1. There is an opportunity within this policy to tackle the increasing
issue that is raised over proportionality. It is worth considering the
approach other District and Borough Councils take, as GBC is often
criticised over its rigid application of some policies. Given that each
application is considered on its own merits there could be clearer
definitions and more flexibility.

2. A clear policy is needed on outbuildings/sheds/ outdoor
offices/gyms etc especially as we will see increased working from
home as a result of Covid-19.

3. Roof Extensions need to be included in the same way that
Basement extensions are addressed. There are many issues with
applications where the owner wishes to convert the roof into a third
floor as habitable accommodation, but this can fundamentally alter
the street scene and character of the local area as it is introducing a
third floor. Clear definition is needed here re what is/is not allowed.
4. Reference is required to Neighbourhood Plans.

5. Clear guidance on this is needed as Policy P2 is open to
interpretation.

of the existing building. Each application is determined on its
own merits.

2. Outbuildings are not considered as extensions or
alterations to a house and are considered separately in
planning policy terms. Existing LPSS Policy D1 and emerging
policy D4 would apply to outbuildings.

3.Roof extensions would fall for consideration under part one
of this proposed policy as they are an extension/alteration.
More detailed guidance on roof extensions is provided in The
Residential Extensions SPD.

4.Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in their own right. They
are part of the Development Plan, carry their own weight and
sit alongside the GBC Local Plans. The development plan
must be read as a whole and appropriate weight given to its
component parts, so replication in the LP is unnecessary.

5. Green belt issues are outside the scope of this policy,
however a future Green Belt SPD could provide clear
guidance on the application of LPSS Policy P2: Green Belt.

The Woodland Trust

Policies on housing extensions and alternations should include a
presumption in favour of the retention of existing trees, in line with
policies P8 and D2. We therefore propose adding new wording 1 d)
do not cause unacceptable harm or loss to mature trees. For
example, we commend the wording used in the Rushmoor SPD on
Home improvements and extensions (December 2019):
“Wherever possible, you should keep garden trees and
landscaping features that make a positive contribution to the
residential environment. They can also help screen or soften the
visual impact of a new extension and help to integrate it with the
surroundings. As well as providing a pleasant residential
environment, trees and gardens contribute towards biodiversity and
health and well-being.”

We further request that where there is an unavoidable loss of trees
on site, that an appropriate number of suitable replacement trees
will be required to be planted. We recommend setting a proposed
ratio of tree replacement, which reflects the Woodland Trust

Comments noted. This issue will be addressed in part in
LPDMP proposed policy P8: Protecting important habitats
and species. This states development proposals for sites that
contain significant trees, including ancient and veteran trees
and ancient woodland, are expected to incorporate them and
their root structures and understorey in undeveloped land
within the public realm, and to provide green linkages
between them. There is no need to repeat in this policy.
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guidance on Local Authority Tree Strategies (July 2016) with a
ratio of at least 2:1 for all but the smallest trees and ratios of up to
8:1 for the largest trees. Integrating trees and green spaces into
developments early on in the design process minimises costs and
maximises the environmental, social and economic benefits that
they can provide. We recommend the guidance published by the
Woodland Trust Residential developments and trees - the
importance of trees and green spaces (January 2019)

Other respondents

Roof colour and design to match surrounding area

Materials are mentioned in Part (1) of the proposed policy.
Design and materials are also addressed by other planning
policies and would be considered by Planning Officers.

Basement extensions should be prohibited or at least discouraged
as they use a very large quantity of concrete which is a major
contributor to CO2 emissions. This conflicts with Climate Change
mitigation. Basement extensions produce a very large quantity of
excavated material that has to be disposed of in some way. Large
excavators and lorries will be required. The impact of the access
route, the emissions of the vehicles and excavators, and the
method of disposal should all be considered as part of the
environmental implications. The method used to construct a
basement can have a significant adverse impact on neighbours. E.g
pile-driving next to occupied residences. Basement extensions
normally require demolition of the existing building. This has a
greater environmental impact than refurbishing an existing building,
and demolition should only be permitted where the existing building
is in a condemned state or the carbon cost payback period is less
than ten years (which is unlikely).

Comments noted. The environmental impact of basement
extensions is acknowledged. The Council cannot prevent
people from applying for planning permission for basement
extensions, but it can guide and establish planning policy to
help determine such applications within the planning remit.
The Council does have policies addressing climate change
and mitigation (in particular policy D2), and a recently adopted
SPD called ‘Climate Change, Sustainable Design,
Construction and Energy SPD’ which will help when
determining planning permissions. Further policies proposed
in the LPDMP (Policies D12-14) will also address this issue
further.

The policy on annexes maybe too prescriptive. It is not unusual for
annexes for elderly relatives to be self-contained and have their
own kitchens and bathrooms. However, | fully understand the
desire to close any loopholes which might allow opportunities for
unscrupulous developers to subdivide properties.

Comments noted and acknowledged. The policy on annexes
is considered to provide clear wording on what the Council’s
expectations are.

Would wish to see minimum standards referenced.

Minimum space standards are referenced in LPSS policy H1.
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cannot be used as a self-contained dwelling. | can think of many dwelling house.
cases where an elderly relative needs support close by but still
wants to retain some measure of independence.

Conversion into an HMO may be appropriate in the town or Roof height, density and parking are matters addressed by
suburban settings but in a village, inset or not the character and other policies in the Local Plan.

extent of an extension or alteration has a wider impact. This can be
addressed by an overall roof height and density control

plus particular regard to parking arrangements.
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Policy H6 Housing conversions and sub-division

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Environment Agency

2.21

1. No. We understand Guildford, particularly the Town Centre, has numerous
areas at risk of flooding. We note paragraph 2.21 does not state that housing
conversions and sub-divisions will be covered by Policy P4: Flooding, flood risk
and groundwater protection zones. Whilst Policy P4: Flooding, flood risk and
groundwater protection zones does cover all development in areas at medium or
high risk of flooding, in order to strengthen Policy H6 we recommend the
following is included. This will help to ensure that flood risk is not increased within
the borough, as per paragraph 163 of the NPPF.

2. Flood risk assessments (FRA) In accordance with paragraph 163 of NPPF a
site-specific flood risk assessment (FRA) should be provided for all development
in Flood Zones 3 and 2. This includes change of use proposal such as offices to
houses and the sub-division of an existing house to create additional dwellings.
Intensification in use i.e. the sub-division of a house into flats in the ‘developed’
Flood Zone 3b should not be permitted and this should be made explicit in Policy
H6.

3. Change of use In accordance with the Flood Zone and flood risk tables 1, 2
and 3 of the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG), change of use proposals may
involve an increase in flood risk if the vulnerability classification of the
development is changed. Policy H6 should address this issue, to ensure
vulnerable developments are not at increased risk of flooding.

4. Evacuation/safe access and egress. In accordance with paragraph 40 of the
Planning Practice Guidance, proposals that are likely to increase the number of
people living or working in areas of flood risk require particularly careful
consideration, as they could increase the scale of any evacuation required.

1, 2 & 3. LPSS policy P4: Flooding, flood risk
and groundwater protection zones covers
development proposals. Any proposals will need
to be assessed in accordance with

the development plan. The plan must be read as
a whole - it is unnecessary to cross reference
policies.

2. Subdivision in flood area 3b is addressed by
LPDD Policy P4 where specific criteria apply to
development in flood zone 3b.

2 & 4. Policy P4 addresses safe access and
egress, so there is no need to repeat this.
Additional text has been added into the
reasoned justification reiterating NPPF and
Policy P4’s requirement that in areas of medium
to high risk of flooding/flood zones 2 & 3 a site
specific flood risk assessment will be required,
which includes the consideration of access and
egress.

Historic England
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It is important to have clear guidance on what forms of alterations to residential
buildings are appropriate, especially in sensitive locations such as conservation
areas or to historic buildings with definite architectural character.

Further policy guidance is given within LPSS
policy D3: Historic Environment and proposed
policies in LPDMP D17 Listed buildings and D18
Conservation Areas. The Residential Extensions
and Alterations SPD 2018 gives additional
detailed guidance, and specifically mentions how
special care and attention is required when
extending or altering a listed building or building
in a conservation area. A reference has been
included in the policy reasoned justification.

Other organisations

Burpham Community Association

We agree with the preferred option but...

1) The relevant Neighbourhood Plan should be one of the applicable policy
documents for all questions

2) If the conversion or sub- division increases the likely occupancy then parking
provision must be in accordance with the Neighbourhood Plan.

1.Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in their own
right. They are part of the Development Plan,
carry their own weight and sit alongside the GBC
Local Plans. The development plan must be
read as a whole and appropriate weight given to
its component parts. Para 30 of the NPPF
explains how conflict between policies in the
Neighbourhood Plan and Local Plan is to be
dealt with. Replication in the Local Plan would
not appear to be necessary. Explanatory text will
be in the introduction to the LPDMP.

2. Parking is addressed in greater detail in
LPDMP policy ID11. The Council has added new
policy criteria stating that ‘sufficient amenity
space, parking, bin storage and cycle parking is
available’.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Page 23

We also suggest the addition of a criterion ‘d’ relating to parking requirements
including those set out in Neighbourhood Plans.

Parking is addressed in greater detail in LPDMP
policy ID11. Parking Standards criteria within
Neighbourhood Plans must also be taken into
account. The Council has added new policy
criteria stating that ‘sufficient amenity space,
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parking, bin storage and cycle parking is
available’.

Cranley Road Area Residents Assaociation

The scope of this policy should be expanded to include infill development.

Infill development is addressed in greater detalil
in policy D9: Residential Infill Development.

East Clandon Parish Council

We agree with the aims and requirements of Policy H6 as proposed in the
Preferred Option with the below caveats:

1. reference to ‘immediate locality’ should be revised; it may fail to appropriately
reflect the wider general character of the village, which we believe is a
relevant contextual factor.

2. the historic and heritage aspects of some of our more characterful and
important buildings are best preserved by maintaining their status as single
dwellings. Where homes are sub-divided it is important that the local
character is respected in the design and finished appearance.

3. with flat conversions the issue of local parking, and in particular the impacts
for on-street parking in the vicinity, are often critical factors in assessing such
projects. Whilst Parking Standards are also addressed by Policy ID11,
because of its particular significance to flat conversions we suggest including
a specific reference to parking within Policy H6.

1. The Council has defined ‘immediate locality’ in
the context of this policy.

2.Alongside specific proposed local plan
policies, the Residential Extensions and
Alterations SPD 2018 gives additional detailed
guidance, and specifically mentions how special
care and attention is required when extending or
altering a listed building or building in a
conservation area.

3.Parking is addressed in greater detail in
LPDMP policy ID11. The Council has added new
policy criteria stating that ‘sufficient amenity
space, parking, bin storage and cycle parking is
available’.

East Horsley Parish Council

1(a)

We agree with the aims and requirements of Policy H6 as proposed in the
Preferred Option with one exception:

1.In Paragraph 1(a) reference to ‘immediate locality’ should be revised. In village
locations to limit an assessment of a development to its impact on the ‘immediate
locality’ may fail to appropriately reflect the wider general character of a particular
village, which we believe is a relevant contextual factor. With flat conversions the
issue of local parking, and impact for on-street parking in the vicinity, are critical
factors. Whilst Parking Standards are addressed by Policy ID11, we suggest
including a specific reference to parking within Policy H6.

SUGGESTIONS

a) Delete the word “immediate” from Paragraph 1(a) of Policy H6;

1. The Council has defined ‘immediate locality’ in
the context of this policy.

2.Parking is addressed in greater detail in
LPDMP policy ID11. It is considered best not to
include additional parking information within this
policy as this may cause confusion between
policies and make the plan more complicated to
navigate. The Council has added new policy
criteria stating that ‘sufficient amenity space,
parking, bin storage and cycle parking is
available’.
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b) Add an extra criterion addressing the sufficiency of off-road parking provisions;
c¢) Since parts of Guildford borough have adopted Neighbourhood Plans
containing various Design Codes, which form part of their Local Development
Plan, reference to their applicability would also be appropriate within this policy;

3.Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in their own
right and are part of the Development Plan, so
replication in the Local Plan would not appear to
be necessary.

Effingham Parish Council

Agree. However, the policy needs to include a subsidiary policy on parking.
Where a building is split into several apartments or bedsits there should be
guidance or a subsidiary policy to control and manage parking overspill on to
pavements, public roads and the local area.

Parking is addressed in greater detail in LPDMP
policy ID11. The Council has added new policy
criteria stating that ‘sufficient amenity space,
parking, bin storage and cycle parking is
available’.

Guildford Residents Association

1.We welcome the inclusion of this policy. We wish to see the addition of
reference to the application of minimum space standards.

2.There should be adequate provision for storage, e.g. bicycles, parking, and we
urge the adoption of minimum external amenity standards.

1. LPSS policy H1: Homes for all includes
criteria (3) that all new residential development
must conform to national space standards. This
includes conversions. Additional wording added
to the reasoned justification to re-iterate this.

2.The Council has added new policy criteria
stating that ‘sufficient amenity space, parking,
bin storage and cycle parking is available’.

The Council has defined ‘amenity space’ in the
context of this policy. This issue is explored
further in LPDMP policy D5 on amenity.

Holy Trinity Amenity Group
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1. A significant number of large Victorian houses have been converted into

flats. Often, they are not adequately maintained and this degrades the area and
is a nuisance to neighbours. It would be helpful if a planning condition was
applied to ensure proper maintenance arrangement. A management plan for care
of the building to be submitted to Council for approval.

2. Favourable consideration will be given for sub-division of all large houses,
irrespective of age.

3. The policy for HMOs must be defined somewhere, preferably separately.

4. Amenity space must include some outdoor space, preferably individual, but if
this is impossible then arrangements must include shared outdoor space.

1.Planning policy does not cover management
plans or maintenance arrangements.

2.The proposed policy is worded to say sub-
division is ‘required to ensure’ meeting certain
criteria. This applies to all houses where
planning permission is needed for the works.

3.LPSS policy H1 section (8) covers HMO’s.

4. The Council has added a definition of ‘amenity
space’ in the context of this policy. This issue is
explored further in LPDMP policy D5 on amenity.

Merrow Residents Association

We agree with the preferred option. We suggest the addition of reference to the
application of minimum space standards. There should be adequate provision for
storage, e.g. bicycles, and we urge the adoption of minimum external amenity
standards.

LPSS policy H1: Homes for all includes criteria
(3) that all new residential development must
conform to national space standards. This
includes conversions. Additional wording added
to the reasoned justification to re-iterate this.
The Council has added policy criteria stating that
“sufficient amenity space, parking, bin storage
and cycle parking is available’.

West Cland

on

The preamble aspires to high quality of design etc and yet this is not mentioned
in the policy. There is refence in the preamble to Policy H1(8) in the LPSS which
is also silent on design.

Design is covered in detail in LPSS policies D1-
D3 and LPDMP policy D4. When dealing with
conversions and subdivisions these tend to be
internal alterations where design is less
impacted upon.

Worplesdon Parish Council

Need for sufficient parking, or in certain areas in the Town Centre or by rail
stations, car free.

Parking is addressed in greater detail in LPDMP
policy ID11. The Council has added new policy
criteria stating that “sufficient amenity space,
parking, bin storage and cycle parking is
available’.
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Shalford Parish Council

What is the definition of" amenity facilities" in this context? Does it relate to Amenity space has been added to the policy
facilities associated with individual properties e.g gardens, parking spaces, and |definitions section and explains that its outside
/or local amenities such as transport links, parking,open space, play areas and  |space associated with a home, and can be
sports facilities, local shops? private or shared. Amenity space in this context
relates to the facilities associated with the
individual property.

Guildford Society

1. Useful new policy that needs enhancing by adding: Transport e.g. parking is |1 parking is addressed in greater detail in

considered LPDMP policy ID11. The Council has added a

o ) ) ) new policy criteria stating that ‘sufficient amenity
2. Sub-divided accommodation should comply with the Space Standards as laid  |gpace, parking, bin storage and cycle parking is

out in Policy H1 in the LPSS. available’.

2.LPSS policy H1: Homes for all includes criteria
(3) that all new residential development must
conform to national space standards. This
includes conversions. Wording is included in the

The SHMA identified a need for larger accommodation, however there has been |r€asoned justification to re-iterate this.

a loss of family housing and larger housing units through conversions. Policy 3.Permitted development is outside the scope of
DMH2 Conversions states that the conversion of dwellings with less than this policy. If a development is classed as
150sqm of existing habitable floorspace will only be permitted where the property | permitted development local plan policies cannot
is unsuitable for families. In addition, conversions of dwellings of 150 sq ms or | be applied nor the permitted development

3.There may be an issue related to Permitted Development rights, but we are
aware other local authorities have created policies to manage these effectively;
as one authority has a policy that states:

more of existing habitable floorspace will only be permitted where: a.) at least resisted. To have a similar policy would need an
one family-sized unit is provided with access to a dedicated rear garden; or b.) | evidence base justification. Our SHMA showed
where four or more units are being provided, at least two are family-sized unit the need for smaller 1,2 and 3 bedroomed

(one of which must have access to a dedicated rear garden); and c.) the properties so the proposed alternative policy
provision of 1 bedroom/studio accommodation is limited to one unit, or 1 in 5 would be contrary to that. The SHMA also

units in larger conversions; highlights that the housing options for young

people may be more limited (page 162).

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

1. R4GV does not agree. A significant issue for Guildford Town Centre is the 1. Whilst criteria in policy H6 must be compatible
proliferation of Houses of Multiple Occupancy (HMOs), mainly for use as student |ith the criteria of policy H1, the Council has
accommodation. The context is set out within part 8 of Policy H1 Homes for All. | 3dded new policy criteria (d) which will

However, this is a generic approach and the policy is ineffective at resisting supplement H1 (8) by stating that ‘sufficient

growth of new HMOs across the town which has the potential to cause
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detrimental impact to the existing community. It therefore requires further
definition within an additional and expanded policy H6 which will set out the
approach to HMOs.

2. The issues created by HMOs have been well recognised in other university
towns e.g Leamington Spa which has suffered from a significant rise in HMOs.
Warwick District Council is bringing forward a Purpose Built Student
Accommodation SPD1 which will guide the development of appropriate student
accommodation in suitable locations whilst also restricting the growth of
additional HMOs within the district.

3.An example of best practice is the approach of Oxford City Council to the
licencing of HMOZ2; a significant system of clear standards, licencing, review and
enforcement has been developed and is an effective way of controlling HMOs.
This is in stark contrast to the approach to this area by GBC which is lacking in
the robust approach in policy, licencing and enforcement adopted by other
councils.

1 https://www.warwickdc.gov.uk/download/pbsa_consultation draft.pdf

2 https://www.oxford.gov.uk/info/20113/houses_in_multiple occupation

In order for policy H6 to be effective, the council must also bring forward
additional policy and/or guidance around HMOs.

4.Consideration must also be given to the use of article 4 directions to restrict the
conversion of existing family housing stock within the borough into HMOs in
order to limit the impact upon the existing community that this form of
development has.

5. For development falling out of HMOs and Student accommodation it is
recommended that the council is clear that applications brought forward under
policy H6 will also be expected to comply with other policies within the DMP
including amenity space, affordable housing and parking standards.

amenity space, parking, bin storage and cycle
parking is available’.

2. Purpose built student accommodation is
addressed by policy H1 (6). If further guidance
was needed this could be considered through an
SPD, but most of the sites for PBSA may have
already come forward. Growth of HMO’s can be
considered through planning applications where
required.

3.Standards, licensing?, review and enforcement
are outside the scope of this policy.

4. Article 4 directions are applied separately to
planning policy. They must be deemed
necessary to protect the local amenity or the
wellbeing of an area and clearly identify the
potential harm (PPG Para: 038 Reference ID:
13-038-20190722) Currently small scale HMO’s
of less than 6 people are classed as permitted
development.

5.The plan will be read and considered as a
whole, so it is not considered necessary to list
other policies that may be relevant.

Other respondents

Tight restrictions and guidance on HMOs should be in place. These multiple
occupancy units are often poorly constructed/converted affording very little
privacy of quality of living. They are usually a preferred way of landlords
optimising profits and as such should be very carefully monitored.

Adopted LPSS Policy H1 Homes for all
addresses HMO's in part 8. Whilst outside the
scope of this policy, the Council licenses HMO'’s
and has set internal amenity standards. It also

L For information, the Council do run a licensing system for HMO’s. https://www.guildford.gov.uk/hmo The Council also have Guildford Lettings Accreditation Scheme . Enforcement action is taken

=
in accordance with our = Enforcement Policy [202.5KB] . Information: https://www.guildford.gov.uk/privaterenting
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has the Guildford Lettings Accreditation
Scheme to help raise standards and promote
good landlords, plus an enforcement policy to
take action where necessary.

Further detail is required as to what is considered “sufficient amenity space” and
how this would be enforced. This may be particularly important in regard to
student housing.

Amenity space added to the policy definitions
section and explains that its outside space
associated with a home, and can be private or
shared. This issue is explored further in LPDMP
policy D5 amenity.

The policy could also be strengthened by applying an Article 4 direction to the
Borough (which removes permitted development rights for HMO’s sub-division of
dwellings). This would mean all sub-divisions require planning permission and be
subject to the development management approach of this policy, ensuring much
greater protection of amenity for existing residents who may otherwise be
adversely affected when there are no checks/balances via permitted
development.

Article 4 directions are applied separately to
planning policy. They must be deemed
necessary to protect the local amenity or the
wellbeing of an area and clearly identify the
potential harm (PPG Para: 038 Reference ID:
13-038-20190722)

1. The usual problem with the subdivision of dwellings to provide bedsits and
flats is the lack of parking, adequate space for bins and bicycles. Rather like
imposing minimum parking standards, the council should insist on minimum
space requirements for the off street storage of waste bins and bicycles.
Personally | would also prefer to see minimum space standards for bedsits and
flats rather like the Parker Morris standards in the 1970's.

2. Conversion of office accommodation into habitable accommodation is currently
deemed permitted development and therefore can be undertaken without any
reasonable control often leading to substandard accommodation; conversion of
office accommodation into habitable accommodation should require full planning
permission.

1. The Council has added a new policy criteria
stating that ‘sufficient amenity space, parking,
bin storage and cycle parking is available’

LPSS policy H1 Homes for all includes criteria
(3) that all new residential development must
conform to national space standards. This
includes conversions.

2. Permitted development is outside the scope of
policy. If a development is classed as permitted
development local plan policies cannot be
applied nor the permitted development resisted.
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Policy E10: Rural development (including agricultural diversification)

Paragraph |Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Historic England

Agree.

Support for preferred option noted.

Surrey Nature Partnership

Supported. Regarding the list of approved uses, reference could be
made specifically to ‘eco-tourism’,ie. as environmental educational/
interpretational facilities (with additional Glossary entries as necessary).

The list of uses supported in principle were only examples, therefore
it was not possible to list everything that could be suitable. Eco-
tourism was considered adequately covered under the existing
reference to tourism facilities.

Other organisations

Burpham Community Association

Non-agricultural businesses which are not related to or operated with the
farm's agricultural operations may still be economically desirable and not
detrimental to the countryside. For example, the brewery at Old Scotland
Farm and various possible craft, exercise or entertainment activities
could be appropriate.

The preferred option supports agricultural diversification to non-
agricultural uses in principal. These may be unrelated uses, as in
the case of activity centres and arts and craft shops which are
included as examples in Countryside point (2). Where there is a
change of use from an agricultural use, it would have been up to the
landowner or developer to demonstrate that there is a need for
diversification to enable continued viable operation of the farm
business.

Compton Parish Council

Compton PC suggests that the wording of this policy be amended so
that only small-scale sports buildings (sports pavilion or clubhouse) can
be built in the green belt.

The preferred option wording referred to “New appropriate facilities
for small-scale outdoor sport or outdoor recreation, such as a sports
pavilion or clubhouse”. This would have ensured that any proposed
buildings for outdoor recreation are ancillary to the use. It had been
intended to reword the policy so that it sought for rural development
to be of a scale that is proportionate to its setting, thereby allowing
account to be taken of site circumstances; however we have not
made this change as the policy has now been removed from the
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document. We consider that its provisions are adequately
addressed in the NPPF (in particular paragraph 145-146 in relation
to Green Belt) and in other adopted and emerging Local Plan
policies.

Adequate parking is often an afterthought. Such business may later
seek to improve income by diversifying, and residents and Parish
Councils have ongoing, unwanted parking issues as a result. These
would be better addressed at planning stage.

Agreed — this matter was covered in the preferred approach wording
under the paragraph headed ‘Non-agricultural uses within farm
holdings”.

We would also like to see the policy amended so that flood-lighting is not
permitted in the green belt or in areas that impact the countryside,
especially the AGLV and AONB. Dark skies are an important
characteristic of the AONB, and flood-lighting can impact on wildlife and
important ecosystems as well as causing a nuisance to local residents.

It is not possible to control external lighting in all cases through
policies. However, we consider that the issue is adequately covered.
The Biodiversity in New Developments policy P6 addresses lighting
impacts on sensitive wildlife habitats, whilst policy D10a: Light
Impacts and Dark Skies deals with light pollution’s impacts on
privacy and amenity as well as biodiversity.

Policy E10 has therefore now been removed from the document, as
we consider that its provisions are adequately addressed in the
NPPF (in particular paragraph 145-146 in relation to Green Belt) and
elsewhere in other adopted and emerging Local Plan policies.

The NPPF permits limited ‘infill’. However, there doesn’t appear to be
any definition of ‘limited’ and rural ‘infill’ is often on streets, not designed
for the type of traffic we have today.

It is not an economic policy’s role to seek to restrain housing growth;
although in regard to the appropriateness of a potential separate
new policy the NPPF states that limited infilling is appropriate within
villages in the green belt — therefore a local authority cannot use
local plan policies to prevent this altogether. Such a policy may also
conflict with national policy if it limits the borough’s ability to meet its
housing and other needs (para 11 of NPPF). The approach in the
LPSS in para 4.3.24 to development in the Green Belt means
applying existing Local Plan policies on a case by case basis; we
consider this more flexible than producing a Development
Management policy covering this issue that would apply rigidly to
every site.

Cranley Road Residents’ Association

Policy E10

Proposed policy in Green Belt 1) New appropriate facilities... is far too
open ended and should specify where siting and scale would minimise
impact on openness and rural character to an acceptable

It is generally up to case officers to determine whether a facility is
appropriate on a case by case basis, taking account of the nature of
the site, which is likely to vary in each case. It would go beyond the
constraints of NPPF paragraph 145 (b), and be likely to be
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extent. Cumulative impact of such development should also be
considered.

This policy should include reference to temporary/mobile development,
such as caravans, not being considered as grounds for permitting
permanent development on an open site.

considered unreasonably restrictive by a planning inspector for the
policy to consider cumulative impact of proposals for outdoor sport
and outdoor recreation, as it would limit many opportunities for
suitable forms development that would not harm the openness of
the Green Belt in accordance with this paragraph.

Effingham Parish Council

Agree, but would like to see a reference in the rural development
policies to possible dark skies guidelines to prevent over illumination of a
rural area due to roof lighting in dark skies areas.

It is not possible to control external lighting in all cases through
policies. However, we consider that the issue is adequately covered.
The Biodiversity in New Developments policy P6 addresses lighting
impacts on sensitive wildlife habitats, whilst policy D10a: Light
Impacts and Dark Skies deals with light pollution’s impacts on
privacy and amenity as well as biodiversity.

Policy E10 has therefore now been removed from the document, as
we consider that its provisions are adequately addressed in the
NPPF (in particular paragraph 145-146 in relation to Green Belt) and
elsewhere in other adopted and emerging Local Plan policies.

A clause needs to be inserted that would ensure buildings erected under
this policy cannot be converted to residences under NPPF 146 (which
allows reuse of buildings in green belt if they are of permanent and
substantial nature, but doesn’t specifically require they are no longer
needed

This would conflict with paragraph 146 of the NPPF and the
presumption in favour of sustainable development under NPPF
paragraph 11.

Guildford Residents’ Association

We agree with the need to include a policy dealing with rural
development. The problem with the text of E10 is the degree of
conditionality — as in ‘the policy might support...” and ‘the policy could
support...”. The policy should be more specific about the criteria.

The wording of the Regulation 18 preferred option was necessarily
conditional and not definitive as it was dependent on it being taken
forward as a draft policy beyond that stage.

Policy —
Countryside
(second
paragraph)

Please add ‘light pollution’ to noise in the paragraph starting ‘New
buildings in the countryside..” under the Countryside heading.

It is not possible to control external lighting in all cases through
policies. However, we consider that the issue is adequately covered.
The Biodiversity in New Developments policy P6 addresses lighting
impacts on sensitive wildlife habitats, whilst policy D10a: Light
Impacts and Dark Skies deals with light pollution’s impacts on
privacy and amenity as well as biodiversity.

Policy E10 has therefore now been removed from the document, as
we consider that its provisions are adequately addressed in the
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NPPF (in particular paragraph 145-146 in relation to Green Belt) and
elsewhere in other adopted and emerging Local Plan policies.

Guildford Society

Policy E10 cross refers to P2, P3 and E5. It extends considerably the
permitted forms of development in RE8 but see also 2003 Plan Policy
RE2 on development within the Green Belt, and RE9, which did permit
wider re-use or adaption of existing buildings.

RE9 design criteria are covered under LPSS Policy D1.

The Policy needs to comment on transport e.g. even small-scale
business enterprises can generate traffic volumes in narrow roads.

Transport and highways issues are covered elsewhere e.g. in Policy
ID3 of the LPSS.

It is not clear that the Green Belt proposed forms (1) and (2) are
compatible with the restrictions of the ‘Non-agricultural uses within farm
holdings’, e.g. that outdoor sports would support the farm’s agricultural
operation.

This comment is a misinterpretation of point (1) of the preferred
approach. If an outdoor sports facility were proposed as a stand-
alone development and not by means of conversion of an
agricultural building, then it would have been viewed as suitable in
principle under point (1).

However if the Council were to receive an application to convert an
agricultural use to any use that does not support the farm’s
agricultural operation (which may well be the case for an outdoor
sports facility) then it would not be compliant with the last paragraph,
i.e. that the use will be required to be operated as part of the farm
holding and support the farm’s agricultural operation. Small-scale
business uses such as farm shops can help to support a farm’s
agricultural operation, and certain outdoor recreational uses could
do as well, for example the animal petting facility referred to in the
second part of point (1).

Holy Trinity Amenity Group

Policy: Green
Belt

Options: Permanent floodlighting for outdoor evening / night activities in
the Green Belt will not be allowed.

It is not possible to control external lighting in all cases through
policies. However, we consider that the issue is adequately covered.
The Biodiversity in New Developments policy P6 addresses lighting
impacts on sensitive wildlife habitats, whilst policy D10a: Light
Impacts and Dark Skies deals with light pollution’s impacts on
privacy and amenity as well as biodiversity.

Policy E10 has therefore now been removed from the document, as
we consider that its provisions are adequately addressed in the
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NPPF (in particular paragraph 145-146 in relation to Green Belt) and
elsewhere in other adopted and emerging Local Plan policies.

Merrow Reside

nts’ Association

The term ‘small scale’ needs to be defined. For instance, is a single
football pitch ‘small scale’? We suggest that the answer is yes, but we
would not support this provision being extended to cover a new 18-hole
golf course in the Green Belt. The same general concerns apply to the
section on the countryside so far as the definition of ‘small scale’ is
concerned.

Points on retained policies R6 and R8 covered by new LPDMP
policy on sports and recreational facilities.

We are puzzled why reference is made to a sports pavilion or
clubhouse, whilst such a development would of necessity be associated
with a playing field or golf course. This needs to be clarified.

The wording of paragraph (1) refers to ‘appropriate’ facilities. If a
sports pavilion were proposed in the Green Belt, then it could be
supported in principle only because it falls into exception b) under
paragraph 145 of the NPPF (and provided it preserves the
openness of the Green Belt). It was explained in the supporting text
(paragraphs 3.11-3.12) that the policy lists examples of
development that fit into these exceptions and could therefore be
supported.

We suggest that in the “Preferred option for rural development” box
under the heading Countryside the words ‘or light pollution’ could be
added within the brackets at the end of the sentence: “...any built
features should avoid harm to the local environment or residential
amenity (particularly through noise or light pollution).”

It is not possible to control external lighting in all cases through
policies. However, we consider that the issue is adequately covered.
The Biodiversity in New Developments policy P6 addresses lighting
impacts on sensitive wildlife habitats, whilst policy D10a: Light
Impacts and Dark Skies deals with light pollution’s impacts on
privacy and amenity as well as biodiversity. Policy D10: Noise
Impacts deals separately with the impact of noise on sensitive
receptors, including residents and the natural environment.

Policy E10 has therefore now been removed from the document, as
we consider that its provisions are adequately addressed in the
NPPF (in particular paragraph 145-146 in relation to Green Belt) and
elsewhere in other adopted and emerging Local Plan policies.

It should be clear in the policy that the landowner cannot separate the
buildings [on a farm that are new or proposed for change of use] into a
separate operation leading to more development. This shouldn’t become
a route to development of a financially unviable farm.

This was adequately covered by the existing wording which states
that proposals for non-agricultural uses should support the farm’s
agricultural operation.

National Trust
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The Trust would like to suggest that the examples given in the Green
Belt section are removed as there are a number of Trust sites where
buildings have been permitted to support outdoor recreation, but these
are neither sports pavilions or clubhouses. The Trust would suggest that
it is better to guide applicants on their specific proposals, rather than
provided a restrictive policy.

The examples given in the policy were not a definitive list of outdoor
sport and recreational facilities and therefore would not have
prevented other types of development being considered appropriate
in the Green Belt.

It is not clear what would be defined as “small-scale” and how this would
be measured, ie: floor area, visitor levels, area of new building required.
The Trust would request that this is clarified or removed to ensure that
emerging policies is clear on the level of development which may be
permitted in rural areas.

It was previously intended to change this wording to state that rural
development should be of a scale that is proportionate to its setting,
rather than that it must be small-scale. This would have avoided
confusion for applicants over the definition of small-scale and
allowed for interpretation by planning officers on a case by case
basis taking account of site circumstances.

Policy E10 has now been removed from the document, as we
consider that its provisions are adequately addressed in the NPPF
(in particular paragraph 145-146 in relation to Green Belt) and
elsewhere in other adopted and emerging Local Plan policies.

The Trust would also suggest that reference needs to be made to
protected landscapes and heritage assets (and their setting) when
considering the appropriateness of new development in the countryside.

A separate LPDMP policy covers protection for designated heritage
assets and their setting from new developments; this deals with
urban as well as rural areas, therefore there was no need to include
similar criteria in Policy E10. Heritage assets include protected
landscapes.

Ockham Parish Council

We support the principle of encouraging a diverse economy through
creation of new rural business or support of existing ones but urge
caution on any relaxation of planning regulations to ensure that the
openness of the green belt is maintained and that there is no detriment
to the countryside as it currently exists, even in non-Green Belt areas.

Noted.

Residents for

Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

One of the biggest areas of planning contention in GBC is limited infilling
in villages. One of the significant issues is the lack of any definition for
limited infilling within the NPPF or guidance. The Part 1 Local Plan sets
out a definition of ‘limited infilling’ in paragraph 4.3.23 of the supporting
text in relation to policy P2: Green Belt.

It is not an economic policy’s role to seek to restrain housing growth,
although in regard to the appropriateness of a potential separate
new policy the NPPF states that limited infilling is appropriate within
villages in the green belt — therefore a local authority cannot use
local plan policies to prevent this altogether. Such a policy may also
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One of the reasons for the increase in this type of application is the tight
nature of what is permissible in terms of extensions to existing
properties in the green belt, as noted by our representations to policy
H6. Policy E10 does not allow for these impacts [of infilling and
extensions to buildings] to be controlled, or where necessary mitigated.
It is also not considered that this approach to windfall sites is
sustainable, in line with the thrust of the wider policies of the
development plan, or often Neighbourhood Plans advocating smaller
and more affordable homes.

It is considered that the DMP must set out the approach to limited
infilling in far more detail. It is recommended that limited infilling is set
out within a separate policy to allow clarity on this matter, rather than
forming part of a far wider policy.

As part of the wording of this policy it is suggested that GBC seeks to
provide further weight to the following:

* To limit the size and number of properties which can be built through
infilling.

* To ensure that any infilling is reflective of the prevailing character and
density of the surrounding area.

* For limited infilling projects to be in compliance with policies of the
neighbourhood plan policies.

* For consideration to be provided on the cumulative impact of
sequential ‘limited infilling’ developments on the existing community.

conflict with national policy if it limits the borough’s ability to meet its
housing and other needs (para 11 of NPPF). The approach in the
LPSS in para 4.3.24 means applying existing LP policies on a case
by case basis, not necessarily producing a new DM policy that
would apply rigidly to every site.

The Epsom and Ewell Development Management Polices DPD
policy DM2 deals only with infilling within major developed sites.
This refers to E&E policy in their Core Strategy 2015 ‘Policy

DM2: Infilling within the boundaries of Major Developed Sites’ this
policy was adopted in the context of PPG2. It is no longer relevant
as the NPPF now enables redevelopment of PDL within the Green
Belt. Infilling is an appropriate use in these areas so one cannot use
the impact of openness to assess its suitability. The Waverley Local
Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development Management Policies
Policy DM10 states simply that development within the settlement
boundaries, which includes infilling, will be permitted subject to other
policies in the Development Plan.

Sport England

Sport England does not support inclusion of the words “small scale” in
relation to new outdoor sports and recreation facilities within the green
belt as it is not consistent with NPPF paragraph 145. Further to this
there is no definition as to what is meant by small scale this may result
in the policy not being applied consistently or prevent much needed
facilities being provided. To guide appropriate development the policy’s
supporting text could highlight support for appropriately sized
developments which would help meet the needs identified within an up
to date Playing Pitch Strategy (and any annual review).

It was previously intended to change this wording to state that rural
development should be of a scale that is proportionate to its setting,
rather than that it must be small-scale. This would have avoided
confusion for applicants over the definition of small-scale and
allowed for interpretation by planning officers on a case by case
basis taking account of site circumstances.

Policy E10 has now been removed from the document, as we
consider that its provisions are adequately addressed in the NPPF
(in particular paragraph 145-146 in relation to Green Belt) and
elsewhere in other adopted and emerging Local Plan policies.
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Surrey Hills AONB

Some employment development can benefit the rural economy where
supporting the viability of a rural business. Also beneficial is
development making use of existing buildings or of a small scale that
supports local shops, community uses and the social and economic
well-being of local people. However, not all employment development
does this. Specialised jobs may be created that draw employees from
urban areas. With no convenient public transport in most parts of the
AONB those employees travel by private car adding to traffic on narrow
country lanes.

It is not specifically stated in the NPPF that rural development
policies should only benefit local residents of rural areas. The
proposed uses that the draft policy considered suitable in principle in
rural areas would have supported the rural economy by providing
facilities that encourage spending in rural areas, thereby supporting
the local economy (shops), attracting other shops and businesses to
the area, and providing local jobs. Such facilities could therefore
benefit local residents directly as well as indirectly, even if residents
do not have the experience or qualifications to apply for a job in one
of these sectors. Most development supported by the preferred
approach would have in any case been small-scale.

The current form of the chapter is capable of being used to support
development proposals purporting to be in the interests of the “rural
economy” but that are not in practice and do not help the local
community or conserve the landscape and scenic beauty of the AONB.
Somehow, it would be helpful if the above could be covered in this
chapter.

The preferred approach is in line with NPPF paragraphs 83 (c) and
(d), which state that sustainable rural tourism and leisure
developments which respect the character of the countryside and
local services and community facilities should be supported in rural
areas. The preferred option wording states that the supported uses
listed under the countryside heading must “respect the area’s local
character”. This places the onus on developers of these uses to
demonstrate that these uses would conserve the natural landscape.
It is not clear that any of these uses would not be in the interest of
the rural economy and the NPPF wording is generally supportive of
them.

Furthermore, the Plan should be read as a whole. LPSS Policy P1
already conserves the landscape and scenic beauty of the AONB
and requires that development proposals are assessed against the
provisions of the Surrey Hills AONB Management Plan.

Surrey Wildlife Trust

Supported. Regarding the list of approved uses, reference could be
made specifically to ‘eco-tourism’,ie. as environmental educational/

interpretational facilities (with additional Glossary entries as necessary).

The list of uses that are supported in principle were only examples,
therefore it was not possible to list everything that could have been
suitable. Eco-tourism was considered adequately covered under the
existing reference to tourism facilities.

West Clandon Parish Council
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The proposal to allow club houses in the green belt could lead to
applications for facilities such as bars, restaurants, meeting rooms and
the like which are typical for golf course club houses. We would like to
see a tighter definition of the facilities allowable.

Prior to the decision to remove Policy E10 from the document it had
been intended to remove the word ‘clubhouse’ in order to seek to
prevent an influx of inappropriate applications, as it is one of two
examples listed of a sport facility in this point, the other being sports
pavilions. It is important to note however that any facility for outdoor
sport or recreation would be assessed based on its visual impact on
the openness of the Green Belt and other types of development may
also be considered appropriate subject to the NPPF exceptions
under paragraphs 145 and 146, and any sequential test
requirements in the case of main town centre uses.

The policy should address light pollution as well as noise.

It is not possible to control external lighting in all cases through
policies. However, we consider that the issue is adequately covered
elsewhere. The Biodiversity in New Developments policy P6
addresses lighting impacts on sensitive wildlife habitats, whilst policy
D10a: Light Impacts and Dark Skies deals with light pollution’s
impacts on privacy and amenity as well as biodiversity. Policy D10:
Noise Impacts deals separately with the impact of noise on sensitive
receptors, including residents and the natural environment.

Provision of parking is referenced for some types of development but not
others which seems inconsistent.

Parking for other forms of development is addressed by policy ID11:
Parking Standards.

West Horsley Parish Council

Policy:
Countryside

Countryside — needs a point to include shops that are set up in
conjunction with rural business e.g. not farm shops as such, but shops
that sell from the premises of the rural activity e.g. Silent Pool Gin and
others within the Surrey Hills Enterprise Scheme.

This was covered under point 2) (“Other farm diversification
proposals, for example activity centres and arts and craft shops”).

Tighter definitions are needed as in the saved 2003 Local Plan.

Had this policy been taken forward then some aspects of its wording
would have been tightened in the final policy, taking account of other
representations, however parts of the 2003 Local Plan policies were
unnecessary to reproduce as they are either superseded by the
Local Plan: Strategy and Sites and/or the NPPF.

This policy needs to also have reference to the impact of buildings on
locally and nationally important views e.g. from the AONB, and
reference to the Surrey Hills Management Plan.

This is adequately covered by LPSS Policy P1: Surrey Hills Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty and Area of Great Landscape Value.
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The Woodland Trust

There is great potential value for climate resilience and biodiversity gain
as well as for the rural economy from embracing agricultural
diversification to include tree-led uses such as agro-forestry, tree
nurseries, and woodland burial sites. Developing tree nurseries is vital
to enable a rapid expansion of UK-grown trees, reducing the disease
risk of importing trees, improving biosecurity and contributing to green
jobs.

We would therefore propose rewording point 6) to make support for tree
nurseries explicit:

6) Horticultural and tree nurseries and other small-scale business
enterprises

We also propose adding
7) Natural and woodland burial sites.

Any proposals for rural development should make a positive
contribution to protecting, restoring and connecting ancient woodland
and the wooded landscape. Use of previously developed land in the
countryside should only be permitted if the proposal would not cause
harm to areas of high environmental value.

Policy E10 has now been removed from the document, however we
agree with the proposed rewording of point (6) and the addition of
point (7).

The suggestion in the first sentence of the following paragraph (for
development to make a positive contribution to protecting, restoring
and connecting ancient woodland and the wooded landscape) is too
onerous and could have prevented appropriate development from
being approved. The second part of the paragraph (in relation to use
of previously developed land) is covered by national policy for
protected sites and LPDMP biodiversity policies.

Other respondents

I know renewable energy is mentioned in D15 but | think consideration
should be given to allowing low impact renewable energy more
generally, for example using solar panels to complement livestock where
the panels are not overly visably obtrustive

Low impact and renewable energy are supported by the LPDMP
climate change policies, which address climate change adaptation
as part of new building design. Case officers will have to balance
considerations such as this when assessing the impact of planning
applications.

Preferred
Option

Impact on views within to and from the AONB should be included in the
Preferred Option Box.

This point is adequately covered by the existing LPSS Policy P1:
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Area of Great
Landscape Value.
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I am not convinced that we should be openly encouraging development
in the rural economy where this may result in more hard surfaces and
buildings on green space and/or create additional private car journeys.

We disagree, as to not support such development in principle would
be in conflict with paragraph 83 of the NPPF, which states that
“planning polices... should enable the sustainable growth and
expansion of all types of businesses in rural areas.”

Paragraph 3.3

| am concerned that paragraph 3.3, which states that “Local Plan
policies need to strike a suitable balance between encouraging rural
economies, maintaining and, where possible, improving the
sustainability of smaller rural settlements, and conserving the character
of the countryside”, seems to place economic development in opposition
to conservation. In practice, that tends to mean that economic
development will often take precedence. Instead, it is possible to
encourage models where economic prosperity (which may be different
to development) is founded in and works actively to support
conservation and enhancement of the natural world.

Planning deals only with development, so planning policies are
designed to set out what constitutes appropriate forms of
development and where mitigation measures may be required to
offset harm to the environment. A Local Plan development
management policy can’t actively support conservation measures
where no development is proposed.

Paragraph 3.9

In addition, while it is important to protect the countryside from over-
development, it is also important not to protect it in a way that precludes
natural processes, in particular rewilding. Paragraph 3.9 states that the
borough’s “attractive open countryside” should be protected. In practice,
such open countryside is a form of human-created habitat, often created
and preserved through conventional farming methods, which may
provide a poorer form of habitat than an ecosystem that is allowed to
develop naturally. Some open countryside can provide essential habitats
but it is important that this is not protected at the expense of other, less
intensively created, landscapes and ecosystems. For example, the
protection of open countryside may be in competition with tree-planting
schemes.

There is no mention of biodiversity in this section, which seems to be an
omission, even if there are other topics that specifically address
biodiversity.

The biodiversity policies already protect and seek net gains of
biodiversity in new developments and we consider therefore cover
these issues adequately. To include biodiversity in Policy E10 would
have created unnecessary duplication.

The economic facts regarding farming show that the price of farmland is
low and if another use can be made of it then the value changes. We are
at risk of losing valuable assets. Once lost as farmland it will not be
returned. A similar policy such as that you have to protect the lost of
public houses should be introduced to protect and prevent further
situations arising such as at Wanborough Fields. There should also be
restraints on industrialisation. Non greenbelt areas now include INSET
villages and particular provision needs to be made for such setting to
preserve the village economy and feel

The restrictions in the preferred approach wording in relation to non-
agricultural uses within farm holdings were designed to prevent
unnecessary loss of viable agricultural land. However, Policy E10
has now been removed from the document, as we consider that its
provisions are adequately addressed in the NPPF (in particular
paragraph 145-146 in relation to Green Belt), by permitted
development rights and elsewhere in other adopted and emerging
Local Plan policies.
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The NPPF generally supports rural development and paragraph 146
considers the reuse of buildings within the Green Belt as not
inappropriate provided they are ‘of permanent and substantial
construction’.

Guildford now has nationally recognised leading vineyards and these
should be mentioned in our assessment of our countryside economy.

The preferred approach wording already provided sufficient support
for uses such as vineyards, as they are a form of agricultural /farm
diversification which is included under the second point under
‘Countryside’.

Policy E10 — this is for Rural economy but it seems to focus on the
phrases .."therefore in the interests of these communities, as well as
important for the borough’s economy, that rural businesses are
supported and enabled where possible to develop and expand...” — it
feels as if there is one eye on the council taxes and business rates
here....... | feel it needs to read as more supportive of our rural
businesses and not just the economy of GBC.

Perhaps.....” therefore in the interests of these communities, as well as
their importance to our local economy our rural businesses are
supported and enabled where possible to develop and expand...”

This comment is not entirely clear in regard to what is being
suggested. The preferred approach, and the wording of paragraph
3.9, both sought to support rural businesses to develop and expand,
in the interest of both rural communities and the rural economy.
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Policy E11: Horse Related Development

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed

Bodies

Surrey Nature Partnership

p.31; para.
3.16

“The keeping of horses and ponies is a popular leisure activity.... The
keeping of horses can also have other adverse effects such as the erosion of
bridleways, reduced pasture quality and related impacts on opportunities for

recovery of biodiversity,..” (suggested insertion in red font and underlined).

Proposed wording has been added.

Other organisations

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Stable bedding “muck out” piles which often steam and smell for months needs

Page 34, L DS This issue is related to smell which we feel was

Para. 3.19 |considering. adequately covered in paragraph 2) d) of the preferred
option policy (renumbered as paragraph 1) e) in the
Regulation 19 policy).

Page 35, Point (1) of Policy: There is recognised land size per horse requirements; this The policy refers to the latest Government published

Para. 3.22 should be specified acreage per horse (1.5 acres next horse 1 acre). standards for space per animal, to which a link is
provided in the policy’s supporting text. This ensures
that the policy will remain up to date if and when the
standards change in future.

Page 35, We are concerned that the wording of sub section 1 does not adequately capture |Noted and wording of point 1) a) of the Regulation 19

Para. 3.22 the need to meet Government Published standards. “Having regard to” should be policy has been changed accordingly.

replaced with “which complies with”.

Compton Par

ish Council

A policy that ensures owner details for horses/ land used for animal grazing is
essential. Compton PC has experienced animals escaping (where fencing is not
fit for purpose), which has in turn caused road traffic accidents.

The need for adequate fencing in compliance with the
latest Government guidelines has been included in point
1) of the policy. This aspect of horse-related
development and horse care is covered by the Defra
Code of Practice, to which the policy refers as the latest
published standards.
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Effingham Parish Council

Agree the policy but there should be a clause added restricting horse-related
development/buildings being converted into habitable accommodation.

This is not possible in the case of a sui generis
agricultural unit as it would conflict with national
legislation. Change of use to a residential dwelling in
such cases is permitted development under Class Q of
the GDPO, subject to prior approval and fulfilment of
various conditions. In other cases, change of use is
subject to planning permission. The NPPF considers the
re-use or redevelopment of buildings of permanent
construction in the Green Belt as suitable in principle,
provided they preserve its openness (paragraph 146

d)).

Guildford Residents’ Association

We support the inclusion of this policy. It would be helpful to specify all the
government standards and guidance that apply to such development and the
advice from reputable industry organisations.

The policy refers to the latest Government published
standards for space per animal, to which a link is
provided in the policy’s supporting text. This ensures
that the policy will remain up to date if and when the
standards change in future.

We would like to see lighting of external arenas added to the list of potential
detrimental effects in 2(d), and the issue of manure warrants special mention —
including ‘smell’ is not sufficient.

This issue is related to smell which we feel was
adequately covered in paragraph 2) d) of the preferred
option policy (renumbered as paragraph 1) e) in the
Regulation 19 policy).

Lighting of external areas has been added to point 1) e).

Holy Trinity Amenity Group

Permission for commercial developments might include a modest levy, based on
number of horses, to help with maintenance of nearby bridle paths.

It would be beyond the remit of a Local Plan policy to
seek financial contributions for developments that may
not have a direct or cumulative adverse impact on
bridleways. In general, developers are expected only to
provide mitigation for proposals that would otherwise
lead to an adverse impact; therefore, the usual process
is to address such impacts by means of a planning
condition. However, under this policy, if a commercial
development is proposed without adequate evidence
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that it would not lead to adverse impacts, then
permission will be refused.

Merrow Residents’ Association

Whilst it is both reasonable and correct to major on the advice in the Defra Code | Noted. The BHS and Defra guidance are referenced
of Practice for the Welfare of Horses, Ponies, Donkeys and their Hybrids this within the supporting text and footnotes.

code has very severe limitations from a planning aspect as it is more involved
with the care of animals and the conditions under which they are kept and
exercised which will in turn relate to the species, size and number of animals to
be held on the premises.

The Animal Welfare (Licensing of Activities Involving
Animals) (England) Regulations 2018 were also
reviewed but not considered to warrant any

It would be wise to consult the British Horse Society website for livery yards and |amendments to this policy.

the standards required for hiring out horses in The Animal Welfare (Licensing of
Activities Involving Animals) (England) Regulations 2018 Guidance notes for
conditions for hiring out horses November 2018

https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/atta
chment data/file/762420/animal-welfare-licensing-hiring-out-horses.pdf. This
quite recent legislation is very broad and does cover the essential elements of the
construction and operation of premises where horses are kept- although it relates
to premises where horses are for hire the standards are applicable to other
premises where horses are kept.

removal of manure should be specifically covered as this is one of the most the stacking and removal of manure. Consideration of
common causes of nuisance to neighbours and the general public. Secondly the |ihe adverse effect of lighting of external areas has been
lighting of outside arenas should be covered as in the same way this can be a included in this policy as an additional criterion to

real cause of concern and irritation to neighbours. assess developments.

Ockham Parish Council

We would resist equine related development that would bring large numbers of This should be sufficiently covered by the transport
vehicles onto minor rural roads which are already inappropriate for increased assessment requirements for larger-scale commercial

volume and could not support large horse related transport. developments within the proposed policy wording.

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

The requirement to have a policy relating to horse related development is It was felt the document would be easier to read if
considered necessary. However, the Local Plan 2003 provided separate policies | criteria for commercial and non-commercial

for non-commercial horse related development (policy R12) and commercial developments were within a single policy, rather than
horse related development (R13). It is suggested that to be effective separate separate policies, particularly with the addition of new

policies should be prepared in the next iteration of the DMP to allow the



https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/762420/animal-welfare-licensing-hiring-out-horses.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/762420/animal-welfare-licensing-hiring-out-horses.pdf

determination of applications for different scales of horse related applications
accordingly.

criteria which applied to both forms of development.
Several of the criteria in the 2003 Local Plan policies
R12 and R13 were duplicated in both policies.

The Regulation 18 draft policy E11 had only a single
criterion targeted at commercial developments (related
to transport assessments). An additional criterion has
been included to capture a point from policy R13 that
was absent in the Regulation 18 draft policy E11.

It is considered that further consideration is required to the expansion of this
policy to include other animal related development. In rural areas of the borough,
significant impacts on the amenity of the surrounding area have resulted from the
development of, or expansion to, commercial dog kennels and the growth of dog
walking / exercising sites.

It is therefore recommended that the scope of policy E11 is strengthened and
widened to capture additional animal related development.

Dog exercising/walking sites are not generally a
material change of use requiring planning permission
and therefore do not need to be considered against
Local Plan policies. This applies whether a site is used
for informal dog walking or for commercially run
exercise/training activities.

For dog-related developments that constitute a material
change of use, for example kennels, adverse impacts
on amenity are primarily likely to be noise related
impacts emanating from dogs barking. These impacts
are dealt with adequately by the proposed Noise
Impacts policy D10. In the case of other temporary
structures that may lead to visual impacts, it is
considered reasonable that these should continue to be
assessed against existing plan policies, including LPSS
Policy P2: Green Belt.

West Clandon Parish Council

The policy should include requirements about light pollution from outdoor arenas
and the need for control of rodents.

Lighting of external areas has been added to paragraph
1) e) in the Regulation 19 policy.

Rodents and other wild animals are a fact of life in the
countryside and cannot be controlled through planning
policies.
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The draft states “Particular consideration will be given to the cumulative adverse
effects of proposals in the vicinity of the proposed site and the wider area”.
Presumably this refers to other horse related developments but it is not clear.

By observation, many places keeping horses also have a random collection of
horse boxes, trailers and caravans, some of which are useable but others are
used to store hay or feed or are simply abandoned. These can be large and
visually obtrusive in the landscape.

Additional wording has been added to clarify the
meaning of this statement in point 2) of the Regulation
19 policy.

The location of any permanent buildings proposed will
be subject to assessment through the need to be
integrated within existing buildings (point 1) d)).
Additional wording in relation to impact on landscape
character has also been incorporated in point 1) b).

West Horsley Parish Council

The Policy needs to include a reference to the management of small caravans
that often appear on the site of stables or where horses are being kept.

These are not considered to be horse-related
developments. Unauthorised caravans which require
planning permission are dealt with by enforcement
rather than planning policy.

Other respondents

I am not convinced that the policy should go as far as supporting horse-related
development. That weakens the case for refusal even where there are good
grounds for doing so such as the additional buildings that are normally required.
Adverse impacts on biodiversity can also arise from over-grazing —i.e. grazing at
a density that significantly alters the immediate biodiversity potential of a site and
affects existing wildlife corridors, for example through additional fencing.

The need to avoid adverse impacts on biodiversity
including by means of overgrazing has been included
within the policy wording. Where planning permission is
required for it, additional fencing can also be considered
for its potential for adverse impact on an area’s
character.

It is good to see the document acknowledge that "The keeping of horses can
also have other adverse effects such as the erosion of bridleways". | gave up
trying to ride my bicycle on bridleways in this part of the world precisely because
horses' hooves make such a mess of the surface. However | don't see any
evidence that the proposed Policy would address this issue.

The policy can only deal with the proposal on the site
itself, however in relation to bridleway erosion
paragraph 1) a) ensures that adequate land for grazing
and exercising must be available in compliance with
Government published standards. This will help to limit
unnecessary deterioration of public bridleways.
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Policy P6 Biodiversity in new developments (incorporated into new Policy P6/P7 Biodiversity in New Developments in the

LPDMP)

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Natural England

We welcome the inclusion of policies P6: Biodiversity in New Developments and P7:
Biodiversity Net Gain and the usage of the Biodiversity Metric 2.0 when delivering
biodiversity net gain. The Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environmental Management,
along with partners, has developed ‘best practice principles’ for biodiversity net gain, which
can assist plan-making authorities in gathering evidence and developing policy.

Noted.

Support for extending biodiversity net gain to wider environmental net gain. Your authority
should consider the requirements of the NPPF (paragraph 72, 102, 118 and 170) and seek
opportunities for wider environmental net gain wherever possible. This can be achieved by
considering how policies and proposed allocations can contribute to wider environment
enhancement, help adapt to the impacts of climate change and/or take forward elements of
existing green infrastructure, open space or biodiversity strategies. Opportunities for
environmental gains, including nature based solutions to help adapt to climate change might
include:

¢ Identifying opportunities for new multi-functional green and blue infrastructure,

¢ Managing existing and new public spaces to be more wildlife friendly (e.g. by sowing
wild flower strips) and climate resilient,

e Planting trees, including street trees, characteristic to the local area to make a
positive contribution to the local landscape,

e Improving access and links to existing greenspace, identifying improvements to the
existing public right of way network or extending the network to create missing
footpath or cycleway links,

o Restoring neglected environmental features (e.g. a hedgerow or stone wall or
clearing away an eyesore),

¢ Designing a scheme to encourage wildlife, for example by ensuring lighting does not
pollute areas of open space or existing habits.

Any habitat creation and/or enhancement as a result of the above may also deliver a
measurable biodiversity net gain.

The council has adopted policies and
is proposing further policies that
address the matters listed. The
policies taken as a whole will deliver
environmental gain.
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Natural England recently published a 2nd edition of its Climate Change Adaptation Manual
which includes a Landscape Scale Climate Change Assessment Tool. This tool can be used
to identify natural assets (e.g. different habitats and species) in the borough and identify
adaptation responses that can be incorporated into a plan to create a resilient landscape
across the borough.

A strategic assessment of natural assets and Green Infrastructure across the borough can
be useful in planning for increasing borough resilience to climate change.

Noted. The Council intends to
produce a Green and Blue
Infrastructure SPD which will set out
a spatial strategy for biodiversity. We
will review the manual when it is
produced.

Consideration could also be given to whether the plan recognises the role of ecosystems
and soils in carbon sequestration.

References have been added to the
role of ecosystems and soils in
carbon sequestration in the
supporting text.

Environment Agency

We welcome this policy which seeks to prioritise biodiversity in all new developments.

Noted.

We welcome the intention to produce a Green and Blue Infrastructure SPD but suggest a
separate policy on Green Infrastructure and watercourses (Blue Infrastructure) is included.
Please see answers to Question 22 - Policy D11.

A watercourse policy has been
included as suggested and
combined with the water quality
policy. The policies in the plan taken
together cover green infrastructure
adequately.

Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAS) represent those areas where improved habitat
management will be most effective in enhancing connectivity. However, they currently end
at the outer edge of strongly urbanised land-uses. The SyNP’s BOA document states that
‘Ecological connectivity cannot be achieved if urban areas are permanently exempt from the
network, so this is where Green and Blue Infrastructure strategies will play an especially
significant role in establishing and defending urban wildlife corridors.” A good example of
where a Green Infrastructure Policy has been applied locally is Policy DM11 in Wycombe
District Council’s Adopted Delivery and Site Allocations Plan for Town Centres and
Managing Development (July 2013).

The proposed policies will deliver
biodiverse developments that
improve connectivity between
habitats including within urban areas.

The Council intends to produce a
Green and Blue Infrastructure SPD
which will further address ecological
connectivity within settlements.

Green and Blue Infrastructure Supplementary Planning Document (SPD)

This document should map existing Green and Blue Infrastructure (Gl) and future
opportunities, prioritising Gl where there are obvious gaps between designated sites and
important habitats. This document should explain the multiple benefits of GI and how

Agreed.
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potential conflicts between these benefits might be managed, e.g. between increased public
access and disturbance to wildlife.

The long term success of biodiversity enhancements relies on on-going monitoring and
management. There should be a requirement for a long term landscape and ecological
management plan to be submitted to and agreed in writing by the Council, along with details
of adequate financial provision, whether this is to be maintained by the
developer/management company or given as a commuted sum to the Council.

Appropriate conditions will be
applied to ensure the success of
biodiversity enhancement schemes.

Enhancements delivered through
Biodiversity Net Gains will need to
be secured for the period set out in
the Environment Bill.

The policy has been amended to
reference long term management
and the supporting text reflects the
points set out in the comment.

4.45 Paragraph 4.45 on page 46 refers to incorporating wildlife corridors and gaps in barriers A reference to the need for mammal
such as fences, walls and roads. The provision of mammal passage along watercourses passage has been added to the
where roads cross is particularly important for species such as the Otter. Otters have supporting text.
suff_ere_d dramatic declines |n_the UK until relatlvely rec_ent_ly. AIth_ough their population is The new watercourse/water quality
beginning to recover and their range expanding, there is little evidence to suggest they are policy includes provisions for
resident in the Wey catchment despite the habitat being suitable. Where otters are found at ecological connectivity, including the
low densities, a single road death can delay the expansion of their range considerably. It's implementation of a bu’ffer zone and
therefore important that new developments provide mammal passage under any new roads rotection for natural river banks
and existing roads where they are already present. This requirement should be included P '
under ‘Site design’ in policy P6. Alternatively, this could be included in a separate policy on
watercourses - please see Additional comments.

Site design The section Planting and

Policy P6 should also require the design of SuDS to maximise biodiversity opportunities. Landscaping has been broadened to

Where feasible, SuDS should incorporate above ground features that are designed to include The SuDS policy

maximise their ecological and aesthetic value and improve water quality. Any outfalls should incorporates the principle that above

be via open flow routes that have minimal impact on the receiving watercourse. ground SuDS features should be
prioritised.

Policy para |Requirement 7 of policy P6 should require developments to control/eradicate invasive This has been amended to require

7) species where present, as well as avoiding their spread. eradication, or control if not possible,

where invasive species are present
on development sites.
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Policy para |Sites that include or are adjacent to sensitive habitats The supporting text sets out the

9) Requirement 9 of policy P6 states that ‘Schemes should be designed to avoid light pollution’ | heed to exclude light intrusion from
and that ‘If a lighting strategy is provided, it should take account of the potential impacts on | iver buffer zones and references the
wildlife’. This should be strengthened to ensure there is no light spill into adjacent natural policy Dark Skies and Light Impacts
terrestrial and aquatic habitats, including buffer zones. Artificial lighting disrupts the natural  |\which sets out provisions that
diurnal rhythms of a range of wildlife using/inhabiting the river and its corridor habitat. River | hrevent light impacts on sensitive
channels and waterbodies with their wider corridors should be considered Intrinsically Dark | hapitats. The recommended text is
Areas and treated as recommended under the Institute of Lighting Engineers “Guidance included in the supporting text for
Notes for the Reduction of Light Pollution”. Please also see answers to Question 22 - Policy |that policy.
D11 for recommendations on a policy for watercourses/buffer zones.

Policy para Requirement 10 of policy P6 states that ‘Development that contains or is adjacent to a The new policy on water has been

10) watercourse should retain or provide an appropriate buffer between built development amended to include a minimum 10

(including parking areas, private gardens and landscaping) and the watercourse, composed
of natural or semi-natural habitat.” This requirement should be strengthened to state a 10m
minimum buffer between the top of the river bank (defined as the point at which the bank
meets the level of the surrounding land) and the development on either side of the
watercourse. This width of buffer provides the minimum width of habitat needed to provide
for the functioning of wildlife habitats, while being able to facilitate informal access for
enjoyment of the river. This width also ensures that the river is buffered from land-based
activities, thereby avoiding shading from buildings, reducing the levels of diffuse pollution
reaching the watercourse and allowing the watercourse to adjust its' alignment as it naturally
erodes and deposits without the need for damaging bank protection. The buffer zone should
be considerably larger on previously undeveloped land. Please also see answers to
Question 22 - Policy D11 for recommendations on a policy for watercourses/buffer zones.

metre buffer zone between
development and main rivers (it was
clarified that main rivers are what the
Environment Agency’s
representation refers to). In order to
protect ordinary watercourses, an
extra sentence has been added
expecting a buffer sufficient to
protect and enhance the biodiversity
and amenity value of the
watercourse.

Text has been added to the
supporting text setting out the
reasoning provided.

Policy P6 should also require developments to enhance watercourses and their riparian
corridors where a watercourse flows through or directly adjacent to the site.

A separate advice note or SPD, similar to the one produced for Wycombe District Council
(River Wye Advice Note) could help to provide advice to developers and landowners on how
to protect and enhance the river environment. The River Wye Advice Note includes sections
on the design of new riverside development (and the inclusion of buffer zones); landscape
design of the river bank; public access; surface water run-off and the avoidance of pollution;
and weirs/barriers to fish passage. Please see Additional comments.

Adopted policy ID4(7) states “The
ecological, landscape and
recreational value of watercourses
will be protected and enhanced.
Development proposals that are
likely to have an adverse impact on
the functions (including across their
catchments) and setting of
watercourses and their corridors will
not be permitted.” The supporting
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text states “4.6.55 Development
likely to affect a watercourse should
seek to conserve and enhance the
ecological, landscape and
recreational value of the watercourse
and its associated corridor.” As a
result, we do not think further policy
protecting and enhancing
watercourse corridors is necessary.

The supporting text for the new
policy on water includes a reference
to ID4 and sets out a definition of a
watercourse corridor. The policies as
a whole protect and enhance river
habitat and cover the measures
mentioned in the comment.

In addition, this policy should also mention the enhancement of ecological features, such as
ponds where they don’t qualify as Priority Habitat and therefore aren’t covered under policy
P9 but provide an opportunity to be enhanced so that they do qualify.

The policy has been amended so
that all aquatic habitats are treated
the same as priority habitats. The
new water and SuDS policies
contain provisions that protect and
will deliver enhancement for the
water environment which includes
natural and historic ponds (as set out
in the supporting text).

The Biodiversity Net Gains approach
set out in P7 and nationally through
the Environment Bill is aimed at
providing enhancements to all types
of habitat on site, including ponds.
Standing water is a identified as a
key habitat in some of the borough'’s
BOAs and therefore will be targeted
for enhancement through policy ID4
and P6.
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Policy ID4 of Guildford BC’s Local Plan Part 1 only includes a requirement for preventing
harm to national and local sites, not enhancing them. This should be addressed in policy P6
by requiring developments within/adjacent to a nationally or locally designated site to
protect, as well as enhance these sites.

Policy P8/P9 requires designated
sites to be enhanced.

Historic Eng

land

Agree; protection and enhancement of biodiversity very often has direct, as well as
incidental, benefits for the historic environment.

Noted.

Surrey Natu

re Partnership

Largely supported. Minor corrections to the supporting text proposed.

Noted. Corrections have been made.

Other organisations

Surrey Hills AONB Board

Strongly support. Noted.
Woodland Trust
Section 5 |We recommend setting a target for tree canopy cover as part of this policy, to be pursued A minimum 30% tree cover target

through the retention of important and mature trees; appropriate replacement of trees lost
through development, ageing or disease; and by new planting to support green
infrastructure. In order to meet the challenges posed by the climate and nature
emergencies, the Woodland Trust recommends a minimum 30% tree canopy cover target
for new development land.

Further guidance is available in the Trust publication, Emergency Tree Plan for the UK
(2020).

would not be achievable in all
development (e.g. a town centre
regeneration site).

Where it could be applied, it would
be highly constraining and limit what
could be achieved e.g. in terms of
design or other enhancements to
other types of biodiversity.

The Surrey Nature Partnership
supports tree planting in the right
places and circumstances but has
noted that tree planting can have a
detrimental impact on other sensitive
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habitats, which are often a higher
priority in Surrey?.

The proposed suite of policies
supports the planting of trees to
create new canopies through general
biodiversity policy and biodiversity
net gain, but in a manner that avoids
harm to important habitats.

Holy Trinity Amenity Group

Agree with the policy, subject to modifications. Current problems include:
e Landscaping and gardens are increasingly planted to be low maintenance and to
mature rapidly
¢ Inadequate tree planting including on GBC land and SCC highways land
e Garden space lost to extensions (particularly single storey extensions which waste
space)
e Loss of front gardens to hard surfaces
A clear policy on planting of indigenous species that are suitable for local conditions is
needed with quantitative targets. An SPD is justified. This should apply to householder
applications as well as larger developments as some involve large extensions that are
detrimental to biodiversity.

The policy has been amended to
extend the expectation for the use of
UK sourced, native species (except
where imported strains would offer
greater resilience e.g. to disease) in
tree planting to cover all planting.
The policy expects planting schemes
to incorporate species, habitats and
management regimes that provide
best biodiversity benefit. This would
include species suitable for local
conditions.

A Green and Blue Infrastructure SPD
will be produced to provide detailed
guidance.

In many cases, the measures listed
in this comment would be Permitted
Development and would therefore
not be subject to planning policy.

The borders of the Wey, including most of the flood plain, to be kept natural, and treated as
a wildlife corridor, hard banks avoided, not urbanised, disturbance minimised.

This is covered by policy 1D4 of the
existing local plan and further

provisions are proposed in the new
policies, notably buffer zones along

2 See https://surreynaturepartnership.files.wordpress.com/2020/03/tree-planting-for-climate-change-mitigation-in-surrey snp-january-2020 final.pdf
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watercourses, prohibition on hard
banks, and support for naturalising
existing hard banks.

Street trees are be required wherever possible, in accordance with the government “manual
for streets”.

The policy would support tree lined
streets as a positive biodiversity
measure, unless detrimental to
other, more valuable biodiversity
measures (e.g. trees clustered to
create canopies).

In line with the NPPF revisions in
2021, the design policies have been
updated to reflect the support for
tree-lined streets.

Parking spaces should be on semi-green, porous surfaces.

Policy P13 requires the use of
permeable surfaces wherever
possible.

Policy P6 requires development to
seek opportunities for biodiversity
wherever possible, which includes
planted parking spaces.

Normandy Action Group

Disagree. The existing policy fails to address para 175 of the NPPF: “c) development
resulting in the loss or deterioration of irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and
ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there are wholly exceptional reasons
and a suitable compensation strategy exists”. Para 1 of the preferred option should be
modified as follows: “

“1) Requires new developments to prioritise biodiversity in their proposals as a general
principle and protect existing irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and
ancient or veteran trees)"

The protection of irreplaceable
habitats is covered by policy P8/P9.
The policy wording reflects the NPPF
wording.

Weyside Urban Village
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The preferred option generally matches the emerging aspirations for the proposed WUV
development. However, the River Wey BOA boundary is not clearly defined, so it would be
useful for defined boundaries to be set out as part of any eventual policy or as an Appendix.

A map of the Biodiversity
Opportunity Areas boundaries will be
included in the policies map.
However, it should be noted that the
boundaries are meant to be
indicative.

Many of the measures such as planting schemes & landscaping, measures on building
structures etc. seem to be the detail of how a development would deliver Biodiversity net
gain, the requirements for which are set out in policy P7. A single Biodiversity Policy may
offer a potential alternative approach to ensure consistency in interpretation and best use of
the policy. Brown roofs should also be referenced in criterion 6.

Agree. The two policies have been
combined.

Brown roofs have been added to the
policy.

Guidance could be added to suggest that flood and surface water run-off mitigation
measures such as drainage ponds should also encourage biodiversity and not be over
engineered structures.

This has been added to the
supporting text and is covered
further in the proposed Sustainable
Surface Water Management policy.

Cranley Road Residents’ Association

Policy para |(New developments to prioritise biodiversity). This should specify retention of features of The policy has been amended to
1) and 5) |value as well as creation of new features. refer to the mitigation hierarchy,
(Tree canopies expected to be retained). Not only tree canopies but other features of value | Which prioritises retention over
should be retained where possible especially those not readily recreated or those that creation. Additionally, this approach
provide reservoirs for colonisation of new wildlife spaces. is built into the national biodiversity
net gain approach. Policy P8/9
protects existing biodiversity features
of value.
Policy para |Reference should be made to the benefits of effective buffers along roads as well as along | Watercourses are sensitive habitats
10) water courses. and detailed protective measures are

justified. Referencing buffers along
all roads would likely be considered
overly prescriptive as it would
constrain the delivery of other
measures on development sites,
including biodiversity measures.
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Send Parish Council

The policy needed but the proposed policy is not strong enough. It is essential that robust
policies are designed to protect “existing” biodiversity and avoid the use of ‘planning
conditions’ as mitigation the easement of planning applications and for biodiversity loss. This
policy needs to be much stronger, specific and more demanding.

This policy focuses on biodiversity
provision in new development. Other
policies protect existing biodiversity.
The new policy references the
mitigation hierarchy which priorities
existing biodiversity over new.

Guildford Residents’ Association

Please spell out ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Area’ when BOA is first mentioned. We suggest a
reference to a borough level map of BOASs (i.e. more detailed than the county map shown in
Policy ID4).

The full name has been added to the
first mention in the policy.

A map of the BOAs will be added to
the policies map.

Policy para
6

In 6), there should be mention of ‘roosting’ as well as ‘nesting’

‘Roosting’ has been added to the
measures, which are now identified
in the definitions section of the
supporting text.

Guildford Society

A large-scale map to show the exact boundaries of the BOAs will be needed.

The BOA boundaries will be added
to the policies map.

The policy should also apply to major redevelopments e.g. offices become flats where there
may be considerable changes in the surroundings of a building that need to be considered.

The policy applies to all new
developments and will apply to
redevelopments where they require
planning permission.

Bridge End Farm

Policy para
1)

Support the objectives of the policy but concern over prescriptiveness.

The requirement to prioritise biodiversity is not justified as biodiversity is one of a number of
important objectives which need to be considered in combination when bringing forward new
development.

The reference to prioritising
biodiversity has been deleted and
the policy now requires
developments to maximise
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biodiversity gains as a general
principle.

Policy para |°) states that tree canopies are expected to be retained. We consider that this is not justified | The planning process allows for
5) as currently presented, because there are on occasion a variety of reasons why it may not | flexipility if there are circumstances
be appropriate to retain a tree(s) either due to lack of quality, or strong masterplanning where retaining a tree canopy would
reasons. As such we would suggest an amendment to this part of the policy to provide not be appropriate or lead to the best
flexibility for tree removal and appropriate replanting. As such the policy could be reworded | gutcome. The policy acknowledges
to include ‘Tree canopies are expected to be retained where possible and new and this by presenting retention as an
replacement tree planting is expected to focus on the creation of new connected tree expectation rather than a
canopies or the extension of existing canopies.’ requirement. The NPPF as revised in
2021 requires the retention of
existing trees wherever possible. In
addition, the approach to biodiversity
net gains and the mitigation
hierarchy both require the retention
of existing biodiversity features
(including trees) wherever possible
before additional planting is
considered.
Merrow Residents’ Association

Support with amendments: the measures on building structures should include integral
roosting features for bats as well as nesting boxes (bats ‘roost’, birds ‘nest’).

“Roosting” has been added to the
policy.

Built features are expected to be permeable for wildlife. More detail here would be useful,
e.g. development boundaries should be permeable to wildlife also.

Further detail is provided in the
supporting text. The reference to
permeable boundaries has been
added.

Compton Parish Council

Policy P6 does not go far enough. Buffer zones around environmentally sensitive areas
should be specified that take into account the type of development adjacent to a particular
area. For example, a buffer zone of 50m should be introduced with regard to any road,
whereas a narrower buffer might suit a cycle way or sports ground.

The policy requires buffers around
sensitive habitats, the extent of
which will be decided on a case-by-
case basis, taking into account the
specific habitat. We do not think it
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would be considered reasonable at
examination to specify further buffer
zones unless there is a specific legal
basis or national policy support (e.qg.
as there is for the Thames Basin
Heaths, Ancient Woodland or main
rivers). Appropriate buffers will be
considered on a case by case basis.

Burpham Community Association

Agree with amendment: It should require improvement or recovery of biodiversity including
creating environments suitable for reintroduction of lost species.

Policy P7 Biodiversity Net Gain
requires an increase in biodiversity
value from new developments. This
can include habitat creation and
restoration. Under the net gain
approach, the most important
habitats and species will be targeted
for improvements by virtue of their
greater weighting in the Biodiversity
Metric methodology. The policy
identifies priority habitats and
species by virtue of reference to the
BOAs and future Local Nature
Recovery Strategy (LNRS). It will be
down to the body that produces the
LNRS (which will be set by the
Environment Act) to decide which
habitats should be targeted in order
to restore lost species.

The policy supports the restoration of
BOA priority habtats, which in many
cases will assist in the spread of
species including those that may
now be absent from the borough.

East Horsley Parish Council
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Agree with suggestion: Since parts of Guildford borough have adopted Neighbourhood
Plans which include Biodiversity polices that form part of their Local Development Plan, a
reference to their applicability would also be appropriate within this policy.

Neighbourhood plans are
Development Plan Documents
(DPD) in their own right and will be
read alongside the Local Plan and
other DPDs.

Effingham P

arish Council

Effingham Parish Council (EPC) has produced a Neighbourhood Plan (ENP) that has a
section on and policies for the local Environment. These policies were worked on closely
with planners from GBC. The policy should explicitly mention biodiversity networks such as
Wildlife Corridors and Stepping Stones, and B-lines (as in 4.54 here which are essentially
wildflower pathways for insects), which are important eco-systems outside BOAs. These are
not emphasised in the document in spite of being highly important for wildlife.

Neighbourhood plans are
Development Plan Documents
(DPD) in their own right and will be
read alongside the Local Plan and
other DPDs.

The policy at paragraph 3 expects
new developments to be guided by
national, regional and local
strategies which would include the
biodiversity networks mentioned in
the comment. The list of relevant
strategies is subject to change and
the forthcoming Environment Bill
(and possibly planning bill) are likely
to alter the strategic framework so
we think it is better not to list the
relevant strategies in the policy. It is
intended to include the list in an SPD
so that updates can be made more
easily.

Shalford Parish Council

AGLYV should be included and recognised for its value in relation to biodiversity as well as
measures listed.

AGLYV is designated for its landscape
value rather than biodiversity value.

Portland Capital

Policy wording should be updated to allow flexibility on the provision of biodiversity features
(planting/landscaping, measures on building structures and site design) where this may

The design part of the policy sets out
how biodiversity should be
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compromise wider residential delivery and be reviewed on a site by site basis (particularly in
the context of historic housing under-delivery). This reflects the NPPF:

Para 67: “Strategic policy-making authorities should have a clear understanding of the land
available in their area through the preparation of a strategic housing land availability
assessment. From this, planning policies should identify a sufficient supply and mix of sites,
taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic viability.”

Para 122: Relates to achieving appropriate densities and states planning policies and
decisions should support development that makes efficient use of land, taking into account
(amongst other criteria) — local market conditions and viability.

approached in the design and
delivery of new developments. It
does not quantify the outcome, so is
considered to fall within normal
development costs.

The Biodiversity Net Gain section
guantifies net gains and will have an
impact on development costs. The
plan will be subject to a viability
assessment to ensure viability is not
compromised. There is scope for
decision makers to consider viability
again on a case-by-case basis
where there is justification for doing
so.

The planning system allows for
flexibility where it can be
demonstrated that deliver is
threatened.

Policy 9)
and 10)

With regards to the reference to sites that include or are adjacent to sensitive habitats,
policy needs to be specific as to what these comprise and provide detail on appropriate
buffers between built development and sensitive habitats. Again, a requirement for such
provision will have viability implications for deliverability and viability which should be
recognised in final policy wording.

The policy has been reworded to
make it clear which habitats and
designations are protected (note, this
provision has been moved to
paragraph 1 of policy P8/P9).

Some buffers are already
established (for example, around the
Thames Basin Heaths) and the
policy proposes specific buffers for
water courses and ancient woodland
based on the known sensitivities of
those features. It is not feasible to
quantify the buffer for all sensitive
habitats as this will differ from habitat
to habitat and site to site.

Thames Water

77




There appears to be policy overlap between Policies P6 and P7 — with P6 seeking to
maximise biodiversity and then P7 to deliver biodiversity net gain. The inter-relationship and
overlap between the policy approaches represents risks to the implementation of the
policies through development management processes. A single Biodiversity Policy should
be considered as a potential alternative approach.

The two policies have been
combined.

Hallam Land Management

Policy para.
6 a)

The NPPF at paragraph 175d states “...opportunities to incorporate biodiversity
improvements in and around developments should be encouraged, especially where this
can secure measurable net gains for biodiversity”.

The Council’s preferred approach as set out in Policy 6(a) is to “Require new developments
to prioritise biodiversity in their proposals as a general principle”. This infers that biodiversity
will be given a primacy in the consideration of development proposals; whereas individual
development proposals often have to balance a range of competing interests which require
equitable consideration because of the characteristics of sites and locations and also other
legitimate planning policy objectives. The Development Plan must be read as a whole and
therefore a policy which seeks to prioritise biodiversity could be at odds with other policies.
The terms “as a general principle” is therefore especially important and serves as a
necessary qualification because there may be instances where other objectives are rightly
afforded a greater priority.

The reference to prioritising
biodiversity has been deleted and
the policy now requires
developments to maximise
biodiversity gains as a general
principle.

Reach Plc

Do not agree with the scope of the policy which seeks to maximise biodiversity gains in ‘all
new developments’ as it is not always practical to do this. For example, when redeveloping
a site or changing the use of a building(s) as the design of such sites and the associated
removal/inclusion of any trees, shrubs etc. is often dictated by existing site
constraints/conditions.

On this basis, suggest that any future policy states ‘maximise biodiversity gains in all new
developments, where possible’.

We do not agree that he addition of
“where possible” is necessary as the
planning process allows flexibility
where the outcomes sought by policy
are not possible. “Maximise” means
to do the most possible, which can
apply to any site regardless of
circumstances.

West Horsley Parish Council

Of grave concern are the facts stated at 4.6 and 4.7 whereby Guildford Borough's situation
is significantly worse than elsewhere in the country and nationally. Critical levels have been
reached in priority habitats. This needs urgent attention and so the policy wording needs to

The word expect has been used
because there are likely to be some
instances where it is not beneficial to
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be considerably strengthened. This policy needs to be much stronger, specific and more
demanding.

There is no accountability for delivering, e.g. new tree planting at point 5 is expected
to focus on, it should say MUST focus on.

A specified net increase in biodiversity should be demanded for ALL levels of
development, there should not be a get out clause to supply elsewhere in the
Borough.

4.38 refers to OPM but is only given three lines — it pales into insignificance and
should have far more detail provided. Guidelines on buffer zones should be given as
avoidance strategies.

Point 9 needs the lighting element as a separate point, it is not only the impact on
wildlife, but also the environment overall and there should be mention here of Dark
Skies with reference to Neighbourhood Plans as both West Horsley and Effingham
have policies on this.

group trees together (e.g. where this
would fragment a non-arborial
habitat). The use of ‘expect’
indicates that applicants should do
so unless they can demonstrate it is
not justified.

The policy on biodiversity net gain
sets a standard for all levels of
development, but not all types of
development. Certain types are
proposed to be exempt nationally.
While we are proposing to increase
the amount of gain, we do not think
that there is adequate justification to
diverge from the national
exemptions.

OPM is largely not a planning matter
as it dealt with through legislation
other than planning legislation. It
may be a planning matter where it
falls on or around a development site
and would present a risk to future
occupiers of a development. A buffer
zone is not necessary as where
OPM is identified it must be
eradicated.

Policy D10a sets out policy that
prevents harm from lighting. This
includes a reference to
neighbourhood plan policy in the
supporting text.

The Development Plan is read as a
whole. Neighbourhood Plans are
Development Plan documents in
their own right and their policies do
not need to be referenced in the

policy.

79




Taylor Wimpey

Suggest that the order of biodiversity policies is altered to reflect the hierarchy of ecological
importance, mitigation hierarchy and level of legal/policy protection: Irreplaceable Habitats,
Priority Species and Habitats on Undesignated sites, Biodiversity Net Gain, and finally,
Biodiversity in New Developments.

The policies have been merged into
two policies. The sequence has not
been changed at this stage as it
would complicate the examination,
but will be amended as suggested
before adoption so that protection
comes before delivery of new
biodiversity.

Policy para
1)

GBC'’s preferred approach as set out in Policy 6(a) is to “Require new developments to
prioritise biodiversity in their proposals as a general principle”. This infers that biodiversity
will be given a primacy in the consideration of development proposals; whereas individual
development proposals often have to balance a range of competing interests which require
equitable consideration because of the characteristics of sites and locations and also other
legitimate planning policy objectives. The Development Plan must be read as a whole and
therefore a policy which seeks to prioritise biodiversity could be at odds with other policies.
The term “as a general principle” is therefore especially important and serves as a
necessary qualification because there may be instances where other objectives are rightly
afforded a greater priority.

Suggest amendment: ““1) Require new developments to consider biodiversity in their
proposals as a general principle”.

The reference to prioritising
biodiversity has been deleted and
the policy now requires
developments to maximise
biodiversity gains as a general
principle.

Policy para
2)

Suggest the following amendments to ensure the policy is clear and justified, as per
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF:

“2) Requires developments within or adjacent to a Biodiversity Opportunity Area (BOA),
where possible, to contribute towards the achievement of the objectives of the relevant BOA
Policy Statement to protect the designated and priority habitats and species in the BOA in
accordance with the provisions of Policies P8 and P9, and to improve habitat connectivity
across the BOA.”

TW propose that ‘contribute towards’ replaces ‘support’ as it is a more accurate phrase.
Also, the phrase ‘where possible’ should be added because not every development will be
able to contribute towards the achievement of every BOA objective, given that these
objectives are defined for very large areas, comprising a diverse range of habitats, including
some that are subject to national and international nature conservation designations. In
accordance with the provisions of Policies P8 and P9’ is added, because these policies

The paragraph has been written with
the three criteria in a sub-list to make
it clearer.

We do not agree that he addition of
“where possible” is necessary as the
planning process allows flexibility
where the outcomes sought by policy
are not possible.

We agree that “contribute towards” is
clearer than “support” and have
made this amendment.

The plan is read as a whole, so we
do not agree that “in accordance with
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define the nature of the ‘protection’ required, and without this context, ‘protect’ can imply that
no effects whatsoever are permitted.

the provisions of Policies P8 and P9”
is necessary. The protection is
limited to the specific designated and
priority habitats and species within
the BOA.

Policy para
5)

Suggest para 5 is altered to the below in order to improve its clarity and ensure that the
policy is positively prepared, as per Paragraph 35 in the NPPF:

5) Existing trees should be retained where possible, or where new tree planting is proposed,
this should focus on the creation of new connected tree canopies or the extension of
existing canopies.”

We do not agree that he addition of
“where possible” is necessary as the
planning process allows flexibility
where the outcomes sought by policy
are not possible.

Policy para
9)

TW seek the following changes to Part 9 in order to ensure that the wording is consistent
with the other requirements in this policy:

9) Where sites contain or are adjacent to sensitive habitats, appropriate buffers should be
incorporated... Schemes should be designed to minimise light pollution. If a lighting strategy
is provided, it should take account of the potential impacts on wildlife.

The text “And, where necessary, barriers” should be deleted. The inclusion of barriers
adjacent to sensitive sites directly conflicts with the previously stated requirement to improve
habitat connectivity and reverse fragmentation and species isolation. The replacement of
‘avoid’ light pollution with ‘minimise’ acknowledges that complete prevention of all light
pollution may not always be achievable.

Agree that “minimise light pollution”
is more correct than “avoid light
pollution” so this change has been
made, and the provision has been
moved to policy D10a.

The point about barriers is taken.
However, some sensitive habitats
may need protection from
disturbance; the borough has
experience of impacts on sensitive
sites, e.g. from local people clearing
the land or creating cut-throughs.
The supporting text has been
amended to make it clear that
barriers should apply to people but
not inhibit the movements of wildlife
or the dispersal of plants.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Para 4.5

It would be good to identify and list all species [in Surrey] and those lost.

Information about species present in
Surrey is available from other
bodies. We do not think it is
necessary to include a list in the
Local Plan.
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Para 4.35

What plants does Xylella Fastidiosa affect? Needs identifying if mentioned and using both
English and Latin names would be helpful.

The reference to this specific
disease does not appear in the plan
as drafted.

Para 4.42

This paragraph should be re-worded to encourage the designation of green spaces as new
‘Local Green Space’. Future development which includes land currently designated as
‘Local Green Space’ must carry forward the existing designation.

The Local Green Space designation
can only be applied to spaces that
have a specific value and cannot be
applied to ordinary green spaces
delivered by new developments. The
designation (and amendments to it)
can only be made through a
Development Plan Document such
as a Local Plan or Neighbourhood
Plan. Development cannot remove
the designation which means it will
be carried forward. We do not
believe that groups producing
neighbourhood plans need
encouragement from the Local Plan
to designate Local Green Spaces as
the designation has been popular
with neighbourhood groups.

Para 4.55

[Re: intention to produce a Green and Blue Infrastructure SPD] We are concerned plan
preparation has progressed to this stage without more detailed understanding of desired
Green and Blue infrastructure which is essential to enabling appropriate levels of
development.

The Surrey Nature Partnership has
produced a framework for nature
recovery across Surrey and this has
informed production of new policies.

The national approach to biodiversity
is still emerging and at this stage it is
not clear what role district level
councils will play. This will become
clearer with the passage of the
Environment Bill and the Planning
Bill. Alongside this the Surrey Nature
Partnership is setting out more detail
on the approach to nature recovery
for Surrey.
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SPDs are guidance for adopted
policy and necessarily must follow on
from the adoption of policy.

However, the proposed policies have
been designed to provide a firm
policy basis for the future SPD.

Policy para
9)

Current lighting practices do not follow this concept of 'Dark Skies'.

The majority of lighting does not
need planning permission and
therefore cannot be governed by
planning policy. However, schemes
can be designed to minimise light
spillage and this can be addressed
through policy because design is a
planning matter. Some schemes that
would produce significant amounts of
light may require a lighting strategy.
New policy Policy D10a: Light
Impacts and Dark Skies addresses
both lighting strategies and scheme
design to minimise light spillage.

Other respondents

4.7 “Priority should be given to conserving species that are locally rare and in decline, even if Surrey’s landscape and habitats
the national population is stable”, should not mean preserving human-created habitats, have been strongly influenced by
especially those created as a result of intensive agriculture, at the expense of ecosystems | human activity and many of our most
that are allowed to evolve naturally. important habitats are semi-natural.

Many semi-natural habitats are rich
in biodiversity, which will be lost if
the habitats are allowed to
disappear. As a result, important
semi-natural habitats should be
protected.

4.29 Planting wildflowers on roundabouts and verges will not work because the flowers will be With light management wildflowers

pushed out by grasses and weeds after a couple of years leaving the land looking unkempt.

can be maintained.
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A designated site for proper re-wilding would be more acceptable — the creation of an area
of wildflower meadow which could be appreciated by the public.

This is just an excuse to reduce costs.

The Environment Bill proposed a
national system of biodiversity
credits and nature recovery networks
which would lead to the delivery of
dedicated sites for rewilding. The
policy supports the creation of
biodiversity sites, which would cover
a dedicated rewilding site (if planning
permission is required e.g. for
change of use from agriculture).

Using lighter management regimes
can result in reduced costs, which
would be considered an additional
benefit.

4.30

(Regarding connecting tree canopies) Meadows are scarcer than woodland and also
capture carbon. If managed appropriately, they contribute biodiversity that cannot exist in
woodland with a more or less complete canopy.

Extending tree canopies may be appropriate in some circumstances but it is important not to
remove corridors for existing species that depend on open conditions. Cutting a gap through
woodland to connect open areas while maintaining a narrow canopy bridge for species such
as Hazel Dormouse is a valid strategy.

Item 5) in the preferred option needs some minor modification to permit retention of existing
species and corridors where appropriate.

This point is agreed. Planning policy
introduces protections for a range of
valuable habitat types. The plan is
read as a whole so the creation of
tree canopies on development sites
will not lead to detrimental impacts
on other types of habitat.

The Surrey Nature Partnership
highlights the point that inappropriate
tree planting can detrimentally affect
other valuable habitats (see 4.31).

Paragraph 5 has been amended to
prevent the creation of new canopies
where this would impact on sensitive
species or habitats. The supporting
text explains the sorts of impacts that
should be considered. The policy
includes reference to the mitigation
hierarchy which prioritises the
retention of existing habitats.
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4.31/2

Policy para
5

Disagree with tree canopy policy. Tree canopies are expected to be retained .... But some
sites are already cutting down the trees (e.g.Admirals Park — Tongham).

Canopies of trees can result in darkness.

Planning policy is only engaged
where planning permission is sought.
Where trees do not need permission
to be cut down, planning policy
cannot have an impact. However,
the Biodiversity Net Gain supporting
text sets out that land must not be
artificially degraded prior to a
planning application, and that the
Council will use the value of the site
prior to clearance as the baseline
and apply any available punitive
measures.

It is acknowledged that canopies can
result in darkness. Shade can be
beneficial (e.g. for urban cooling)
and the planning system allows for
canopies not to be sought where
they would be problematic.

4.31/2

The text should mention placing trees strategically in the town centre.

Under the proposed policy, town
centre developments will have to
consider how to incorporate trees
and other habitats where possible.
Placing trees in the town centre
outside of development sites would
likely not require planning permission
so does not need to be addressed by
planning policy.

4.33

(Regarding wildflowers and trees occupying the same space) This only applies to a limited
range of wildflowers and their associated wildlife. It eliminates much of the wildlife that
depends on open conditions further into the season.

The referenced text has not been
used in the draft plan.

The point about canopies and wildlife
is noted. Canopies will not replace
other forms of habitat creation and
the policy contains provisions to
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prevent tree planting harming other
habitats.

441 Balancing ponds - Health & Safety is not mentioned and ponds attract children. Should The plan includes a policy on
include mention of ponds being fenced and gated so they can be accessed but not by small |sustainable drainage that requires
children. designs to follow technical guidance.

SuDS designs will be subject to
review by the Lead Local Flood
Authority.

4.45 (Adaptation of built areas for wildlife permeability) How can anything in this para be The DMP will form planning policy
achieved except thorough personal preference? Is the DMP insisting that all private gardens |and as such it will only apply to new
are surrounded by holey walls? Will it become illegal in Guildford — or the subject of planning | developments that require planning
applications — and can it? — for residents to change their garden wall/fence etc in the permission. The changing of a fence
interests of wildlife? or wall could require planning

permission depending on the size
and location.

Anyone not seeking planning
permission would not be bound by its
provisions, though it may act as a
guide for someone seeking to
support nature.

4.45 Drains can trap amphibians and | believe means are available to prevent this that could be |A references to amphibian ladders in
incorporated in new site design requirements (including roads). This could be added to the |drains have been added to the
potential adaptations listed. definitions section.

4.46 The policy expects “major schemes to include resources that encourage community The supporting text includes a list of

Policy para |ownership of greens spaces”. How will this be achieved? potential measures; interpretation

8) boards, bespoke ’blinds’/hides,

educational engagement, the
involvement of local volunteer
groups and access arrangements.

4.46 Local volunteer involvement helps with community engagement so if there is a way that new | Local volunteer involvement could be

Policy para |residents can be encouraged to participate in future management, without reducing the arranged through developer pre-

8) involvement and commitment of the developer, that would be good. Perhaps some form of |application consultation or bespoke

engagement. This has been added
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follow-up by the local authority to kick start it would be appropriate ? | acknowledge that it
may be best addressed outside the planning policy.

to the information about community
engagement.

4.53

Policy para
2)

It is important not to assume that land outside BOAs is of less biodiversity value. |
understand that BOA designation had to follow strict rules and can specifically exclude land
with exceptional biodiversity, or biodiversity potential, as a result. 4.54 goes some way
towards rectifying this. Policy Iltem 2) must be extended, or a separate point included, as
priority habitats and species also exist beyond BOAs (and not necessarily just adjacent to
them).

It is agreed that land outside BOAs
can have high biodiversity value.
BOAs indicate areas where specific
habitat measures will have the
greatest biodiversity benefit and do
not identify the areas of highest
biodiversity value.

Paragraph 3 links development to
biodiversity strategies which will
indicate the best biodiversity
outcomes for all areas, including
those outside of BOAs.
Developments outside BOAs will be
required to achieve nets gains in
biodiversity using those strategies.
Policy P8/P9 covers important and
sensitive habitats and species
including on sites outside of BOAs.

4.66

Does GBC have designated sites for offsetting? If there are sites they should be named in
the document. If there are no sites the policy should not cover offsetting.

It would be better not to allow offsetting because the big developers will just do it rather than
produce biodiverse developments.

Developers should not simply by-pass the policies by making a payment into off-site
provision which may not even be in Surrey, let alone Guildford.

The Council does not have sites for
offsetting at the present time. The
government’s view is that offsetting
sites do not necessarily need to be
Council sites.

The policy is consistent with the
national approach set out in the
Environment Bill where it allows for
offsite offsetting. The government’s
impact assessment for the bill
indicates that onsite biodiversity
measures will be favoured by
developers due to the lower cost, but
that in many achieving the required
gains onsite will not be possible. We
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are proposing to increase the gain
from 10% to 20%, which means a
greater proportion of gains will need
to be offsite.

Offsite offsetting will not allow
developers to bypass policies that
protect important habitats and
species. The policy has been written
to lock in the principles of the
mitigation hierarchy (which avoids
harm as the first step), and the
proposed national Biodiversity Net
Gains approach also embeds this
principle.

It is essential that robust policies are designed to protect “existing” biodiversity and avoid the
use of ‘planning conditions’ as mitigation the easement of planning applications and for
biodiversity loss.

Noted. As a whole the policies are
designed to protect existing
biodiversity and deliver net gains.

It is illogical to assume biodiversity can be either protected or enhanced around the large
housing estates currently being planned. These sites should therefore be removed from the
local plan. If not, the developments will be disastrous to the environment and biodiversity.

Under the proposed policies, new
developments will lead to net gains
for biodiversity. The Environment Bill
sets a framework for achieving this.

Do we have a financial dis-incentive for non-compliance [with the policy]? An annual or bi-
annual check of each site perhaps?

Detail is needed as to how the policy will be enforced.
How do we police this? All developers want is money for buildings.

Where developments do not comply
with Local Plan policies, decision
makers may refuse planning
permission taking account of other
policy documents and material
considerations.

The council has the option of taking
enforcement action where
developments do not comply with
permissions.

Words in the policy such as “should” are not good enough. Please replace them with “Must”.

The words “must” and “required”
have been used wherever it is
considered justified to do so.
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It is not just rare wildlife that matters — any open area can contribute to numbers of
commoner species that are essential to environmental wellbeing and reversing the loss of
invertebrates in general.

The policies as a whole promote
biodiversity generally and do not only
support rare species.

Green roofs are good but solar panels (or other means of capturing solar energy) on roofs
may be a better choice for climate change mitigation depending on the aspect.

The Council’s climate change
policies would support the use of
roof-mounted solar panels. The
policies are written to allow flexibility
so that proposals can include the
most appropriate use of roofs
depending on local circumstances.

As well as mitigating the development of adjacent land by screening etc. the operating times
for businesses should be fairly restricted to shield wildlife from noise and dust in the
atmosphere etc. Consultation on this issue from the Wildlife organisations should be sought

Planning applications are subject to
public consultation and wildlife
organisations frequently respond.

Policy ID4 of the LPSS provides
general protection for designated
habitats and the proposed new
policies add detail. Where
restrictions on operations are
necessary they can be considered at
the planning application stage.

A large scale map to show the exact boundaries of the BOAs will be needed.

This will be included in the policies
map.

Consideration should be given to the potential effects of noise or light generating
development on international, national and locally designated sites of importance for
biodiversity

Noise and light impacts are covered
by other policies.
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Policy P7 Biodiversity net gain (incorporated into new Policy P6/P7 Biodiversity in New Developments in the LPDMP)

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Historic England

Agree

Noted

Environment Agency

We fully support the inclusion of policy P7 and particularly the commitment for 20% biodiversity
net gain (BNG). We're really pleased to see the Council striving for a higher figure than the
minimum figure proposed by Government and mandating BNG for developments not mandated
by Government. We recommend including the wording ‘20% (or the standard minimum,
whichever is greater) biodiversity net gain’. This will help to future proof your plan, in case the
Government’s requirements change.

This amendment has been
made.

The policy has been changed so
that nationally exempted
developments are no longer
caught by local policy in order to
align more closely with the
national approach.

Surrey Nature Partnership

This policy is both welcome and is supported, and its justification aligns with SNP
recommendation for Surrey’s LPAs to adopt a minimum requirement for 20% BNG (ref.
Recommendation for 20% minimum biodiversity net gain within Surrey - a Surrey Nature
Partnership Position Statement (in draft)).

Noted.

4.63

Proposed amendment: “Local Plan policy ID4 currently supports the strategic aim of delivering
BNG but neither provides any further clarification nor sets out a method by which gains should
be measured.”

The referenced text has not been
used in the draft plan. If it is used
in the relevant topic paper, the
amendment will be applied.

Other organisations

Surrey Wildlife Trust
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4.63

Proposed amendment: “Local Plan policy ID4 currently supports the strategic aim of delivering
BNG but neither provides any further clarification nor sets out a method by which gains should
be measured.”

The referenced text has not been
used in the draft plan. If it is used
in the relevant topic paper, the
amendment will be applied.

Guildford Society

Despite the numbers quoted in the text, there must be some anxiety that P6 and P7 will inhibit
house building in unexpected manner. There is some evidence that Brownfield sites with some
environmental value are disadvantaged compared to greenfield sites. It would be useful to
understand if the council has sense tested this policy on a number of major sites.

The plan is subject to full viability
testing and developers can raise
concerns about deliverability
during the Regulation 19 Local
plan consultation in order for the
examiner to consider against the
evidence.

We have continued the national
approach to biodiversity net
gains on brownfield sites and
clarified that where net gains are
required due to the presence of a
biodiversity feature included in
paragraph 2, the net gain
required is only for that feature.

Bridge End Farm

We object to the preferred approach to bio-diversity net gain as set out in bullet 1 of Policy P7 in
the draft document. Whilst fully supporting the need to deliver biodiversity net gains as part of
new development, to ensure that the policy is justified and positively prepared in line with the
Governments Environment Bill we consider that the policy should be amended that
development proposals should be required to demonstrate ‘a minimum 10% increase in
biodiversity on or near development’.

This point is not agreed. The
justification for a locally higher
net gain requirement is set out in
the supporting text of the
Preferred Options document.
The plan will be subject to
viability testing in order to ensure
it is deliverable and the
examination will test whether the
policy is justified.

Woodland Trust
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For previously developed sites, typically urban sites, where the existing level of biodiversity may
be very low, we recommend adopting an Urban Greening Factor, based on the approach used
in the new London Plan.

This option has not been taken
forward because it would apply a
requirement similar to
biodiversity net gains to
developments that are proposed
to be exempt from biodiversity
net gains and would therefore
not be consistent with the
emerging national approach.

The plan includes policies on
open space and biodiversity in
new developments which will
promote the greening of urban
areas generally.

Before seeking ‘net gain’ for biodiversity, planning policies should ensure that any proposed
development minimises land take, and avoids damage to any existing high-quality habitats,
including ancient woodland.

Designated habitat sites are
protected by existing policy ID4
and by proposed new policy
P8/P9. Proposed policies also
provide protection for important
habitats on undesignated sites.

Both policies align with the
mitigation hierarchy which
requires avoidance of damage as
the first step, and the national
Biodiversity Net Gains
programme also supports this
approach.

Appropriate site selection is essential to delivering biodiversity gain: any scheme that damages
irreplaceable habitats such as ancient woodland, irrespective of any mitigation and
compensation measures, cannot deliver net gain.

Noted. Policy P8/P9 protects
irreplaceable habitats including
Ancient Woodland.

Weyside Urban Village

It should be noted that the Defra Metric 2.0 (as specifically referenced in criterion (1) of the
policy) takes account of certainty (or otherwise) of the possibility of delivering habitat types
through habitat creation/enhancement and therefore a figure of 10% BNG, as measured by that

The supporting text of the
preferred option sets out the
reasons for diverging from the
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metric, should already take account of uncertainty and will have adjusted habitat unit
calculations accordingly. We would suggest that the figure and terminology in any approved
Environment Bill be simply replicated in any future DM Policy.

emerging national approach to
seek a 20% biodiversity net gain
from new developments.

The Policy 7 background suggests that the costs of BNG would push back to land value; this
may be the case in time but as the policy comes through to adoption there may be sites for
which an adopted policy at 20% squeezes the viability balance where the land deal is already in
place.

The plan will be subject to a
viability assessment and the
NPPF allows viability to
reconsidered at the planning
application stage if the
circumstances provide a reason
for doing so.

The policy exempts previously developed (brownfield) land. We would note that brownfield land
can have biodiversity value and support where the Policy proposes to cover this by clarifying
that brownfield sites are exempted unless the previously developed sites support at least one
protected or priority species population or habitat, or an assemblage of species with an
otherwise demonstrably high biodiversity value. However we would suggest some form of
spatial recognition is added as a large, predominantly brownfield site may include a small area
of priority habitat that would, as currently worded, require the entire site to deliver BNG.

Suggest consideration is given around an exemption/special consideration for brownfield sites
that include small areas of priority habitat and therefore lose their ‘exemption’ but may require
some form of remediation to address contamination issues given any site history. Some form of
off-set of BNG costs balanced against the benefits of addressing contamination may be worth
exploration.

A clarification has been added
that where such features are
present, a net gain for those
features will be required, rather
than for the whole site.

We don’t agree that remediation
should be offset against
biodiversity gain as this would
not accord with the national
approach, which makes it clear
that BNG must be wholly
additional to works that would
otherwise be undertaken, like
remediation to remove
contamination. If remediation
includes exceptional costs that
can be shown to affect viability
then that can be considered in
the planning application process.

Send Parish Council

It is essential that robust policies are designed to protect “existing” biodiversity and avoid the
use of ‘planning conditions’ as mitigation the easement of planning applications and for
biodiversity loss.

Agreed. Policies are proposed
that protect existing biodiversity
and the policy incorporates the
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mitigation hierarchy, which
prioritises avoidance of harm.

Homebuilders’ Federation

Whilst we have raised concerns with the Government regarding the level at which net gains
might be set, we consider it essential that the percentage required in legislation is not varied by
local authorities

The Government have stated that 10% achieves a level of improvement which the Government
consider to, on balance, strikes “the right balance between ambition, certainty in achieving
environmental outcomes, and deliverability and costs for developers”. If the Government are
confident that a 10% requirement will deliver genuine net gain, offset the impacts of
development and ensure development continues to come forward the Council should not seek
to require additional improvements to address the impact of other factors that have led to the
decline in bio-diversity across Surrey.

The Council have seemingly failed to grasp the reason as to why a consistent approach is being
advocated by the Government. As mentioned earlier, by setting a national standard the
development industry, landowners and resident understand what is expected and how it can
delivered regardless of locality. Such a level playing field provides consistency in provision and
will help to speed up the planning process. Diverging from this minimum requirement will
inevitably create a conflict with legislation and create confusion and delay. As such we do not
support the Councils preferred option.

The supporting text of the
Preferred Options document sets
out the reasons for diverging
from the emerging national
approach to seek a 20%
biodiversity net gain from new
developments.

The government’s impact
assessment indicates that there
cannot be full certainty that
genuine BNG will be achieved
(rather than no net loss) if the
minimum gain is set at 10 per
cent. The Local Plan must seek
genuine BNG in order to be
consistent with the NPPF.

The benefits of a level playing
field across England are
acknowledged. The supporting
text sets out an explanation as to
why these benefits are
outweighed by benefits of
seeking a 20% BNG.

The Surrey Nature Partnership
has adopted a target of 20%
BNG for Surrey and it is
anticipated that this standard will
be implemented county-wide,
resulting in a level playing field
across Surrey. A number of other
authorities across England are
seeking a 20% gain so
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implementing a 10% gain would
not necessarily deliver a level
playing field anyway.

The Council also point to the limited additional cost of providing a 20% improvement, however
this has not been tested by the Council. The costs set out in the impact assessment are very
broad and may not reflect the local cost of meeting a much higher target — especially if offsetting
is required. There is also likely to be a much higher amount of open space required to meet the
higher standard reducing the developable area of any site and reducing the level development
achieved on every site affected by this policy.

The plan will be subject to full
viability testing. As a rural
borough, Guildford benefits from
a large amount of countryside
which present opportunities for
offsite BNG works.

West Clandon Parish Council

Policy para
6)

This paragraph appears to allow development to escape the net gain obligation: “Where the
applicant is unable to provide the gains on-site or off-site, the Council will seek a financial
contribution to fund habitat measures if suitable land is available.” And if not? It cannot be
intended that in such cases no payment will be required.

The Council cannot collect funds
that are necessary to mitigate a
development’s impacts if there is
no mitigation scheme to be
funded. As a rural borough, there
are significant opportunities for
habitat works that could provide
BNG. Alongside this, the
government envisages that
developers who cannot achieve
BNG on-site will be able to
purchase credits from
biodiversity providers including
through a national scheme as a
final option. As a result, our view
is that it is very unlikely that
developers will not be able to
provide BNG onsite or fund it
offsite.

As a result, the supporting text
has been rewritten to make it
clear that it is unlikely that
mitigation will not be available,
and that the Council may seek a
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contribution to be used in a
habitat bank if it isn’t.

Blackwell Park

Support the concept of biodiversity net gain and are aware that present national policy states
that local plans should ensure net gains for biodiversity based on the development proposed
(there is no target percentage). However, do not support the preferred option to set a minimum
biodiversity net gain (BNG) of 20%.

The government’s response to the consultation on the BNG proposals states that “On balance,
we believe requiring 10% gain strikes the right balance between ambition, certainty in achieving
environmental outcomes, and deliverability and costs for developers. Legislation will therefore
require development to achieve a 10% net gain for biodiversity”. It is clear from this that the
government has heard pleas for higher and lower targets through consultation but have
concluded that 10% strikes the right balance and is proposing legislation at this level.

The supporting text of the
Preferred Options document sets
out the reasons for diverging
from the emerging national
approach to seek a 20%
biodiversity net gain from new
developments.

The government’s impact
assessment indicates that there
cannot be full certainty that
genuine BNG will be achieved
(rather than no net loss) if the
minimum gain is set at 10 per
cent. The Local Plan must seek
genuine BNG in order to be
consistent with the NPPF.

The government’s current position regarding setting a 10% BNG standard is still some distance
into the future pending the passage of the Environment Bill, for which there is currently no clear
timescale. The consultation included a methodology for setting the baseline and for calculating
the net gains, and it is reasonable to consider that there is potential that these might also
change before the legislation is passed. Hence there is no certainty as to the final level of net
gain that will be required nor the method by which the baseline and any net gains will be
calculated. Until these have been finalised by the government the local plan should not be
seeking to fix on a preferred option for such a policy.

The NPPF requires Local Plans
to seek measurable net gains
from new development. The
NPPF also asks for the planning
system to be plan led and, as a
result, it is important to set out an
approach to net gains in policy
rather than setting an approach
on a case by case basis.

The national context may change
between now and adoption of the
plan. We will keep emerging
national policy under review and
take changes into account.
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Our clients are concerned that a 20% level is likely to have unwelcome impacts on development
viability. Whilst there is provision for financial contributions where gain cannot be provided on or
off site, large development sites already have a range of obligations they are expected to meet
and contributions to provide, and having a BNG set at 20% may adversely affect viability to the
extent that some sites may not come forward. It is noted that adoption of the standard will be
subject to full plan viability testing, and our clients consider that if this policy option does
proceed then it will be imperative that this testing is robustly carried out with input from the
development industry.

Agreed. The plan will be subject
to a viability assessment and we
will ensure that the proposal for
20% net gains is tested taking
into account local circumstances.
The NPPF allows viability to be
reconsidered at the planning
application stage if the
circumstances provide a reason
for doing so.

Thames Water

Whilst supportive of the principle of biodiversity net gain, it is not considered that the drafting of
the preferred option policy and the related supporting evidence currently adequately justify the
Guildford local circumstances to support a 20% biodiversity net gain figure. The wording also
does not clearly enough recognise that, aside from an exclusion relating to previously
developed land, there may be other circumstances in which net gain is not deliverable, or not
fully deliverable, nor does it provide any policy basis for such exceptions to be argued at
Development Management Stage.

The plan will be subject to a
viability assessment and we will
ensure that the proposal for 20%
net gains is tested taking into
account local circumstances.

The NPPF allows viability to be
reconsidered at the planning
application stage if the
circumstances provide a reason
for doing so. As a result, the
addition of wording along the
lines of “subject to viability” is not
considered necessary.

Shalford Parish Council

Fully support the proposal for biodiversity net gain but it should remain in perpetuity and not just
for 30 years.

The 30-year timeframe is the
period proposed nationally.

How will the base line be established and at what point will it be set? Will it be historic or just the
time of application and how will diversity stripping ahead of submission for planning be
prevented?

The Defra Metric provides a
method for establishing the
baseline. The Environment Bill
has not yet passed but it is likely
the baseline with be set at the
point the initial survey is carried
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out, prior to the planning
application.

The Bill currently sanctions the
deliberate degradation of land
prior to a planning application by
allowing the baseline to be set at
a level that reflects the land prior
to degradation. The supporting
text for the policy states that the
council will apply any available
punitive measures where
deliberate degradation occurs.

Portland Capital

Biodiversity net gain threshold should be set at 10 per cent as a minimum as identified in point 2
of the alternative options. The 10% net gain threshold is considered to be appropriate in the
context that the increased provision (20%) may compromise wider residential delivery.

The supporting text sets out the
reasons for diverging from the
emerging national approach to
seek a 20% biodiversity net gain
from new developments.

If the 20% threshold is retained, Portland Capital request that ’subject to viability’ is added to
wording to avoid this policy requirement becoming prohibitive to delivery, particularly given
recent housing under delivery. This reflects the NPPF:

Para 67: “Strategic policy-making authorities should have a clear understanding of the land
available in their area through the preparation of a strategic housing land availability
assessment. From this, planning policies should identify a sufficient supply and mix of sites,
taking into account their availability, suitability and likely economic viability.”

Para 122 relates to achieving appropriate densities and states planning policies and decisions
should support development that makes efficient use of land, taking into account (amongst other
criteria) - local market conditions and viability.

The plan will be subject to a
viability assessment and we will
ensure that the proposal for 20%
net gains is tested taking into
account local circumstances.

The NPPF allows viability to be
reconsidered at the planning
application stage if the
circumstances provide a reason
for doing so. As a result, the
addition of wording “subject to
viability” is not considered
necessary.

Ripley Parish Council
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It should be borne in mind that "Surrey has lost significantly more of its biodiversity than the
country as a whole" (para 4.74). A robust scheme should be in place to establish a baseline for
biodiversity aspects of sites before development begins (para 4.61) so that measurement of
Biodiversity Net Gain is clear.

The Defra Metric provides a
method for establishing the
baseline. The Environment Bill
has not yet passed but it is likely
the baseline will be set at the
point the initial survey is carried
out, prior to the planning
application.

Hallam Land Management

Concerned that Policy P7 proposes to mandate in a Development Plan Policy a minimum net-
gain of at least 20%, whereas, as presently drafted, the Environment Bill laid before parliament
in January 2020 intends to formulate in to law a minimum of 10%. In effect, there would be
Development Plan policy which attracts the weight of Section 38(6) of the [Planning and
Compulsory Purchase] Act constantly at odds with another Statute.

This runs entirely counter to the intention in the Environment Bill to provide more certainty and
simplicity for developers in the first place. A policy requirement framed in these terms is simply
inoperable. The Council’s approach should align with the relevant percentage that is embedded
in the Act.

The extent to which any individual development proposal achieves a greater percentage of
biodiversity gain would be a material benefit to be weighed in the overall decision-making
balance.

The supporting text sets out the
reasons for diverging from the
emerging national approach to
seek a 20% biodiversity net gain
from new developments.

It is not agreed that the policy
would place the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act at
odds with the Environment Bill as
the latter sets a net gain of “at
least” 10% (i.e. it does not cap
the gain). A minimum net gain of
20% is in accordance with this
requirement.

The Surrey Nature Partnership
has adopted 20% as the
recommended level for Surrey
LPAs and it is therefore
anticipated that adopting the
standard will result in a simpler
approach across Surrey.

Martin Grant Homes

10% net gain has been identified as a potential future national requirement that would be
applied to all new development. We do not accept that GBC’s position is sufficiently unique to

The supporting text sets out the
reasons for diverging from the
emerging national approach to

99




justify a requirement greater than the proposed national standard of 10% (i.e. GBC’s proposed
20%) within local planning policy.

The current requirement set out in national policy is for a net gain. GBC’s policy should
therefore require a BNG as a minimum, in accordance with current national guidance, unless
any new national policy or legislation sets a nationally prescribed standard.

seek a 20% biodiversity net gain
from new developments. We do
not agree that local
circumstances are not sufficiently
unique.

We do not accept with the comment made in paragraph 4.74 that an increased requirement
from 10% to 20% BNG would not significantly affect the costs/viability for new development. The
pressure on available space within the Borough is reflected in land prices, which will inevitably
have a significant bearing on offset costs.

The plan will be subject to a
viability assessment and we will
ensure that the proposal for 20%
net gains is tested taking into
account local circumstances.

The NPPF allows viability to be
reconsidered at the planning
application stage if the
circumstances provide a reason
for doing so. As a result, the
addition of wording “subject to
viability” is not considered
necessary.

We consider the policy should clarify the mechanism through which ‘offsetting’ would be
delivered, where this is required. To be effective, it is essential that GBC (or a third party
appointed by GBC) provides the required delivery of this policy, to which developers can
contribute (e.g. through Section 106 Agreements).

The mechanism for offsetting
would be that set nationally. The
indication at present is that there
will be a national biodiversity
credit scheme to be available as
a backstop where local credits
are not available. As a rural
borough, there are significant
opportunities for offsetting
locally.

We note that estimates of the likely cost impacts on developers for achieving a 10% BNG are
referenced in paragraph 4.70-4.73 of the consultation document. However, these figures are
estimates, are uncertain and have not been tested. As such, we do not consider it appropriate
that, in the event financial contributions are sought towards ‘off-setting’, these are calculated on
the basis of these estimates alone. Instead, any contributions sought should be based on robust
evidence. Policy P7 part 6) should therefore set out that any financial contributions sought by
the Council to fund habitat measures will be fully evidenced and justified.

It is agreed that financial
contributions must be justified.
All planning contributions must
meet this test.

We have amended the policy to
refer to a “justified and
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proportionate financial
contribution”.

West Horsley Parish Council

Agree. This policy needs to be really strong, e.g. 4a) states avoiding impacts on biodiversity as
far as possible feels very woolly and open to avoidance and non-delivery.

The mitigation hierarchy has
been removed to the supporting
text. The phrase “as far as
possible” has been removed as
this is inherent in the hierarchy.

Reference needed to Neighbourhood Plans.

Neighbourhood Plans are part of
the Development Plan, carry
their own weight and sit
alongside the Local Plan. The
Development Plan must be read
as a whole and appropriate
weight given to its component
parts. Reference to
Neighbourhood Plans in the
Local Plan would not alter the
weight given to Neighbourhood
Plans.

Ockham Parish Council

Policy para. | Biodiversity net gain should be required on all sites with no exceptions
2)

The national approach includes
exceptions for certain types of
development. We do not think it
is justified to remove all the
exemptions.

Policy para. | The new habitats delivered should be secured and maintained in perpetuity
5)

The 30 year timeframe is
consistent with the national
approach.

Policy para. |If an applicant is unable to provide gains on site or off site then the site is almost certainly
6) inappropriate for the suggested purpose and the application should be refused.

Where a development cannot
provide on-site gains or fund

101




gains provided off-site by a third
party, the Council will seek to
provide gains through a financial
contribution. The government’s
impact assessment and the
emerging national approach for
biodiversity credits indicate that it
will be very unlikely that a
development cannot secure
gains onsite or offsite and that
the use of financial contributions
is likely to be a last resort.

In the unlikely event that a
financial contribution is needed,
and where the council is able to
provide gains offsite, it would not
be reasonable to refuse planning
permission on the basis of
biodiversity.

Taylor Wimpey

Policy para | TW believe that GBC should avoid specifying a version of the metric within the policy wording Agreed. The reference has been

1) as this will quickly become out of date. removed and the supporting text
states that whatever metric is in
use nationally will apply.

Policy para GBC should also seek to ensure the policy is justified and positively prepared by being in line The supporting text sets out the

1) with the National Guidance of 10% net gain as a minimum. On this basis, TW object to this reasons for diverging from the

policy and suggest that the wording is changed to the following:

“1) Major developments are required to follow the latest version of Defra’s net gain calculation
methodology ‘Defra Biodiversity Metric’ and submit a completed spreadsheet with the planning
application”

OR

“1) Net gain means a gain of at least 10 per cent. Major developments are required to follow the
latest version of Defra’s net gain calculation methodology ‘Defra Biodiversity Metric’ and submit
a completed spreadsheet with the planning application.

emerging national approach to
seek a 20% biodiversity net gain
from new developments.

We do not agree that there is no
evidence to substantiate a
requirement higher than the
proposed national requirement.
Evidence has been set out in the
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The text “net gain means a minimum gain of 20%” is not justified (as per the NPPF (2019)) as
the National standard is 10%. There is no evidence to substantiate a requirement for a specific
elevated provision.

supporting text in the Preferred
Options document.

The standard proposed in the
Environment Bill is “at least” 10
percent, which the policy
conforms with.

Policy para
1)

Upon publishing the metric calculation tool, Defra and Natural England made it clear that it was
intended to be used as a tool to inform discussions with the LPA, not replace them. Indeed, the
User Guide for Version 2.0 (the most current at the time of writing) says that “The metric uses
habitat categories as a proxy for biodiversity. Although this is rational, it is an oversimplification
of the real world (...) the metric and its outputs should therefore be interpreted, alongside
ecological expertise and common sense, as an element of the evidence that informs plans and
decisions. The metric is not a total solution to biodiversity decisions”.

The User Guide also acknowledges that “Protected and locally important species’ needs are not
considered through the metric”. This could apply, for example, to features such as reptile
hibernacula or bat boxes designed for species that have been recorded in the area.

Therefore, specifying a percentage figure above the National minimum for net gain removes this
nuance and encourages an overly simplistic and unhelpful focus on the ‘bottom line’, as
opposed to designing meaningful, locally appropriate net gains that reflect both the ecological
interest and potential of a site and the wider environment within which it is located.

Protected and locally important
species’ needs are considered
through preferred options P6, P8
and P9 (now policies P6/P7 and
P8/P9). These policies reference
existing and emerging local
strategies. As a result net gains
will be steered towards these
locally important habitats and
species.

Alongside this, the Environment
Bill proposes Nature Recovery
Strategies that will indicate the
species and habitats most in
need of support and it is
proposed that measures that
address these strategies will
receive greater value in the
metric, again steering net gains
towards supporting these locally
important species and habitats.

Policy para
1)

Introducing 20% as a minimum could be an onerous requirement for many developers, and it
therefore has the potential to jeopardise the delivery of housing on allocated sites under the Part
1 Plan. At the time of adoption of this Plan, there was no specific requirement for net gain, and
therefore the Plan and its allocations were found sound on the basis that allocations would need
to follow National standards on this matter.

The plan will be subject to a
viability assessment and we will
ensure that the proposal for 20%
net gains is tested taking into
account local circumstances.

The NPPF allows viability to
reconsidered at the planning
application stage if the
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circumstances provide a reason
for doing so.

The policy should therefore specify “at least 10%” or “more than 10%” (to demonstrate the
ambition to go above National policy but at a level that is still viable and deliverable for
developers), or reference to a percentage figure should be removed altogether and instead
state that developments should be guided by National standards.

The Environment Bill specifies a
net gain of “at least” 10%. Stating
this in policy would not go
beyond national policy.

Policy para.
5)

Suggest the following changes in order to improve accuracy and clarity:
5) Requires new habitats contributing towards the achievement of biodiversity net gain to be
secured and maintained for at least 30 years.

This amendment has been
made.

Policy para.
6)

Suggest the following changes:

6) Where the applicant is unable to provide the gains on-site, the potential for off-site provision
should be explored, including the potential for the Council to accept an appropriate financial
contribution to fund biodiversity gain.

The term ‘will’ is contradictory to the term ‘if’. The policy should only be definitive about seeking
a financial contribution if there is a means to invest that contribution. Further, it should be made
clear that the latter part of the sentence is referring to off-site provision.

The achievement of net gains is
a requirement in both the
proposed policy and the national
approach and the use of off-site
measures where they cannot be
achieved onsite is embedded in
the national approach. A
requirement to “explore” off-site
measures would not be
appropriate as gains must be
achieved off-site if they cannot
be achieved onsite (not simply
the possibility explored).

The paragraph has been
amended to remove the words “if
suitable land is available” and to
make it clear off-site measures
includes funding (e.g. the
purchase of biodiversity credits)
rather than provision. The
supporting text has been
rewritten to make it clear that it is
unlikely that mitigation will not be
available, and that the Council
may seek a contribution to be
used in a habitat bank if it isn’t.
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Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Too many acronyms are used in the document. To make it more user friendly each policy under
the title should include a list of acronyms.

A glossary has been included in
the plan.

Para 4.73

We are unsure on what these costing are based and should be properly referenced.

The costings come from the
Government’s Impact
Assessment - see paragraph
4.70 in the Preferred Options
document. The report is linked in
a footnote in the paragraph.

Para 4.76

Concerns that self build proposals would not have sufficient economies of scale to make a
meaningful contribution to BNG without jeopardising the development. A national house builder
developing a strategic site would have considerable opportunity to master plan BNG as part of
the overall scheme. An Individual building their own home would not necessarily have sufficient
space or budget to accommodate this, which is one of the reasons that self build homes are
exempt from CIL.

The policy has been amended so
that any nationally BNG exempt
developments are also exempted
by the policy (including self
builds).

Other respondents

Policy para
2)

Policy states previously developed sites can support “high biodiversity value”. In practice, the
bar for determining this may be set too high. Using species present as the trigger will ignore a
site’s value as a corridor and the biodiversity value it adds to adjacent open space in terms of
the overall area available to wildlife.

This point is noted. However, in
this instance our view is that we
should maintain consistency with
the national approach.

Policy para
3)

[Regarding “proposals for net gain should be delivered in a manner that is consistent with
policies P6 and ID4"]. Replace “should” with “must”

Should has been replaced with
“required” in the wording of the
draft policy.

Policy para
4)

a) & b) “as far as possible” will be an area of contention. It should refer to “adverse impacts”.
The emphasis should be on making it clear that developments that have an adverse impact on
biodiversity will be refused.

The mitigation hierarchy has
been moved to the supporting
text. “As far as possible” has
been removed. Stage one refer
to “adverse impacts”.

Under the policy, all qualifying
developments are required to
result in a net gain for
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biodiversity, however, there may
be instances where development
that would have an adverse
impact should go ahead, e.g.
because it delivers benefits that
outweigh the impacts on

biodiversity.

Policy para | The 30 year time span for new habitats is too short. Such habitats should remain undeveloped, |The 30 year timeframe is

5) and be managed appropriately (maintained for biodiversity), in perpetuity. consistent with the national
approach.

Policy para |What if suitable land is not available? The reference has been

6) removed.

Policy para |Concern over how recipients of finance for biodiversity offsetting will be subject to compliance Biodiversity sites used for

7 with the objective. offsetting will be governed by

national legislation (through the
forthcoming Environment Act).
Additionally, if planning decision
makers are of the view that a net
gain scheme would not deliver
the required gains, any planning
applications that relies on that
scheme could be refused.

The most effective strategy would be to reverse the decisions to develop the Green Belt sites at
Blackwell Farm, Gosden Hill Farm and Wisley Airfield. Each of these developments, apart from
causing irreversible damage to biodiversity, will require substantial new investments in
infrastructure, will increase traffic and pollution, and will cause extra demands on already
overstretched utilities and resources.

It is impossible to have any gain in biodiversity under the current plan, as it will destroy much of
the existing biodiversity.

Under the proposed policy,
development of LPSS sites will
lead to an improvement in
biodiversity.

The LPSS was found sound by
an independent planning
inspector. One of the tests of
soundness is whether it is
sustainable. Sustainability as
defined in the NPPF comprises
the balancing of environmental,
social and economic
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considerations. The policies in
the LPDMP will apply to the
growth allocated in the LPSS.
National policy requires that
plans are reviewed at least every
five years. If the LPSS is
reviewed and found to require
updating then a new plan would
need to be prepared in light of
the requirements of national
policy and guidance.

It is essential that policy protects “existing” biodiversity and avoids the use of ‘planning
conditions’ as mitigation for the easement of planning applications and for biodiversity loss.

The policy implements the
mitigation hierarchy which will
protect existing biodiversity. The
biodiversity policies include
protections for important
biodiversity features.

Detail is needed as to how the policy/net gains would be enforced.

Where developments are not
delivered in accordance with
planning permission the Council
can take enforcement action.
The Environment Bill will make
net gains a legal duty for
qualifying development.

Despite the numbers quoted in the text, there must be some anxiety that P6 and P7 will inhibit
house building.

The plan will be subject to
viability testing to establish any
impacts on house building.
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Policy P8 Woodland, trees, hedgerows and irreplaceable habitats (incorporated into new Policy P8/P9 Protecting

Important

Habitats and Species in the LPDMP)

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed

Bodies

Surrey County Councll

The preferred option refers to woodlands and hedgerows, but could
also usefully include shaws as referred to in the Landscape Character
Assessment for Surrey.

The name of the policy has been changed following the
merging of preferred options P8 and P9 and no longer
refers to woodlands in the title so a clarification that the
policy also covers shaws is not necessary. The policy
protects specific types of woodland (ancient woodland and
ancient wood pasture), which would include shaws where
they meet the criteria.

A reference to shaws has been included in the introduction.

The Biodiversity Working Group of the Surrey Nature Partnership has
produced draft guidance which may include useful information. This is
attached to our covering email in response to this consultation. The
sign off for this draft guidance has been delayed due to issues relating
to COVID 19.

The guidance has now been published on the Surrey
Nature Partnership website at
https://surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our-work/.

The document provides guidance on assessing whether
habitats should be considered irreplaceable. This guidance
has been referenced in the definitions under policy P8/P9.

Environmen

t Agency

The list of irreplaceable habitats should also include rivers where they
have suffered from little historic modification.

‘Stretches of river that have had little historic modification’
has been added to the list of irreplaceable habitats.

This policy should include the requirement for a long term landscape
and ecological management plan to be submitted to and agreed in
writing by the Council, along with details of adequate financial
provision, whether this is to be maintained by the
developer/management company or given as a commuted sum to the
Council. This should include details of how these habitats will be

Appropriate conditions will be applied to ensure the long
term management of biodiversity and open spaces, where
this is appropriate. A clause has been added to policy
P6/P7 covering this matter.
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https://surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our-work/

monitored and managed to ensure their continued protection and
enhancement.

Historic England

Agree. Woodlands, parkland and hedges are often significant
components of historic landscape character.

Noted.

Surrey Natu

re Partnership

4.81

Welcome and supported.

Suggested amendment “...However, the NPPF doesn’t contain an
exhaustive list of habitats that should be considered irreplaceable.
Other examples of habitats that meet the definition that are present in
Surrey include...”

This text was included in the Issues and Options document
to help explain the preferred option but has not been
carried over to the proposed submission version of the
policy. If the text is used in a topic paper, this amendment
will be applied.

Other organisations

Martin Grant Homes

We do not consider the inclusion of ‘important’ hedgerows on the list
of irreplaceable habitats is justified. In addition, we consider that the
inclusion is not ecologically justifiable. ‘Irreplaceable habitats’ are
defined in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), and
reproduced in Paragraph 4.81 of the consultation document, as
‘habitats which would be technically very difficult (or take a very
significant time) to restore, recreate or replace once destroyed’. This is
not the case for hedgerows; creation of ‘native species-rich hedgerow’
is classified as having ‘medium difficulty’ under the Defra Biodiversity
Metric 2.0.

Inclusion of hedgerows as an irreplaceable habitat would have a
disproportionate impact on the delivery and viability of development.
We fully accept that hedgerows should be retained and protected
within development where possible, and that the most ecologically
important hedgerows should be prioritised. However, in many cases
the removal of some ‘important’ hedgerows/sections cannot be
avoided. Under Policy P8 as proposed, this would require the refusal
of a significant proportion of applications (including those for allocated
sites) as it is unlikely that ‘wholly exceptional reasons’ could be
demonstrated.

We agree that not all hedgerows meet the definition of
irreplaceable habitat and that species rich hedgerows can
be created. The intention is not to designate all hedgerows
as irreplaceable. The policy refers to “Important
hedgerows”, which means specific hedgerows as defined
nationally:

https://www.gov.uk/quidance/countryside-hedgerows-
regulation-and-management

It is acknowledged that some of the criteria that identifies
an “important hedgerow” (such as whether the hedgerow
marks the boundary of an estate or manor) do not align
with the NPPF definition of what constitutes an
irreplaceable habitat. As a result, we have amended the
policy so that it only protects those important hedgerows
that are identified on the basis of the biodiversity criteria in
the list of features under ‘Importance’ in the link above
(excluding the woody species criteria). These criteria are
that the hedgerow contains: protected species,
endangered, vulnerable or rare species. Where a
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Use of the Defra Biodiversity Metric 2.0 hedgerow calculation tool,
together with the delivery of effective on-site habitat creation (i.e. in
accordance with Policies P6 and P7), provides sufficient safeguard for
hedgerow habitats; inclusion of ‘important’ hedgerows as an
‘irreplaceable habitat’ is therefore not required.

hedgerow does contain these, and also meets the
definition of “important hedgerow” under the hedgerow
regulations, the assemblage of species is such that
replacing the hedgerow would be technically difficult or
take a very significant time, which accords with the NPPF
definition for irreplaceable habitat.

“Woody species” has been excluded as a qualifying criteria
as it is agreed that it is possible to create such hedgerows
through planting so does not meet the definition of
irreplaceable.

The supporting text sets out the criteria that will be applied
to judge whether a hedgerow is considered irreplaceable
and a justification for why qualifying hedgerows should be
considered irreplaceable.

Surrey Wildlife Trust

4.81

Welcome and supported.

Suggested amendment “...However, the NPPF doesn’t contain an
exhaustive list of habitats that should be considered irreplaceable.
Other examples of habitats that meet the definition that are present in
Surrey include...”

This text was included in the Issues and Options document
to help explain the preferred option but has not been
carried over to the proposed submission version of the
policy. If the text is used in a topic paper, this amendment
will be applied.

Send Parish Council

The maintaining of existing trees/hedgerows surrounding
developments / strategic sites can provide aesthetic screening of new
developments which help make it a little more acceptable to existing
communities. This should be added to this policy.

This is a design matter. The plan contains policies that
cover issues such as boundary treatments and
landscaping.

Woodland Trust

Policy para
3)

Where it is deemed that there is going to be unavoidable residual
damage or loss to ancient woodland, the compensation measures
must be of a scale and quality commensurate with loss of
irreplaceable habitat. Where ancient woodland is to be replaced by
new woodland, this should aim to create 30 hectares of new woodland
for every hectare lost.

The policy treats ancient woodland as an irreplaceable
habitat with commensurate compensation measures.
Where impacts on ancient woodland would occur (subject
to the test in paragraph 1), appropriate and proportionate
compensation measures will be required. The level of
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compensation will be set in consultation with Natural
England.

Policy para
4b)

Requirement for a buffer should be strengthened. While recognising
that 15m is the minimum buffer for ancient woodland set by Natural
England, we would recommend that as a precautionary principle, a
minimum 50 metre buffer should be maintained between a
development and adjacent ancient woodland, including through the

construction phase, unless the applicant can demonstrate very clearly
how a smaller buffer would suffice. A larger buffer may be required for

particularly significant engineering operations, or for after-uses that
generate significant disturbance.

The minimum 15m proposed buffer is consistent with
Natural England’s standing advice. Natural England and
the Woodland Commission previously introduced a 50m
buffer, but this was withdrawn. Given this situation, we do
not believe a 50m buffer can be included in the policy.

The policy calls for a buffer of at least 15 metres, and for
the root structure and understory of ancient woodland to be
incorporated in undeveloped land within the public realm,
which will allow for a larger buffer if one is necessary to
protect root structures.

Where tree removal is unavoidable, we recommend setting a

proposed ratio of tree replacement, which reflects the Woodland Trust
guidance on Local Authority Tree Strategies (July 2016) with a ratio of

at least 2:1 for all but the smallest trees and ratios of up to 8:1 for the
largest trees.

Our view is that this non site-specific requirement would be
too prescriptive and could be detrimental to other types of
habitat.

Policy P6/P7 ensures that biodiversity works (including
biodiversity net gain works) target the most locally valuable
habitats and species, which may not always be arboreal
habitat. A rigid requirement to increase the amount of trees
on-site following removal could undermine policy by
restricting the amount of land available for other more
valuable habitats. It could also result in direct harm to
existing valuable habitats as they are replaced with trees.

We would further encourage the specification where possible of UK
sourced and grown tree stock for new planting, in line with policy P6
above, to support biodiversity and resilience.

Policy P6/P7 places a requirement for native and UK
sourced planting.

Normandy A

ction Group

Policy para
4b)

The 15 metre buffer is wholly inadequate. The policy makes no
attempt to recognise the issue of wildlife disturbance and
displacement during construction phase or post-construction.
Much of the Ancient Woodland stands in the west of the Borough
support wildlife populations that benefit from isolation from human
activity. Any development will drive away such populations and
subsequent human occupation of surrounding developed land with

The minimum 15m proposed buffer is consistent with
Natural England’s standing advice. Natural England and
the Woodland Commission previously introduced a 50m
buffer, but this was withdrawn. Given this situation, we do
not believe a 50m buffer can be included in the policy.
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associated activity, noise, air pollution and pet population will make it
impossible for their return. The concept of 'net gain' cannot address
such species dislocation. Proposed changes:

Replace “minimum 15 metres” with “minimum 50 metres”.

The policy calls for a buffer of at least 15 metres, and for
the root structure and understory of ancient woodland to be
incorporated in undeveloped land within the public realm,
which will allow for a larger buffer if one is necessary to
protect root structures.

Policy para
4c)

Remove "road" as a separation option

Roads can provide a suitable delineation between private
space and ancient woodland on public space in order to
prevent encroachment. However, the policy has been
amended to refer to lightly trafficked road, as a primary or
busy route would not be an appropriate buffer.

Policy para
5)

Remove "wherever possible”

This amendment has been made.

Weyside Urban Village

Policy para | The Policy includes definitions of irreplaceable habitats and we would |Replanted ancient woodland has been added to the list.

1) suggest GBC check how those definitions align with the “irreplaceable” | The point about wood pasture and parkland is
habitats included in the Defra Metric 2.0 to make sure that Policy 8 acknowledged. The wording has been amended to refer
and Policy 7 align. Replanted ancient woodlands could also be listed. clearly to ancient wood pasture and historic parkland only.
The hab|tat deﬁnitions in Defl’a MetriC 2.0 align to UK HAB. The po“cy treats ancient WOOd pasture and hIStOI‘IC
For example “wood pasture and parkland” is identified of high value in | parkland as irreplaceable habitats and is not intended to
the Defra Metric but not “irreplaceable”. Those habitats considered as |apply to all wood pastures and parklands. The supporting
“irreplaceable” under the Defra Metric are excluded from the Metric text sets out the defining characteristics of these habitats.
Calculations as off-set is not considered appropriate for such habitat | The length of time taken to create these habitats means
types. Policy 8 appears well-meaning but perhaps spreads the net too |that they meet the test of being irreplaceable in the NPPF.
wide and would be better to align to the Defra Metric referenced in
Policy 7 and confirm those habitats that truly are irreplaceable against
those that are of very high or high value.

Policy para | The policy requires a minimum 15m buffer for ancient The policy requires an appropriate buffer of at least 15m do

4b) woodland/veteran trees. This could be better defined by including would not be limited to only 15m. Supporting text has been

reference to creating an appropriate buffer given the existing nature,
health and setting of the ancient woodland and the nature and area of
proposed development.

added that sets out that this should take into account the
existing, nature, health and setting.

Guildford Residents’ Association
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It is likely that the definition of what is ‘irreplaceable’ will be significant.
Does Surrey Nature Partnership hold a list of such habitats in the
borough? Clearly, SNP does identify SNCIs and other important sites,
but at what stage are they identified as irreplaceable?

The SyNP has produced guidance on assessing the
irreplaceability of habitats:

https://surreynaturepartnership.files.wordpress.com/2020/0
8l/irreplaceable-habitats-guidance-for-
surrey final aug2020.pdf

However, it has not produced a definitive list. The policy
provides for future documents to be published.

Compton Pa

rish Council

Policy para
4)

The buffer zone around ancient woodland should be increased to 50m
in line with recommendations by the Woodland Trust.

The minimum 15m proposed buffer is consistent with
Natural England’s standing advice. Natural England and
the Woodland Commission previously introduced a 50m
buffer, but this was withdrawn. Given this situation, we do
not believe a 50m buffer can be considered reasonable or
justified.

The policy calls for a buffer of at least 15 metres, and for
the root structure and understory of ancient woodland to be
incorporated in undeveloped land within the public realm,
which will allow for a larger buffer if one is necessary to
protect root structures.

Policy para
4)

Roads should not be used to separate ancient woodland from housing
development. Building a road adjacent to ancient woodland could
have a negative impact on this sensitive environment in terms of
noise, air pollution and wildlife.

Roads can provide a suitable delineation between private
space and ancient woodland on public space in order to
prevent encroachment. However, the policy has been
amended to refer to lightly trafficked road as a primary or
busy route would not be an appropriate buffer.

Policy para
5)

Point 5 is too weak and the words “Site design is expected to
incorporate significant trees plus their root structures and understory
within the public realm” should be changed to “Site design is required
to incorporate significant trees ...).

The word ‘expect’ is used here to indicate that there may
be circumstances where it is not possible to keep
significant trees in the public realm. Where proposals
would incorporate significant trees on private land, an
explanation would be needed as to why this is hecessary.
Trees on private land may be protected from harm by the
landowner through the use of a Tree Protection order.

National Trust
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Policy para
2)

It is important that the “wholly exceptional reasons” suggested in the
policy are identified as the Trust would suggest that this exception
may not otherwise comply with the requirements of para 175 a) of the
NPPF which is more absolute in its form.

The policy aligns with NPPF para. 175 ¢ where it states
“development resulting in the loss or deterioration of
irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and
ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there
are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable
compensation strategy exists”. The NPPF provides an
example in footnote 58 but does not provide an exhaustive
list and we do not think it is necessary to provide a list in
the Local Plan.

It is also important that in seeking to protect these areas that their
appropriate management is considered as part of any development
proposals and the Trust would suggest that a link is made between
this policy and any BNG policy to ensure that these irreplaceable
features are protected and enhanced for the long term.

We clarified with the respondent that this comment referred
to the enhancement of existing habitat to provide
biodiversity net gains, and the long-term maintenance of
those habitats.

The plan is read as a whole and Policy P6/P7 ensures that
the implementation of biodiversity net gains does not allow
the destruction of valuable habitats through the provision of
compensation. Policies P6/P7 and P8/P9 incorporate this
principle through reference to the mitigation hierarchy.

Under the national approach, biodiversity net gains must
be secured for at least 30 years.

Policy para
4)

The Trust would suggest that wording is added to ensure that any
delineation will in itself not do harm and support the conservation of
that area.

The plan is read as a whole and design and conservation
policies will prevent harmful development.

Ripley Paris

h Council

491

It is important that sites due for development are inspected ahead of
the design stage by an arboriculturalist to identify trees which should
have TPO status in all areas.

Where someone believes that a significant tree is at risk
due to development, they can alert the Council and the tree
can be reviewed for TPO status by the Council’s tree
officer.

The need for TPOs on proposed development sites is also
considered by development management officers during
the planning application stage.
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4.97

The planting of hedgerow within new development sites should be
positively encouraged.

The national Biodiversity Net Gains approach places a high
value on hedgerows and this will encourage the planting of
hedgerows on development sites and on other land in
order to provide biodiversity credits for developers.

Where hedgerows are a priority habitat within a BOA,
policy P6/P7 would encourage provision.

Effingham Parish Council

Certain areas should be prevented by policy from taking out hedges
(especially ancient hedges) and replacing them with fences or brick
walls, both of the latter can inhibit the movement of wildlife.

The policy protects ancient hedgerows that also have
biodiverse features as irreplaceable habitats in line with the
NPPF. Hedgerows that qualify as ‘important’ under national
legislation are protected nationally.

Policy P6 requires development to be permeable for
wildlife.

The supporting text should explain which are important hedgerows
under the 1997 Regulations.

A definition section has been added under the policy which
explains which hedgerows qualify as ‘important’ and which
‘important’ hedgerows have high biodiversity value and are
protected by the policy.

The policy should explicitly mention the preservation of long-
established hedgerows in urban and village environments, both as
habitat and to improve the local environment. These may not meet the
criteria of the 1997 regulations but are important for greening the built
environment.

This policy is focused on biodiversity so protects biodiverse
hedgerows. The plan contains design policies that cover
issues such as boundary treatments and landscaping.

Policy P6/P7 refers to the mitigation hierarchy which
identifies avoidance of harm to biodiversity as the first step.
As a result, development following this principle will avoid
removing hedgerows. Alongside this, the Biodiversity Net
Gain approach will discourage the loss of biodiverse
features such as hedgerows as this will increase the
amount of biodiversity that has to be created or enhanced
in compensation.

However, there may be instances where hedgerows that
do not benefit from protection through law or policy have to
be removed in order for a development to be delivered,
where the benefits of doing so would outweight the harm
caused by the loss of the hedgerow.
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East Horsley Parish Council

Since parts of Guildford borough have adopted Neighbourhood Plans
containing policies relating to trees and hedgerows which form part of
their Local Development Plan, reference to their applicability would
also be appropriate within this policy.

Neighbourhood Plans are development plan documents in
their own right and do not need policy support from the
Local Plan.

West Horsley Parish Council

Policy para
4b)

The buffer zone of 15m seems very low.

The policy sets a requirement for an appropriate buffer at a
minimum of 15 metres, in accordance with Natural England
standing advice. Where this would not be sufficient, the
policy would require a wider buffer.

There should be clear guidance if there is the presence of OPM.

OPM is largely not a planning matter as it dealt with
through legislation other than planning legislation. It may
be a planning matter where it falls on or around a
development site and would present a risk to future
occupiers of a development. In these cases it will need to
be eradicated in order to make the development
acceptable in health terms. Policy P6 sets a requirement
for the control or eradication of invasive species like OPM.

Taylor Wimpey

This preferred option policy is essentially about irreplaceable habitats,
therefore, TW suggest that the policy title should be worded as such
so that the intention is clear, with ‘woodland, trees, hedgerows’
removed from the title.

This point is noted. Policies P8 and P9 have been merged
and the resulting policy covers more than irreplaceable
habitats and more than woodland trees and hedgerows so
has been renamed.

Policy para
2)

TW are concerned about the inclusion of “important hedgerows” as
defined under the Hedgerow Regulations 1997 as an irreplaceable
habitat. To be classified as “important” under these Regulations, a
hedgerow only has to meet one of several criteria, one of which is that
it contains at least 7 woody species. This means that in theory a
recently planted hedge of low ecological and landscape value could
gualify on this criterion and thus trigger the strict requirements applied

This point is agreed. The policy has been amended so that
only important hedgerows that qualify for their biodiversity
are covered, excluding the woody species criteria. These
criteria are that the hedgerow contains: protected species,
endangered, vulnerable or rare species. Where a
hedgerow does contain these, and also meets the
definition of “important hedgerow” under the hedgerow
regulations, the assemblage of species is such that
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to irreplaceable habitats as set out in part 2) of Policy P8. Ancient
hedgerows should remain covered.

replacing the hedgerow would be technically difficult or
take a very significant time, which accords with the NPPF
definition for irreplaceable habitats.

The supporting text sets out information about which
hedgerows are covered.

Policy para
2)

TW suggest that the word “unequivocal” is removed as it is
superfluous. Credible evidence is reasonable and deliverable, making
reference to this term unnecessary. Also this would be a matter of
judgement, so it is unrealistic to suggest that evidence could be
“unequivocal’.

This point is agreed. ‘Unequivocal and credible’ has been
replaced with ‘robust’, a more commonly used planning
term.

Policy para
4c)

Requiring physical features adjacent to an ancient woodland
undermines other biodiversity policies, such as those relating to
habitat connectivity. If the intention is to ensure that no housing is
adjacent to a woodland, due to issues with encroachment, access, fly
tipping, and so on, then the policy should state as much. Otherwise,
the text “delineated by a physical feature such as a cycle lane, path or
road” should be removed.

Under the policy, a buffer will be placed around ancient
woodland preventing houses being located next to it. This
not only protects the woodland, but also protects
developments from impacts such as trees overhanging
gardens, blocking light or creating leaf litter, which can lead
to calls for works to the trees, or lead people to undertake
works themselves.

Impacts on Ancient Woodland may come from
encroachment from nearby houses, the creation of informal
access routes, the dumping of garden waste and invasive
plant cuttings in the woodland, and from domestic cats
wandering into the woodland from nearby houses. A clear
delineation between the woodland and the development
will create a stronger buffer and improve surveillance for
activities like waste dumping and woodland clearance.

Most species (e.g. woodland birds) will be able to cross a
low use track or access road. The more sensitive wildlife
(e.g. cuckoos) will stay behind the 15m buffer and avoid
the areas near the housing or paths. The policy includes
measures to reduce fragmentation through the provision of
green linkages. As a result, our view is that the benefits of
delineation outweigh the possible disbenefits in terms of
habitat fragmentation.
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The policy has been amended to refer to lightly trafficked
roads as it is acknowledged that busy roads could lead to
fragmentation.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Para 4.93 |[Proposal not to continue having a Tree Protection Order policy] We | The point about double locking is noted. However, in this
disagree with the removal of a specific tree Policy. This is because not |case creating planning policy for TPO trees would not have
all trees are covered with blanket orders. TPO’s double locks the an impact. TPOs are shown on planning information maps
principle Ancient wood pasture and historic parkland. and the existence of TPO trees will be clear both to those

preparing proposals and to decision makers at the planning
application stage.

Para 4.99 |‘Important’ [hedgerow] in this context needs clear definition, as does | A definition has been added to the supporting text which
the procedure for assessing this matter. sets out the criteria. It is not considered necessary to set

out a procedure for assessing it beyond the relevant
criteria as there are established methodologies for
ecological surveys.

Policy para | The wording of subsection ‘a)’ needs tightening with “should” being Agreed. The policy has been reworded so a BS5837

4a) replaced with "MUST". Survey is a requirement.

Other respondents

Policy para
1)

The list of irreplaceable habitats should include heathland as well as
wet heathland.

Heathland has been added to the list.

Policy para
2)

Detail is needed as to what would constitute the “wholly exceptional
reasons and the exceptional benefits of the development proposal’
that would “outweigh the loss of the habitats” and what would be
considered as “unequivocal and credible evidence” to prove this. In
particular, it is vital that the evidence provided is independently
produced and while relevant research may be paid for by developers,
they should not have any input in the awarding of contracts to carry
out the research.

Is the achievement of national building targets an exceptional benefit
that outweighs?

The policy aligns with NPPF para. 175 ¢ where it states
“development resulting in the loss or deterioration of
irreplaceable habitats (such as ancient woodland and
ancient or veteran trees) should be refused, unless there
are wholly exceptional reasons and a suitable
compensation strategy exists”. The NPPF provides an
example of a wholly exceptional reason in footnote 58 but
does not provide an exhaustive list and we do not think it is
necessary to provide a list in the Local Plan.

The policy has been amended to require submitted
evidence to be ‘robust’, and decision makers will be able to
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The reasons that will be considered should be itemised here.

It would be far better for GBC to insist on the maintenance of its
existing woodland trees, hedgerows and irreplaceable habitats or
provide definitive reasons which would be acceptable in planning
applications.

In the Blackwell farm proposal, ancient woodland is a barrier between
the research park and the new development, is creating formal paths
through an exceptional benefit if it increases sustainability for example
by providing shorter cycling and walking journeys?

consider whether this test has been met. It would not be
reasonable to specify what would constitute evidence for
the purposes of the policy. Where necessary and
appropriate, the Council can seek technical advice to
examine the submitted evidence. It would not be
reasonable to prohibit applicants from producing evidence.

The NPPF allows for the loss of irreplaceable habitats in
wholly exceptional circumstances. If policy seeks to prohibit
loss entirely, it will not be in general conformity with the
NPPF.

It is not reasonable for policy to set the weight that will be
attributed to meeting national housing targets or creating
new paths.

Policy para
4b)

15 metres is insufficient buffer for ancient woodland. The buffer should
be much larger.

There should be wording to prevent a situation that leads to a human
corridor developing through the habitat as a result of the development
(e.g. short cuts).

The minimum 15m proposed buffer is consistent with
Natural England’s standing advice.

While developments can be designed to discourage this
behaviour (e.g. by not locating development such that
routes through habitats become attractive), there is no way
to prevent people doing so as planning does not cover
human behaviour.

The maintaining of existing trees/hedgerows surrounding
developments / strategic sites can provide aesthetic screening of new
developments which help make it a little more acceptable to existing
communities. This should be added to this policy.

This is a design matter. The plan contains policies that
cover issues such as boundary treatments and
landscaping.

Policy P6/P7 refers to the mitigation hierarchy which
identifies avoidance of harm to biodiversity as the first step.
As a result, development following this principle will avoid
removing trees and hedgerows where possible. Alongside
this, the Biodiversity Net Gain approach will discourage the
loss of biodiverse features such as trees and hedgerows
as this will increase the amount of biodiversity that has to
be created or enhanced.

However, there may be instances where trees and
hedgerows that do not benefit from protection through law
or policy have to be removed in order for a development to
be delivered.
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The policy is impossible as long as the proposed greenfield
development remains in the plan.

The LPSS was found sound by an independent planning
inspector. One of the tests of soundness is whether it is
sustainable. Sustainability comprises the balancing of
environmental, social and economic considerations. The
policies in the LPDMP will apply to the growth allocated in
the LPSS and will deliver net gains to biodiversity and
protection for irreplaceable habitats in line with national

policy.

Recent experience indicates that further provisions to preserve
biodiversity and existing habitats are also necessary. Despite the
provisions of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 and other
regulations, which (amongst other things) make it illegal to disrupt the
nesting birds and/or breeding wild animals, or to interfere with their
habitats, it has become depressingly common for hedgerows or other
nesting and breeding sites to be removed or seriously damaged in
preparation of sites on which development is due to occur. Examples
of this disregard for basic environmental protections are:

e Attempts to actively prevent birds from nesting in trees

e Loss of an extremely old (probably many hundreds of years)
and ecologically diverse hedge habitat (in contravention to the
applicant’s own initial proposals) in connection with an
application site.

Despite the supporting text identifying the scale of the problem, the
text of the existing consultation draft does not actually provide the
protections that are so badly needed. What is required is for the
Council to set out clear statements that it will actively support the
provisions of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 by specifically:

e Explicitly ruling out any and all attempts to discourage wildlife
from nesting or breeding on any development site (both before
and during any development activities).

e Placing a specific embargo on the removing, damaging or
otherwise interfering with relevant hedges (or other habitat)
around, or on, an actual or prospective development site
during the nesting or breeding season. The season should be

The planning system can only govern the development and
use of land and cannot prevent behaviour that is
detrimental to wildlife, except in some circumstances where
it relates to development practice (e.g. the transport of
materials or hours of construction work).

Where an applicant makes a statement about good
practice, generally we will seek to make these subject to a
planning condition. If they cannot be conditioned, they
should not be taken into account in the decision-making
process.

Applicants are entitled by law to seek to have planning
conditions removed and while the Council can refuse to do
so applicants have the legal right to appeal that decision.

The policy applies the irreplaceable habitat designation to
specific biodiverse hedges and contains policy that
implements the mitigation hierarchy which requires
developments to avoid harm to existing biodiversity as a
first step.
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explicitly specified, eg. February to July inclusive (or such other
appropriate period to be advised by the Surrey Wildlife Trust).

Ensuring that initial statements made by planning applicants
with the intention of facilitating the approval of their application
are not subsequently “watered down” or reversed after the
initial application has been granted. Such behaviour in not
uncommon, but it brings the planning permission into disrepute
and destroys public confidence in the system.
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Policy P9 Priority species and priority habitats on undesignated sites ((incorporated into new Policy P8/P9 Protecting
Important Habitats and Species in the LPDMP)

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Environment Agency

Support but this policy should include the requirement for a long term landscape
and ecological management plan to be submitted to and agreed in writing by the
Council. Such plans should include details of adequate financial provision, whether
this is to be maintained by the developer/management company or given as a
commuted sum to the Council. This should include details of how these habitats and
species will be monitored and managed to ensure their continued protection and
enhancement.

Appropriate conditions will be applied to
ensure the long term management of
biodiversity and open spaces, where this is
appropriate.

The proposed requirement has been added
to P6/P7 for major development.

Surrey Nature Partnership

4.106

Welcome and supported.

Suggested amendment: “...It is important to ensure that the locally rare species are
sufficiently protected even if their national numbers are regarded as stable, as the
loss of such species from local ecosystems is equally undesirable, and would
anyway eventually threaten that national stability.”

This text was included in the Issues and
Options document to help explain the
preferred option but has not been carried
over to the proposed submission version of
the policy. If it is included in a topic paper,
the amendment will be made.

Other organisations

Surrey Wildlife Trust

4.106

Welcome and supported.

Suggested amendment: “...It is important to ensure that the locally rare species are
sufficiently protected even if their national numbers are regarded as stable, as the
loss of such species from local ecosystems is equally undesirable, and would
anyway eventually threaten that national stability.”

This text was included in the Issues and
Options document to help explain the
preferred option but has not been carried
over to the proposed submission version of
the policy. If it is included in a topic paper,
the amendment will be made.

Compton Parish Council
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The mitigation hierarchy gives developers “wiggle room” to simply provide a
“‘compensatory habitat”. In some cases, providing alternative habitats is not a
solution and the policy does not address this. Woodland, for example, may need to
be hundreds of years old before it creates conservation habitat of a comparable
quality to that which is being lost or harmed.

This is not agreed. The hierarchy makes it
clear that compensation is a last resort.
Other policies protect specific irreplaceable
habitats like Ancient Woodland and the
policies make clear that compensation will
not form part of the test for considering
whether the loss of irreplaceable habitats is
acceptable.

Weyside Urban Village

A “mitigation hierarchy” approach is set out in the policy but it should also be made
clear that in relation to habitats the value and compensation requirements would be
determined through the calculations required under use of the metric set out in
Policy 7, where impacts on habitats could not be avoided.

This comment refers to the compensation
requirements for the damage or loss of
priority species and habitats.

The mitigation hierarchy has been moved to
the supporting text of policy P6/P7.

This point is not agreed.

The value of the habitat can be dependent on
its local characteristics rather than just the
value set by the Defra biodiversity metric
(e.g. based on the species it supports or
whether it is a key location in local
biodiversity networks). Additionally, the
metric only measures changes in habitat
cover and not animal species.

Given the relative importance of irreplaceable
and priority habitats, while the metric is
appropriate for measuring biodiversity gain
and loss generally, it is not appropriate to use
it to calculate the compensation necessary
for the harm or loss of irreplaceable and
priority habitats and species. As a result, the
level of compensation necessary should be
considered on a case-by-case basis. The
metric would form a starting point for drafting
the compensation package.
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National Trust

Concerned about the potential onerous nature of securing compliance with this
policy and therefore its overall effectiveness in securing this goal, particularly on
smaller development proposals. Suggest that this policy could be linked with that
regarding BNG to enable the protection and enhancement of habitat or a priority
species.

We do not agree that the policy is potentially
onerous as it aligns with the provisions in the
NPPF.

The plan is read as a whole so policy P6/P7
(which covers Biodiversity Net Gain) will
need to be considered alongside this policy.
Under the national approach, developments
will receive greater credits for supporting
priority species and habitats.

Burpham Community Association

Agree but major developments should require a survey of species which live or feed
there or have done so in the past. This should be independently verified e.g. by
SWT or Surrey Nature [Partnership].

Under the national net gains approach,
development sites will be subject to a pre-
development biodiversity survey. The survey
will have to conform with the Defra
Biodiversity Metric methodology (or a
national replacement).

The veracity of the surveys will be
considered by the planning decision maker,
though the exact BNG role to be played by
decision makers will be set by the
forthcoming Environment Act and the
possibly Planning Act.

Effingham P

arish Council

Policy para
1c)

Agree. The Effingham Neighbourhood Plan shows the designated wildlife corridors
in Effingham parish. Propose adding to 1) c) “as identified in Neighbourhood Plans
with the support of local wildlife advisors”.

Neighbourhood Plans are development plan
documents and are therefore already
included under 1c.

East Horsley Parish Council
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Agree but since parts of Guildford borough have adopted Neighbourhood Plans
containing policies relating to the protection of species and habitats which form part
of their Local Development Plan, reference to their applicability would also be
appropriate within this policy.

Neighbourhood Plans are development plan
documents and are therefore already
included under 1c.

Taylor Wimpey

Policy para |Suggest the wording is changed to 1) Requires proposals for development on or The proposed reference to the hierarchy has

1) and 2) |adjacent to sites where there is a priority species or habitat to preserve the relevant |been added to the paragraph as it makes the
ecological features by applying the mitigation hierarchy, and to deliver policy clearer. The supporting text has been
enhancements in line with Policy P7. Priority species and habitats include: (...) amended to explain the mitigation hierarchy
it is not reasonable to require enhancements to land that could be outside of an at policy P6/P7.
applicant’s control (i.e. adjacent sites). Therefore, the alterations to this wording Regarding adjacent sites, this reference has
make the policy more positively prepared by seeking to encourage enhancement, been kept as sites adjacent to irreplaceable
but not rendering the delivery of a development contingent on something which may | habitats should ensure the site design does
not be possible. not negatively impact those habitats.
The addition of “by applying the mitigation hierarchy and to deliver enhancements in [Additionally, there may be measures on the
line with Policy P7” enables the deletion of part 2) of the policy (“2) The mitigation | Site that can enhance those habitats, such as
hierarchy should be applied, with avoidance of harm prioritised as the first step, provision of a semi-natural buffer that helps
followed by minimisation of harm, restoration and finally compensation as a last species dispersal or connectivity, or provision
resort.”) of complementary habitat that improves the
Should GBC decide to keep part 2), then TW suggest that the word “restoration” is health of the irreplaceable habitat.
removed, as this is a form of enhancement, which is not part of the mitigation
hierarchy (it is considered separately) and is already addressed by Policy P7.

Policy para |Part 1 of the policy lists out the priority habitats and species the policy is referring to. | Agreed. “Habitats sites” has been removed.

1) The term “habitats sites” needs clarification as this could be interpreted to mean

‘Habitats Regulations’ sites, including SPAs or SACs. TW request that GBC provide
more clarity on what is meant here, for example, in the form of a footnote to the
policy, or in the policy text.

It is not clear what “habitat register” is being referred to in part d) of the policy, so
this should also be defined.

The reference to “habitats register” refers to
the registered habitat sites proposed in the
Environment Bill for off site biodiversity net
gains. These words have been replaced with
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“pbiodiversity net gain sites” and are defined in
the supporting text.

The documents mentioned in part c) should be listed in order of hierarchy (and
therefore their level of influence), as follows: the NPPF, DPDs, guidance by Natural
England, guidance in SPDs and then Surrey Nature Partnership documents.

The policy does not introduce a hierarchy of
documents but we have changed the order
as suggested in order to reflect planning
convention.

Martin Grant Homes

We do not agree that ‘species and habitats protected by law’ (1a) should be
considered as ‘Priority Species/Habitats’ for the purposes of Policy P9. Priority

Species and Habitats are appropriately defined under existing legislation/policy (e.g.

Species of Principal Importance for Conservation in England, listed on Schedule 41
of the NERC Act 2000) and Policy P9 should apply to these species and habitats
only.

Legal protection for a species does not, in itself, necessarily reflect its conservation
importance; for example, badgers are legally protected, but are a
common/widespread species in southern England.

We therefore recommend the removal of reference to ‘species and habitats
protected by law’ from the list of priority species and habitats identified in Policy P9.

The first bullet and the supporting text have
been amended to refer to Species of
Principal Importance for Conservation in
England as set out in Schedule 41 of the
NERC Act rather than all legally protected
species.

The second bullet has been amended to
refer to species and habitats identified as
priorities in strategies produced by the Surrey
Nature Partnership and Natural England
rather than “priority habitats and species
identified in strategies produced by...” in
order to avoid confusion between this clause
and the priority species and habitats
identified in the NERC Act.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Para 4.102

[Re: the need for restoration to bring nature recovery, rather than just protection]
This policy should be required by the word “Shall return any negative impact to the
positive gain.”

Policy P6/P7 requires a biodiversity net gain
from new development (except for specific
exempted developments).

Policy para
1b)

[Re: policy protection for priority habitats and species identified by the Surrey
Nature Partnership and Natural England] This list should include any relevant
bodies with the same objectives.

We assume this means documents produced
by non-statutory bodies like the RSPB and
Surrey Wildlife Trust.

Surrey Nature Partnership is a designated
“local partnership” with a mandate from
government to coordinate planning for
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biodiversity across Surrey. Natural England
is the public body responsible for overseeing
the health of the natural environment in
England. Both these bodies have a formal
status in the planning system, which
voluntary bodies do not have. However, both
bodies engage with non-statutory bodies like
those mentioned above, allowing them to
play a role in shaping biodiversity strategies.
It is envisaged that these bodies will be able
to influence the proposed Local Nature
Recovery Strategies.

In addition, Policy P6/7 requires proposals to
take account of other national, regional and
local biodiversity strategies and the
supporting text includes examples of
strategies from groups like the RSPB and
Buglife.

Policy para
1c)

[Re: policy protection for priority habitats identified in Development Plan Documents
and SPDs] Should include Neighbourhood Plans.

The policy refers to Development Plan
Documents, which includes neighbourhood
plans.

Other respondents

Policy para
1)

How will an undesignated site with high biodiversity potential (not current value) be
protected (particularly where the underlying geology supports important habitats in
Surrey such as heathland or chalk grassland)? Such a site would have enormous
potential for biodiversity if brought under appropriate management and that potential
will remain if the site is left undeveloped. This could be covered by an additional
point in 1) to allow for sites that have high, but currently unrealised, habitat and
associated biodiversity potential.

Refusing planning applications on the basis
of future biodiversity value (rather than
current value) would not be reasonable.
However, the protection for ancient woodland
takes into account soils that have potential to
support ancient woodland habitat.

The policy should be to protect all habitats, not just priority habitats.

The plan will protect important biodiversity
features and provide net gains for
biodiversity.

All undeveloped land and some developed
land would be considered to provide habitat
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to some degree. It would not be reasonable
to place a blanket restriction on all that land.

The policy lacks teeth. It is often virtually impossible for developments not to Irreplaceable habitats are granted a special
damage habitats in the process of construction, and claims that they will enhance status in the planning system and other types
relevant ecological features are often not followed through or take a too-narrow view | of habitat cannot be afforded the same level

of what is considered to be “relevant” features, ignoring the wider ecosystem. | of protection. The forthcoming Environment
would therefore prefer a policy that has the strength of policy P8, which refuses Bill will place a legal duty on qualifying
developments that damage irreplaceable habitats. development to achieve a net gain in

biodiversity and includes a process for
assessment and monitoring.
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Policy P10 — Contaminated Land

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Surrey Nature Partnership (SyNP)

Policy supported. Noted.
The Environment Agency
The content of the preferred option is comprehensive and will act | Agreed.

to strengthen the justification for contaminated land planning
conditions to be applied where necessary.

Contaminated land is not addressed in the overarching planning
policies in the Local Plan Part 1. Therefore, it is very important that
a robust policy, such as written in the preferred option for policy
P10, is included in Part 2.

Policy P10
(1) (c)

From a biodiversity perspective, this policy should make it clear
that measures to improve upon the current situation are included
where feasible. This is particularly important where sites of
ecological value are being impacted by adjacent contaminated
land.

The development plan should be read as a whole. Other
proposed policies (currently P6/P7 and P8/P9), alongside
Policy ID4 of the LPSS, require the consideration of
opportunities to implement measures to promote biodiversity
net gains. The focus of this proposed policy is to ensure that
potentially contaminated sites are appropriately remediated
and managed prior to occupation. Therefore, it is considered
unnecessary to include additional text to reference biodiversity
net gains within the policy.
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Other organisations

Cranleigh Road Area Residents Association

Policy Box | The policy should refer to taking account of potential
consequences of water flows through a site including flood water.

The policy now states that an Options Appraisal and
Remediation Strategy is required — this must demonstrate the
appropriate sustainable remediation measures that will be
implemented in order to prevent and/or avoid significant harm
to sensitive receptors, both on-site and in the surrounding
area. This would include through water flows.

A record should be required of any material contained within a
remediated site to avoid future disturbance.

Policy criteria (2) requires that appropriate remedial measures
are included to prevent risk to the surrounding area and future
users of the site.

Record of materials present on a remediated site will likely be
presented within the various assessments accompanying an
application, alongside the required ‘Verification Report’.

Send Parish Council

Remedial works for contaminated land would be governed by pre-
commenced ‘planning conditions’. Once planning permission has
been granted there is no real transparency / or accountability about
how such planning conditions are then discharged.

The policy requires that a ‘Verification Report’ is submitted to
the Council prior to either occupation or use, which must
demonstrate that the agreed remediation measures have been
implemented effectively.
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Guildford Residents Association

Policy We support the inclusion of such a policy. The wording would The policy wording has been amended in order to prepare the
benefit from being more definite, as for example: policy for the Regulation 19 stage. The new wording is
“1. Where development is proposed on land that is known or considered to be sufficiently clear.
suspected to be contaminated, including land which is suspected
of being affected by contamination from adjacent land, then:
a) the full nature and extent of contamination must be
established...
b) where evidence of contamination exists, the land must be...
c) appropriate remedial measures are to be included...
d) prior to either occupation or use, a ‘Verification Report’ shall...’
Taylor Wimpey
Policy Proposed amendment: The proposed amendment is considered unnecessary. The
point (1) |«1)...and associated works are to be carried out to industry best  |remediation and associated works agreed upon and
practice guidelines_at the time of application,..” conditioned at the time of the planning application would be
required to be at industry best practice standards at that time.
The conditioned remediation and associated works would
need to be undertaken to those standards in discharging that
condition.
Policy (1) |Proposed amendment: Planning conditions will be applied to approved decision
(@) “a) the full nature and extent of contamination is established notices where appropriate, it is not considered necessary to
through suitable assessments; clarifying that site investigations, ~|articulate this within the policy itself.
risk assessment, remediation and associated works are to be
carried out to industry best practice guidelines. This should be a
condition on the approved decision notice”. at-the-time-of
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TW support the alternative option which is to not to have a policy
on contamination.

The purpose of the proposed policy is to complement the
existing regulatory framework, providing additional validation
requirements on applicants and developers in order to ensure
that the site has been fully remediated and appropriately
designed (made fit for purpose) prior to occupation or use.

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

While we believe the preferred option would comply with the
requirements as set out in the NPPF, Planning Practical Guidance
and associated legislation, we are keen for GBC to exceed these
standards to not only safeguard, but enhance the Borough'’s
environment for its flora, fauna, residents and visitors.

The purpose of the proposed policy is to ensure that
potentially contaminated sites are fully remediated and
appropriately designed (made fit for purpose) prior to
occupation or use in order to prevent unacceptable risk to
sensitive receptors on or near the site.

The development plan should be read as a whole. Other
proposed policies (currently P6/P7 and P8/P9), alongside
Policy ID4 of the LPSS, require the consideration of
opportunities to implement measures to promote biodiversity
net gains. Therefore, it is considered unnecessary to include
additional text to reference biodiversity net gains within the

policy.
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Burpham Community Association

Opportunities to use remediation to increase biodiversity and tree
cover (as well as provide housing) should be considered.

The development plan should be read as a whole. Other
proposed policies (currently P6/P7 and P8/P9), alongside
Policy ID4 of the LPSS, require the consideration of
opportunities to implement measures to promote biodiversity
net gains. Therefore, it is considered unnecessary to include
additional text to reference biodiversity net gains within the

policy.

East Clandon Parish Council

This should be handled by other appropriate statutory authorities.
For this reason, we support Alternative Option 1 to rely upon NPPF
and PPG and not to have a specific policy in the DMP for this topic.

The proposed policy is intended to complement the existing
regulatory framework. The policy seeks to ensure that
developments are made fit for their intended purpose and
provides additional checks on applicants and developers to
provide validation that the remediation and design features of
the site have been implemented fully before occupation.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Paragraph
4.112

Clear reference to known impending contamination problems at
Weyside Urban Village, and should be referenced as such.

The wording is unacceptable for a supporting Paragraph and would
not be acceptable if this was not a Council instigated Project. We
oppose the inclusion of such loose and preferential wording to
allow short cuts and cost reduction. Contaminated sites should be
cleaned up properly or sealed for 100 years from last use.

The policy is intended to address the proposed development
of contaminated land within the whole borough. Weyside
Urban Village is not the only example of potentially
contaminated land in Guildford. The policy is therefore worded
in order to capture all instances of proposed development on
potentially contaminated land and reflects national guidance.

Policy P10
1)

Recommended that a Weyside Urban village section to this policy
is added.

Specific sections within this policy for particular sites is
considered unnecessary. The policy is worded in order to
address the redevelopment of any potentially contaminated
site within the borough.

Merrow Residents’ Association
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Paragraph
4.111 and
Policy Box

In paragraph 4.111 it is stated that the remediation of the
contaminated land should be sufficient to avoid risk of
contaminants to sensitive receptors. Then the policy states that
‘aims of the policy could be ensure by..."” This is far too weak and
permissive.

This wording was not intended to be part of a final policy and
represented the context set as part of the Regulation 18
‘Issues and Preferred Options’ Consultation. The policy
wording has been completed as part of the preparation for the
Regulation 19 consultation.

Ockham Pa

rish Council

We support sustainable development to fulfil housing needs but do
not agree that brownfield land in rural locations falls into this
category. We do not support Policy P10 proposed and feel that it
will almost certainly compromise sensitive receptors and is
inappropriate.

National guidance promotes the appropriate redevelopment of
potentially contaminated brownfield sites in order to support
housing delivery. The policy supports this approach.

The development plan should be read as a whole. This policy
alone does not determine whether a particular brownfield site
is appropriate for development, other policies within the
development plan will guide this. However, this policy is
intended to secure that, where the redevelopment of
contaminated land is deemed appropriate, it is done so in an
appropriate way and made fit for its intended purpose.

East Horsley Parish Council

This is a highly sensitive subject where critical roles are played by
other statutory authorities. For this reason we support Alternative
Option 1 to rely upon NPPF and PPG and not to have a specific
policy in the DMP for this topic.

The proposed policy is intended to complement the existing
regulatory framework. The policy seeks to ensure that
developments are made fit for their intended purpose and
provides additional checks on applicants and developers to
provide validation that the remediation and design features of
the site have been implemented fully before occupation.
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Other respondents

Agree with preferred option. Please make the requirements more
definite.

The policy wording has been finalised to improve clarity for the
Regulation 19 consultation.

Remedial works for contaminated land would be governed by pre-
commenced ‘planning conditions’. Once planning permission has
been granted there is no real transparency / or accountability about
how such planning conditions are then discharged.

The intention of the policy is to improve this situation. In order
to achieve this, Policy point (3) requires that a ‘Verification
Report’ is submitted to the Council prior to either occupation or
use, which demonstrates the agreed remediation measures
have been implemented effectively.

P10 (1) (d)

Point (d) should be prior to any construction work taking place.

This is often not possible as some construction works may be
necessary as part of the remediation process. The current
policy wording is considered appropriate.

This is welcome, but | would also like to see some incentives to
developers to come forward with proposals to build on previously
contaminated land. Otherwise there is a danger that these very
reasonable requirements will be used as a reason for looking
elsewhere. It ought to be a policy objective in its own right to bring
contaminated land back into safe and productive usage.

This is beyond the scope of this policy. National guidance
promotes the appropriate redevelopment of potentially
contaminated brownfield sites in order to support housing
delivery. The policy supports this approach.
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Policy P11 — Air Quality and Air Quality Management Areas

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed

Bodies

Surrey Nature Partnership

Supported.

Noted.

Natural Eng

land

Recommended inclusion of a section on impacts to designated

sites and the environment. Only human health currently mentioned.

Sensitive Receptors are defined as features that are prone to
damage from pollution, such as living organisms, including
humans and animals, ecological systems, sensitive habitats,
and the natural environment. However, to improve clarity,
Criteria (2) now specifically references ‘sensitive habitats and
any sites designated for their nature conservation value’.

In addition, Criteria (3)(b) requires that development proposals
must be subject to an Air Quality Assessment where the
proposed development is within close proximity to a sensitive
habitat, including any site designated for its nature
conservation value.

Where Criteria (3)(b) applies, Criteria (4) requires that; if the
Air Quality Assessment identifies the potential for significant
adverse impacts, the applicant must submit an Emissions
Mitigation Assessment which details the appropriate
avoidance and mitigation measures that will be implemented
to prevent significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors,
including future occupiers or users of the site from any sources
of emissions to air.
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Air quality may well need to be considered in combination with all
other Local Plans nearby to Guildford. We draw your attention to
the Dutch Nitrogen Case, the Wealden Judgement and Natural
England’s detailed advice on the procedure for air quality
assessment.

Criteria (3)(a) requires that development proposals submit an
Air Quality Assessment where Major Development is proposed
and has the potential, including when combined with the
cumulative effect of other approved developments and site
allocations, to have significant adverse impacts on air quality.

Criteria (4) requires that, where an Air Quality Assessment
identifies potential significant adverse impacts on sensitive
receptors from any source of emissions to air, the applicant
must submit an Emissions Mitigation Assessment, detailing the
appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures that will be
implemented to prevent significant adverse impacts on
sensitive receptors.

Other organisations

Guildford Residents’ Association

Planned growth in the LPSS is likely to have an adverse impact on
air quality across the borough, which is at odds with the aim of
reducing exposure to poor air quality. With this in mind, we suggest
revision of the wording of the first statement as follows:

1) Is designed to minimise the potential adverse impact of
development on health and quality of life from air pollution.’

The LPSS was found sound by an independent inspector
following an Examination in Public. The Plan was subject to an
Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) and Sustainability
Appraisal (SA), which included relevant ‘appropriate
assessments’ to assess the potential air quality impacts of
relevant allocated sites. The Inspector considers these issues,
in particular Air Quality impacts in relation to the HRA, from
paragraphs 112 — 114 of the Inspector’s Report.

The recommended wording has been incorporated within the
various Policy Criteria. In particular, Criteria (1) now states that
development should have regard to the need to improve air
guality and reduce the effects of poor air quality.

In any event, Criteria (2) requires that development must not
result in significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors,
including human health, sensitive habitats and any sites
designated for their nature conservation value, from any
sources of emissions to air.

Cranleigh Road Area Residents Association
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The policy should give more attention to cumulative effects and
require assessment of impact on air quality at peak times including
congestion.

Cumulative effects of air pollution are covered within other
regimes, such as Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA)
and Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA).

In addition, Criteria (3)(a) now requires that development
proposals submit an Air Quality Assessment where Major
Development is proposed and has the potential, including
when combined with the cumulative effect of other approved
developments and site allocations, to have significant adverse
impacts on air quality.

Air Quality Assessments should be based on robust
assessments of impact and will be a matter for consideration
by Guildford Borough Council’'s Regulatory Services and the
appropriate planning officer. If a significant impact is
considered likely, it should be avoided, mitigated, or the
application refused.

The policy should also require baseline air quality assumptions to
be agreed with the LPA to ensure that these are not overly
optimistic about traffic flows and air quality trends.

Guidance on ‘best practice’ in conducting Air Quality
Assessments has been referenced in the supporting text. The
matter of baseline data is for consideration by Guildford
Borough Council’s Regulatory Services. The data is likely to
change over time and would therefore be inappropriate to
include within the policy itself.

The policy should be clear that biomass technology should not be
considered a sustainable option if emissions are unmitigated and
that solar is more sustainable.

This Criterion has been removed from the policy.
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The Guildford Society

The aims of this new policy are welcome, but the wording will have
to be framed very carefully. The general statement “Will only permit
development where it will not give rise to adverse impacts” could
be used to oppose all large housing developments.

Policy drafted to improve clarity in this regard. Criteria (3)(a)
requires that where Major Development is proposed which has
the potential, including when combined with the cumulative
effect of other approved developments and site allocations, to
have significant adverse impacts on air quality, an Air Quality
Assessment must be submitted.

Where the Air Quality Assessment identifies potential
significant adverse impacts, the applicant is required to submit
an Emissions Mitigation Assessment, which provides detail on
the appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures that will be
implemented in order to prevent the development resulting in
significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors.

Additionally, Criteria (9) states that if there are likely to be
significant adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated, the
application should be refused. These are clear, standard tests.

The policy needs strengthening to mention that if an Air Quality
assessment of a development shows the development will cause
or extend an AQMA this pollution must be mitigated before a
development can be approved.

Criteria (2) now requires that development must not result in
significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors, including
human health, from any sources of emissions to air. If there
are likely to be significant adverse impacts that cannot be
mitigated, the application should be refused.

Criteria (3)(c) and (d) require that an Air Quality Assessment is
submitted where:

c) development would introduce or intensify sensitive uses
within an area that is known to experience existing poor air
quality conditions, including an Air Quality Management
Area (AQMA).

d) the proposed development would be likely to result in the
increase of pollution levels within an Air Quality
Management Area (AQMA).

Taylor Wimpey
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Policy P11
(1)

Suggested amendment to improve clarity:

“1) Will only permit development where it will not give rise to
material or severe adverse impacts on health and quality of life
from air pollution”.

The policy wording has been redrafted in order to make
reference to significant adverse impacts. This represents
industry best practice and is sufficiently clear.

Policy P11
(4)

“Mitigation” has the potential to be particularly onerous,
“avoidance” would be a more appropriate choice of word. On this
basis, TW believe that the policy should be amended to:

“4) Requires applicants to demonstrate that appropriate mitigation
avoidance measures will be provided to ensure that the new
development is appropriate for its location and unacceptable risks
are avoided”.

Reference to both avoidance and mitigation measures
represents industry best practice. Mitigation measures are not
necessarily onerous, examples of such measures are regularly
deployed within development proposals as standard.

Criteria (4) requires that, where an Air Quality Assessment
identifies potential significant adverse impacts on sensitive
receptors from any source of emissions to air, the applicant
must submit an Emissions Mitigation Assessment, detailing the
appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures that will be
implemented to prevent significant adverse impacts on
sensitive receptors, including future occupiers or users of the
site, sensitive habitats, and any sites designated for their
nature conservation value, from any source of emissions to air.

Savills
Supportive of the aims to reduce exposure to poor air quality. Agreed. Criteria (2) and (3)(b) have been revised to include
However, noted that the preferred option should mention potential |specific reference to sensitive habitats and sites designated for
for negative Air Quality effects on protected sites/habitats in their nature conservation value.
addition to effects on human health.

Guildford Vision Group

Agree. Suggestion that the gyratory area Bridge Street / Onslow
Street junction deserves study, with the firm expectation that an
AQMA should be established.

This is outside the scope of this policy in any event.

The Woodland Trust

Trees and hedgerows can improve air quality by absorbing
pollutants, for example, by planting trees to shield school

Noted. Criteria (4) requires that, where an Air Quality
Assessment identifies the potential for significant adverse
impacts, an Emissions Mitigation Assessment must be
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playgrounds, and should be considered as part of any mitigation
strategy.

submitted, detailing the appropriate avoidance and mitigation
measures that will be implemented to prevent those impacts.

Given the numerous examples of potential avoidance and
mitigation measures that could be implemented to achieve
this, it is considered appropriate for the applicant to propose
appropriate measures in the first instance.

Criteria (5) also states that proposed avoidance and mitigation
measures are expected to be designed to maximise their
ecological and aesthetic value.

Policy P11 | Recommended to re-word (1) to include reference to impacts on Criteria (2) now requires that development must not result in
D the natural environment: significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors, including
1) Will only permit development where it will not give rise to human health, sensitive habitats and any sites designated for
adverse impacts on health, amenity, or the natural environment |their nature conservation value, from any sources of emissions
from air pollution. to air. If there are likely to be significant adverse impacts that
cannot be avoided or mitigated, the application will be refused.
Policy P11 | Ancient woodland is greatly at risk from ammonia pollution. Criteria (2) requires that development must not result in
(2) Recommend therefore adding specific requirements that additional |significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors, including

screening will be required of all ammonia-emitting developments,
such as intensive livestock units, within 5km of an ancient
woodland site, with a detailed ‘Ancient Woodland Nitrogen Impact
Assessment’ of the ancient woodland of concern. This will need to
demonstrate that there will be no deterioration or impacts as a
result of the contributions from this development.

In support of this, we propose additional wording:

2 e) are likely to result in an increase in pollution levels affecting
ancient woodland and other protected habitats.

human health, sensitive habitats and any sites designated for
their nature conservation value, from any sources of emissions
to air.

Ancient Woodland comprises a sensitive habitat and is
therefore protected from ‘any sources of emissions to air
resulting from development. This is sufficient to address the
issue raised. The supporting text also outlines the specific
pressures relating to Ancient Woodland.

Effingham Parish Council

Agree, but would like to add to the policy:

1. Minimising the impact of traffic congestion in high pollution
areas

2. Providing facilities for low-pollution transport,

The recommendation provides a list of examples of
appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures that could be
implemented should an Air Quality Assessment identify
potential for significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors.
The policy requires such measures to prevent development
resulting in significant adverse impacts. Criteria (8) provides
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3. Controlling dust and emissions from industrial, farming,
construction and demolition operations

that, where required, planning obligations will be used to
secure contributions to measures to tackle poor air quality.

West Horsley Parish Council

There should clearly be more AQMASs.

This is obviously an area of significant concern in our Borough.

The designation of AQMAs is outside the scope of the policy.

What are the levels around the Borough? It would be helpful to
publish a table of levels and encourage additional monitoring.

GBC Regulatory Services are responsible for the collection
and publication of data. It is outside the scope of this policy.

There is no guidance provided as to how developers will be
expected to ensure that air quality is improved.

Standard assessment processes, ‘best practice’ and ‘good
principles’ are set out in referenced guidance documents.

Criteria (4) requires that, where appropriate, applicants must
detail the appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures that
will be implemented to prevent significant adverse impacts on
sensitive receptors from any sources of emissions to air.

The avoidance and mitigation measures that may be
implemented in a development are numerous and varied. It is
considered appropriate for the applicant to propose such
measures in the first instance. However, Criteria (8) provides
that, where required, planning obligations will be used to
secure contributions to measures to tackle poor air quality.

Criteria (7) requires that a ‘Verification Report’ is submitted
and approved prior to the development’s occupation or use,
which demonstrates the measures have been implemented.

Shalford Pa

rish Council

Define "adjacent to"?

This has been removed from the policy.

Tree protection and planting should be implemented within
AQMA's to reduce pollution.

Strategy for addressing air quality within AQMAs is developed
by GBC’s Regulatory Services. The relevant Air Quality Action
Plan for each AQMA details examples of appropriate
measures that could help improve air quality in the AQMA.

Criteria (6) requires that development proposals within, and in
close proximity to, Air Quality Management Areas are required
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to demonstrate how the proposed avoidance and mitigation
measures would make a positive contribution towards the aims
of the Council’s Air Quality Strategy and the appropriate Air
Quiality Action Plan.

Tree protection and planting represent an example of such
measures. Given the range of potential appropriate measures,
it is considered appropriate for the applicant to propose
appropriate measures in the first instance.

Criteria (5) also states that proposed avoidance and mitigation
measures are expected to be designed to maximise their
ecological and aesthetic value.

How will the effects of development which leads to increased traffic
to the area be managed and mitigated?

Criteria (2) requires that development must not result in
significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors... from any
sources of emissions to air. Where a potential significant
adverse impact is identified, the applicant is required to
implement avoidance and mitigation measures to prevent it. It
is considered appropriate for applicants to propose such
measures in the first instance. However, Criteria (8) provides
that, where required, planning obligations will be used to
secure contributions to measures to tackle poor air quality.
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Reach Plc

Support the requirement for an ‘air quality assessment for
development proposals that have the potential for significant air
quality impacts’. However, the scope of such an assessment
should be proportionate to the potential impacts and this should be
made clear in any future policy.

Standard assessment processes and ‘best practice’ guidance
are set out in various guidance on Air Quality Assessments
and Emissions Mitigation Assessments.

The supporting text outlines the minimum requirements that
should be included within an Air Quality Assessment report.
However, the approach and methodology that is undertaken
should be agreed with the Council’s Regulatory Services in

each case, which should be proportionate.

Merrow Residents Association

One simple remedial action to improve air quality in Burpham and
Merrow is to demand either a 4-way junction with the A3 on the
Gosden Hill Farm site or to have a link road running south of the
A3 from the site to the new slip roads on the A247 at Garlick’s Arch
to avoid the need for north bound traffic from the site to either go
through Burpham to the A3 or through the outskirts of Merrow.

This is outside the scope of this policy.

Ripley Parish Council

It is important that air quality is investigated in the areas
surrounding new developments. There is no mention of the dire
results from air quality investigations on Ripley High Street in
spring 2017 (in relation to the Lovelace Neighbourhood Plan).
Such results should strongly influence planning of new
developments in the area.

Criteria (2) requires that development must not result in
significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors, including
human health, sensitive habitats and any sites designated for
their nature conservation value, from any sources of emissions
to air. This includes emissions from vehicle traffic.

Criteria (3)(a)-(d) require that, where appropriate, an Air
Quality Assessment must be submitted with the application.
This assessment would include information identifying any
potential significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors
from any source of emissions to air, including vehicle traffic.
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Compton Parish Council

Policy P11
1)

Proposed amendment:

“In particular, development proposals within, adjacent to, or
impacting on, an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) will be
expected to be designed to mitigate the impact of poor air quality
on existing and future occupiers”.

Policy wording has been added in order to strengthen the
protection of Air Quality Management Areas:

Criteria (3)(c) and (d) require that an Air Quality Assessment is
submitted where:

c) development would introduce or intensify sensitive uses
within an area that is known to experience existing poor air
guality conditions, including an Air Quality Management
Area (AQMA).

d) the proposed development would be likely to result in the
increase of pollution levels within an Air Quality
Management Area (AQMA).

Criteria (4) provides that, where an Air Quality Assessment
identifies potential significant adverse impacts on sensitive
receptors from any source of emissions to air, the applicant
must submit an Emissions Mitigation Assessment, detailing the
appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures that will be
implemented to prevent significant adverse impacts on
sensitive receptors, including future occupiers or users of the
site, from any sources of emissions to air.

The policy acknowledges the impact of biomass, but not traffic,
which is the main culprit at present. An independent assessment of
the impact of a new site on its surrounding area should therefore
include the accumulative impact of pollution from traffic on existing
AQMA’s and borderline areas.

Criteria (3)(a)-(d) require that, where appropriate, an Air
Quality Assessment must be submitted with the application.
This assessment would include information identifying any
potential significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors
from any source of emissions to air.

We would also like to see the re-establishment of a permanent air
quality monitoring station.

This is outside the scope of this policy.
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Ockham Parish Council

Policy P11
4)

Due to the pollution from road traffic within Guildford and the PHE
estimate that 5.7% of deaths of those aged 25 yrs + arise from
long term exposure to anthropogenic particulate air pollution, we
do not feel that Policy 11 is sufficiently robust. A number of
strategic sites are close to main arterial roads and we have never
seen sufficient mitigation provided as stated at 4.125 (4).

Policy wording has been revised in order to strengthen the
requirements in this regard.

Criteria (3)(a) requires that an Air Quality Assessment must be
provided where Major Development is proposed and has the
potential, including when combined with the cumulative effect
of other developments already permitted, to have significant
adverse impacts on air quality.

Criteria (4) requires that where an Air Quality Assessment
identifies potential significant adverse impacts on sensitive
receptors from any source of emissions to air, the applicant
must submit an Emissions Mitigation Assessment, detailing the
appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures that will be
implemented to prevent significant adverse impacts on
sensitive receptors, including future occupiers or users of the
site, from any sources of emissions to air.

West Clandon Parish Council

Poor air quality appears to be undefined but presumably could be
referenced to published standards. The preamble to the policy
states - “policy that seeks to ensure new development does not
have adverse impact on air quality by taking into account the
presence of Air Quality Management Areas (AQMASs) and seek
opportunities to actively improve air quality borough-wide to help
secure net improvements in overall air quality where possible.”
Elsewhere, the term unacceptable impact is used. Are these terms
defined or can they be by reference to published standards as
above?

‘Unacceptable impact’ has been replaced with ‘significant
adverse impact’. This represents standard industry
terminology, adopted by the Institute of Air Quality
Management. What comprises a ‘significant adverse impact’
depends on the context of the existing site and also the
proposed development. As such, it is not possible to define
specific limits within the policy.

‘Significance’ is determined on a case-by-case basis, based
on the available evidence, including the findings of the Air
Quality Assessment, which must be accepted and agreed by
GBC'’s Regulatory Services.
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Will development be permitted which increases pollution up to the
threshold for an AQMA?

Criteria (2) requires that development must not result in
significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors, including
human health, sensitive habitats and any sites designated for
their nature conservation value, from any sources of emissions
to air. If there are likely to be significant adverse impacts that
cannot be mitigated, the application should be refused.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Policy P11
1)

We note this policy only seeks to mitigate on future occupiers and
thus fails NPPF feb2019 section 8b relating to the social objectives
specifically community health.

Criteria (2) requires that development must not result in
significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors, including
human health, sensitive habitats and any sites designated for
their nature conservation value, from any sources of emissions
to air. This includes impacts on both existing communities and
future users of the development.

Other respondents

Agree with preferred option. There should be an air quality action
plan covering the whole borough.

This is outside the scope of the policy.

There is no mention of transport’s contribution to air quality, which
seems to be a major omission.

Criteria (2) now requires that development must not result in
significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors, including
human health, sensitive habitats and any sites designated for
their nature conservation value, from any sources of emissions
to air. This includes emissions from vehicle traffic.

Priority given to other sustainable energy - wind, solar and heat
pumps with Biomass being carefully monitored as it is not only a
possible pollutant but can lead to deforestation if not managed.

This Criteria has been removed. LPSS Policy D2 requires the
use of sources of energy in accordance with a hierarchy. The
Climate Change, Sustainable Design, Construction and
Energy SPD provides further detail. Additional detail is not
considered necessary in this policy.
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The policy should not actually support biomass technology that
reduces air quality. The supply side of biomass is also relevant to
overall emissions. The locations described should be regarded as
unsuitable for development on these grounds. Nationally, we are
supposed to be moving away from natural gas. Perhaps some
clarification is needed in that regard.

This Criteria has been removed from the policy. Policy D2 in the
LPSS requires that proposals implement sources of energy in accordance with a set
hierarchy. The Council’s Climate Change, Sustainable Design, Construction and
Energy Supplementary Planning Document sets out further detail in relation to
sustainable energy use. Additional detail is not considered necessary in this policy.

In any event, Criteria (2) requires that development must not
result in significant adverse impacts on sensitive receptors,
including human health, sensitive habitats and any sites
designated for their nature conservation value, from any
sources of emissions to air. If there are likely to be significant
adverse impacts that cannot be mitigated, the application
should be refused. This includes emissions from Biomass.

The document recognises that "road traffic is a significant cause of
air pollution in the borough", yet most of the Policy seems to relate
to limiting the harmful effects of biomass technology. The most
effective way of improving air quality is to reduce the number of
vehicle journeys and to insist on clean air technology in all
vehicles. Is there a link to other policies that will bring this about?

The policy has been intentionally drafted in order to capture
the assessment of all sources of emissions to air within a
single, clear assessment and avoidance/mitigation process.
Vehicle emissions are included within this process.

The supporting text for this policy also clarifies that in the
determination of planning applications, the Council will
consider the impact of development in terms of the impacts on
air quality caused both by the operational characteristics of the
development and the vehicle traffic generated by it.

Where an Air Quality Assessment, as required by Criteria (3),
identifies the potential for significant adverse impacts on air
guality as a result of the proposed development, Criteria (4)
requires that an Emissions Mitigation Assessment is
submitted, which outlines the appropriate avoidance and
mitigation measures that will be implemented to prevent those
potential impacts. Examples of such measures may include
reducing the number of vehicle journeys and provision for
electric vehicle charging.
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Policy P12 — Water Resources and Water Quality

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Surrey Nature Partnership

Paragraph
4.127

References to ‘South East River Basin Management Plan’ should
be amended to “‘Thames River District Basin River Basin
Management Plan’.

The reference has been amended to “Thames river basin
district river basin management plan” to reflect the wording on
the government’s website.

The Environment Agency

Policy P12 | Policy P12 aims to ensure that new development does not cause | The policy has been extended to cover waterbodies and

QD an unacceptable risk to surface or groundwater resources. It watercourses and includes criteria that protects the chemical
should also aim for new development to implement measures to and ecological status of watercourses and requires
improve water quality, specifically the Water Framework Directive |development to seek opportunities to implement measures to
(WFD) status of a waterbody. Guidance on this could be provided |improve water quality and the Water Environment Regulations
in a separate advice note/SPD. (WER)/Water Framework Directive (WFD) status.

Policy P12 | To strengthen Policy P12 the word ‘unacceptable’ should be The policy has been redrafted and “unacceptable” has not

8} removed as it is subjective. been used as a qualifier.

Policy P12 |Policy P12 should require development to demonstrate that it will | Amendments made.

8} not cause deterioration in a waterbody’s status/potential or prevent
achievement of good status/potential.

Policy P12 |Paragraph 4.127 and policy P12 itself reference the South East Amendments made.

and River Basin Management Plan (RBMP). The RBMP relevant to the

Paragraph |Borough of Guildford is actually the Thames RBMP.

4.127

Recommended that a separate policy on watercourses and their
riparian corridors is included. This will help to protect and enhance
the ecological value of watercourses, in addition to the quality and
quantity of water resources, which is covered in Policy P12.

The model policy provided by the Environment Agency has
been used as the basis for a new policy, which has then been
combined with the water quality policy. The protects and
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enhances the ecological value, quality and quantity of
watercourses as well as other waterbodies.

Policy P12 does not mention how water efficiency will be managed.
This is particularly important as Guildford is in a water stressed
area. We would expect to see reference to the water company’s
Water Resource Management Plan.

Water efficiency standards in new developments are covered
within policy D2 in the LPSS and proposed policy D12. Further
detail on the management of water efficiency and specific
mention of the water company’s Water Resource Management
Plan have been included in the supporting text to Policy D12.
A clause has been included in the new combined
watercourses and water quality policy that limits high water
usage developments’ draw from environmental water stocks or
the public water supply.

We have not added a further reference to the water resource

management plan as this would not have an impact on
planning decisions or explain any of the clauses in P12.

The document highlights that the area uses groundwater for
abstraction and this forms many of the main driving points for
protection. In this area there is a surface water drinking water
protected area and a surface water safeguard zone and the
wording should reflect this.

The policy has been updated with a clause that protects
ground and surface water drinking water resources.

Other organisations

The Woodland Trust

Policy

The policy does not mention the use of natural solutions for flood
management or making improvements to water resources.

Recommendation to include an additional policy criteria:

4) Support natural solutions to a safe and resilient water supply,
including riparian trees and natural flood management.

New policy P12 includes reference to Natural Flood
Management where it relates to improving watercourse
ecology by linking up rivers with their floodplains.

The revised Sustainable Surface Water Management policy
implements natural solutions to address flooding.

Cranleigh Road Area Residents’ Association

This policy should include management of demand for water
abstraction.

A clause has been included in new policy P12 that prevents
qualifying high water usage developments from drawing water
from environmental stocks or the public water supply.
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Water efficiency standards for new development are covered
within policy D2 of the LPSS and proposed policy D12.

Abstraction of water by water companies is not a matter for the
local plan.

Guildford Residents Association

Paragraph
4.137

Para 4.137 explains that this policy is focused on water quality. We
are also concerned about water supply, given the scale of
development planned in LPSS, and the fact that the borough is in
an area of severe water stress. How will this be addressed?

Water efficiency standards for new development are covered
within policy D2 of the LPSS and proposed policy D12.

A clause has been included in the new combined
watercourses and water quality policy that prevents some high
water usage developments from drawing water from
environmental stocks or the public water supply.

Guildford Society

Policy P12 seeks to ensure that new development does not cause
an unacceptable risk to surface or groundwater resources, it
should also cover major redevelopment of buildings so that water
quality is raised.

The revised policy refers to ‘development’, which would apply
to any works that require planning permission. If a
redevelopment does not require planning permission, the
policy could not be applied.

Taylor Wimpey

A specific policy on this aspect is not considered necessary.
Rather, it is sufficient for GBC to rely on developers entering
discussions with the Environment Agency and the Lead Local
Flood Authority, and complying with Local Plan Policies such as
Policy A35 for the FWA which requires TW to ensure that sufficient
capacity is available within Ripley Wastewater Treatment Works to
accept wastewater from FWA.

This is not agreed. The Environment Agency supported the
Preferred Option and also asked for further policy on
watercourses, and the Lead Local Flood Authority supports the
local policy on flooding. Given the importance of water quality
for reversing the decline in biodiversity, the Council’s view is
that is should be addressed through local policy so that
potential developers understand requirements up-front.

If the policy is to be retained, TW request that GBC provide more
clarity on which allocated sites could potentially be captured by
part 3 of this draft policy. Should the policy remain, it is requested
Part 3 is amended to:

3) Requires new development that is likely to have an material or
severe impact on underground or surface water bodies covered by

The revised policy sets out more clearly the requirements
placed on developments that could adversely impact
waterbodies.

It would not be possible to limit the impacts to material or
severe impacts where WER/WFD waterbodies are concerned
as legislation requires not only the impact on status to be zero,
but also for the scheme to avoid hindering improvements. For
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the Water Framework Directive and the Seuth-East Thames River
Basin Management Plan....”

non-WER/WFD waterbodies, the Council believes it would not
be desirable to allow any negative impacts, no matter how
minor, as a matter of principle.

Given the poor state of the water environment, our view is that
it is reasonable to ask developments to assist in achieving
water quality objectives where they are capable of doing so.

Merrow Residents Association

Support this policy so far as it goes but far more should be done to
harness rainwater from new developments for residential and
commercial use. It should not run to waste.

Water efficiency measures, including rainwater harvesting, are
covered in adopted policy D2 and proposed policies D12 and
P13.

Burpham Community Association

Should be firmer — remove the word 'unacceptable' from part 1) i.e.
the proposal will cause no deterioration to water quality and no
impact on:

a) the flow or quantity of groundwater; and
b) the quality of surface or groundwater resources.

The word unacceptable has not been used in the revised
policy. The criteria in the revised policy cover the criteria
proposed in the comment (note: flow and quantity are a
measure of ecological health and therefore form part of the
WER/WFD objectives to which the policy refers).

Ripley Parish Council

Consideration needs to be given to the condition of water supply
pipes and drainage systems in the settlements surrounding
planned large developments such as at Former Wisley Airfield and
Garlick's Arch. There are recognised existing problems with
drainage in Ripley High Street due to its age, which could be
adversely affected by the introduction of large new developments
nearby.

Proposed policy P13 and existing policy P4 address the issue
of flooding. The policies require development not to
exacerbate existing problems.

Shalford Pa

rish Council

The Tillingbourne River is a major source of water, particularly to
the south of the borough. How will the water quality be monitored
to ensure that developers are reaching the required standards?

Water quality will continue to be monitored by the Environment
Agency in accordance with existing practices. The revised
policy sets out criteria to ensure development assists in the
achievement of water quality targets.

152




Portland Capital

With regards to the requirement for new development (likely to
have an impact on underground or surface water bodies covered
by the Water Framework Directive and the South East River Basin
Management Plan) to contribute towards water bodies maintaining
or achieving ‘Good Ecological Status’ Portland Capital request that
this remains flexible/reviewed on site specific basis and is subject
to viability to ensure this does not compromise wider residential
delivery.

This point is not agreed. The WER/WFD sets a legal
requirement for developments not to adversely impact the
ecological or chemical status of waterbodies, and not to
prohibit improvements to the status. Legislation presents very
limited circumstances where harm could be allowed.
Introducing flexibility that allowed harm to water quality for
viability reasons would not align with legislation or national and
local ambitions on biodiversity recovery.

Given the poor status of the water environment, our view is
that it is reasonable to require developments to assist in
meeting water quality targets.

Compton Parish Council

Point 3 is too vague. The requirement for development that will
impact on the underground and surface water courses to
“contribute towards” those water bodies maintaining or achieving
‘Good Ecological Status’ does not go far enough. Developers
should be required to fund mitigation measures in full. Simply
asking for a “financial contribution” could result in a very small
contribution being made.

The policy has been redrafted to set clear requirements for
developments affecting waterbodies. The policy no longer
references financial contributions but this could be subject to
negotiation.

Ockham Pa

rish Council

Averse to development on flood plains and on areas near flood
plains where development would exacerbate flood levels.

Support the protection and improvement of the water environment.
Want to see greater mitigation measures implemented to avoid
flooding, and significant improvements to water quality within the
existing water network. Policy P12 is not sufficiently robust.

Flood plain development is covered by national policy and
policy P4 of the LPSS.
The policy has been redrafted to make the requirements for

new development clearer. Measures to avoid surface water
flooding have been included in policy P13.

Thames Water
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Agree with the preferred policy approach that there should be a
specific policy on the key issue of the provision of water and
sewerage/wastewater infrastructure to service development.

Support Part 2 in particular as Local Authorities should also
consider both the requirements of the utilities for land to enable
them to meet the demands that will be placed upon them. This is
necessary because it will not be possible to identify all the water
and wastewater/sewerage infrastructure required over the plan
period due to the way water companies are regulated and plan in 5
year periods (AMPs).

This part of the policy has been removed in preparation for the
Regulation 19 iteration. Policy ID1(1) and (2) require that the
infrastructure necessary to support new development will be
provided and available when first needed to serve the
development’s occupants and users and/or to mitigate its
otherwise adverse material impacts. To achieve this, the
delivery of development may need to be phased to reflect the
delivery of infrastructure. It is therefore considered
unnecessary to provide additional text in this policy.

The Policy should seek to ensure sufficient infrastructure is in
place to service development to avoid unacceptable impacts. We
recommend the Policy include the following text:

“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments which
result in the need for off-site upgrades, will be subject to conditions
to ensure the occupation is aligned with the delivery of necessary
infrastructure upgrades.”

“The Local Planning Authority will seek to ensure that there is
adequate water and wastewater infrastructure to serve all new
developments. Developers are encouraged to contact the
water/waste water company as early as possible to discuss their
development proposals and intended delivery programme to assist
with identifying any potential water and wastewater network
reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity constraint
the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate, apply phasing
conditions to any approval to ensure that any necessary
infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the occupation of
the relevant phase of development.”

Policy ID1(1) and (2) require that the infrastructure necessary
to support new development will be provided and available
when first needed to serve the development’s occupants and
users and/or to mitigate its otherwise adverse material
impacts. To achieve this, the delivery of development may
need to be phased to reflect the delivery of infrastructure. It is
therefore considered unnecessary to provide additional text in
this policy.

The paragraph of text that is recommended for inclusion is
already covered within the supporting text to Policy ID1 of the
LPSS at paragraph 4.6.6. It is therefore considered
unnecessary to provide further text within this policy.

Other respondents

Agree with preferred option.

The borough is in an area of serious water stress. How will this
problem be addressed given the extent of the planned growth?

Water efficiency standards in new developments are covered
within policy D2 in the LPSS and proposed policy D12 and the
clause in the revised water quality policy that limits high water
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using developments from abstracting from the environment or
drawing on the public water supply.

The retention and collection of rainwater in new builds is not Measures to harvest rainwater and maximise water reuse and
sufficiently addressed. Water tanks and butts for houses with efficiency are covered within existing policy D2 and proposed
gardens and new ways to collect water from apartments and office |policy D12.

buildings should be actively encouraged.
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Policy P13 — Sustainable Drainage Systems

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Surrey Nature Partnership

An improvement to the policy may be to require all (not just major)
development applications to have considered feasibility for SuDS.

National policy requires the use of SuDS on major
developments and developments in areas at risk of flooding,
but not other developments. The Lead Local Flood Authority
(LLFA), Surrey County Council, has the statutory responsibility
to review proposals for SuDS for major developments and the
expertise to decide whether they are appropriate, but due to
resource limitations will generally only do so for major
schemes as per its statutory duty, though it will assist
development management decisions where it is able.

Where SuDS are delivered on minor developments outside
areas of flood risk, the Council would need to judge the
proposals potentially without the support of the LLFA. As the
Council does not have the relevant expertise, the policy does
not require or encourage the use of SuDS on these
developments.

However, the policy sets a number of sustainable drainage
requirements that apply to all schemes which deliver elements
of the SuDS approach, but only those that are clear enough
for planning decision makers to judge without the support of
the LLFA.

Mention could usefully be made of the concept of ‘Natural Flood
Management’ in relation to SuDS.

References to Natural Flood Management have been added to
the policy and supporting text.

Surrey County Council
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In paragraph 1), ‘lead local flood authority’ should be capitalised in
title case.

Re preferred option for Policy P13: Sustainable Drainage Systems:

The policy wording has been amended to reflect this.

It is incorrect to imply that SuDS are required by the LLFA. SuDS
are required by the NPPF. The role of the LLFA is to review the
proposed SuDS to ensure that the drainage is appropriate.

The supporting text has been amended to reflect this.

The Environ

ment Agency

Paragraph 4.144 raises issues regarding drainage systems and
potential impacts to receiving water bodies. Policy P13 does not
address this issue.

Noted. The policy has been amended to include criteria to
address the issue of pollution from surface water runoff.
However, it should be noted that some aspects of the issue
are covered by Policy P12, which covers water quality.

In accordance with Groundwater Protection Position Statement
G13, we recommend including the following statement within
Policy P13:

“‘Requires use of a SuDS management treatment train — that is,
use drainage components in series to achieve a robust surface
water management system that does not pose an unacceptable
risk of pollution to groundwater”.

This requirement has been included in the policy and
supporting text.

Recommend that the following statement is included to protect
groundwater quality, in line with CIRIA publication C753; ‘The
SuDS Manual’:

“If infiltration SuDS is the proposed methodology, requires
proposals to provide evidence to show that there is at least 1
metre of vertical distance between the base of the infiltration
system and the maximum likely groundwater level to ensure that
the natural attenuation of any contamination being discharged is
not significantly depth-limited.”

This requirement has been included in the policy and
supporting text.

The EA discourage the use of boreholes or other deep structures
for the discharge of surface water to ground, except for clean roof
water. Deep infiltration systems can significantly reduce the

potential for natural attenuation in the soils and unsaturated zone.

A clause expecting such systems not to be used has been
added. Where these are used the supporting text sets out the
tests from groundwater protection position statement G1:

« it will not result in pollution of groundwater
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Deep borehole soakaways may even bypass the soils and
unsaturated zone altogether and can allow direct input of
pollutants to groundwater, in contravention of groundwater
protection position statement G1. We therefore recommend that
the risk posed to groundwater quality by deep infiltration systems is
addressed in the policy P13.

* there are clear and overriding reasons why the discharge
cannot reasonably be made indirectly, and

* there is adequate evidence to show that the increased
pollution risk from direct inputs will be mitigated

The policy should require the design of SuDS to maximise
biodiversity opportunities. Where feasible, SuDS should
incorporate above ground features that are designed to maximise
their ecological and aesthetic value and improve water quality.
Outfalls should be via open-flow routes that have minimal impact
on the receiving watercourse. Set-back outfalls would reduce the
loss of natural bank and impact on the natural functioning of a
watercourse, providing an opportunity for additional backwater
habitat to be created.

Text has been added that requires SuDS to maximise
biodiversity opportunities in line with other policies in the plan.
The biodiversity policies also provide a strong policy basis for
SuDS to maximise biodiversity.

The detailed requirements for outfalls has been added to the
supporting text.

Other organisations

Weyside Urban Village

Policy P13
(2)

Within criterion 2, other interventions which help with drainage,
e.g. permeable paving, storage tanks etc, could be included.

The policy includes a number of interventions that help with
drainage including permeable surfaces. Storage tanks are
covered in the SuDS sustainability hierarchy.

Cranley Road Area Residents Assaociation

“Requires development proposals to demonstrate that SuDS have
been included from the early stages of site design in order to
incorporate appropriate SuDS within the development.”

Welcome reference to early but the policy should be explicit that
the number of dwellings and layout of development cannot be
established until the drainage requirements and space for water on
a site have been identified.

The policy requires SuDS to be implemented from the early
stages of design and the supporting text includes further detalil
to highlight the importance of considering SuDS as part of the
initial site design and layout. It also notes the importance of
seeking pre-application advice from the LLFA to discuss SuDS
and surface water drainage matters, and the need to consider
the hydrological features that are already present on the site
and to retain them. Information covering the approach must be
included within the Design and Access Statement to
demonstrate how drainage has been incorporated at an early
stage of design.
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Burpham Community Association

SuDS should always be required.

National policy requires the use of SuDS on major
developments and developments in areas at risk of flooding,
but not other developments. The Lead Local Flood Authority
(LLFA), Surrey County Council, has the statutory responsibility
to review proposals for SuDS for major developments and the
expertise to decide whether they are appropriate, but due to
resource limitations will generally only do so for major
schemes as per its statutory duty, though it will assist
development management decisions where it is able.

Where SuDS are delivered on minor developments outside
areas of flood risk, the Council would need to judge the
proposals potentially without the support of the LLFA. As the
Council does not have the relevant expertise, the policy does
not require or encourage the use of SuDS on these
developments.

The policy sets a number of requirements that apply to all
schemes (not just those required to implement SuDS). These
requirements deliver elements of the SuDS approach, but only
those that are clear enough for planning decision makers to be
able to judge compliance without the support of the LLFA.

The Guildford Society

It is unclear where matters of overall drainage capacity are
considered in Policy terms. Does reference to legislation on overall
provision of adequate drainage suffice?

Thames Water manages and monitors the overall network
capacity within the area. Thames Water have a duty to provide
the infrastructure that is required to support committed
development. Policy ID1(1) and (2) in the LPSS are adopted
policies that already ensure that this infrastructure is delivered
as it is first needed.

At the site scale, the policy includes requirements that ensure
that development does not increase flood risk elsewhere,
which requires adequate drainage for each development.
Major schemes will be subject to review by the Lead Local
Flood Authority who have the relevant expertise necessary to
judge whether drainage proposals are adequate. Additionally,
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a large number of developments are subject to Flood Risk
Assessment depending on the size and location of the
development site.

Shalford Parish Council

Planning policy should include specifications that permeable and
soft surfaces should be included in all new development to
maximise the collection of water in the ground and to reduce run

off as much as possible.

Criteria covering this has been added to the policy.

Merrow Res

idents Association

Guildford’s drainage systems are already under massive strain and
Guildford is prone to serious flooding. More should be said in this
policy about surface water drainage and flooding and how surface
water can be harnessed to residential or commercial use.

The policy sets out a range of criteria that covers surface
water flooding and drainage. It also encourages the capture
and use of rainwater. The plan also includes climate change
policies which address rainwater harvesting.

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

There is no requirement for non-major applications to provide
SuDS on site. This is a particular issue where a number of minor
developments of up to 9 dwellings are built in a particular
community without the necessary drainage. The issue is
particularly exacerbated in villages where existing drainage can be
inadequate to deal with surface run-off, particularly during periods
of heavy rainfall.

Recommendation
It is therefore suggested that the council would be justified in
including a requirement for SuDS on minor developments (in

addition to major developments) subject to negotiation with the
lead local flood authority.

National policy requires the use of SUDS on major
developments and developments in areas at risk of flooding,
but not other developments. The Lead Local Flood Authority
(LLFA), Surrey County Council, has the statutory responsibility
to review proposals for SuDS for major developments and the
expertise to decide whether they are appropriate, but due to
resource limitations will generally only do so for major
schemes as per its statutory duty, though it will assist
development management decisions where it is able.

Where SuDS are delivered on minor developments outside
areas of flood risk, the Council would need to judge the
proposals potentially without the support of the LLFA. As the
Council does not have the relevant expertise, the policy does
not require or encourage the use of SuDS on these
developments.

The policy sets a number of requirements that apply to all
schemes (not just those required to implement SuDS). These
requirements deliver elements of the SuDS approach, but only
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those that are clear enough for planning decision makers to be
able to judge compliance without the support of the LLFA.

Compton Parish Council

The policy should be extended to ensure that SuDs schemes are
required to satisfy not just technical and design requirements, but
also ecological requirements. For example it is important to ensure
that where water run-off will impact on an important habitat, the
developer is responsible for ensuring that the quality and volume
of the water does not alter the balance of the eco-system in
question.

The policy includes criteria that address the quality of surface
water runoff in order to prevent pollution. It also requires SubDS
to provide biodiversity benefits and the biodiversity policies
provide a strong policy basis for maximising biodiversity.

West Horsley Parish Council

Recommended additions:

1. It would be helpful to include a hierarchy of SuDS options and
their effectiveness.

2. There should be reference to Neighbourhood Plans in this
section as local situations need to be carefully acknowledged and
referenced.

The SuDS sustainability hierarchy produced by the LLFA has
been included.

The Development Plan is read as a whole and where a
neighbourhood plan is in place its policies will be used to
make planning decisions.

Ripley Parish Council

Paragraphs|As per paras 4.140-4.141, the robustness of systems in areas The policy places requirements on SuDS and drainage
4.140 - surrounding proposed large new developments needs to be schemes to ensure they comply with best practice and
4.141 inspected. established standards. Large developments will be reviewed

by the LLFA who will consider whether drainage proposals are
adequate.

Thames Water

It is the responsibility of the developer to make proper provision for
drainage to ground, watercourses or surface water sewer. It is
important to reduce the quantity of surface water entering the
sewerage system in order to maximise the capacity for foul
sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding.

The policy includes a discharge hierarchy which places
discharge to combined sewer as the least favourable option
and only acceptable with the agreement of the sewerage
undertaker. The policy includes a number of criteria that aim to
slow the rate and reduce the volume of water that is
discharged from a site.
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Limiting the opportunity for surface water entering the foul and
combined sewer networks is of critical importance to Thames
Water. Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that
limits as far as possible the volume of and rate at which surface
water enters the public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have
the potential to play an important role in helping to ensure the
sewerage network has the capacity to cater for population growth
and the effects of climate change.

With regard to surface water drainage, Thames Water request that
the following paragraph should be included in the new Local Plan:

“Surface water drainage - It is the responsibility of a
developer to follow the sequential approach to the disposal
of surface waters with proper provision for surface water
draining to ground, water course or surface water sewers
being given. The discharging of surface waters to the foul
sewer can be a major contributor to sewer flooding and
should therefore be avoided.”

The proposed text has not been included as the supporting
text sufficiently covers this point.
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Policy P14: Regionally Important Geological/Geomorphological Sites

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed

Bodies

Surrey Nature Partnership

Although the topic is presently beyond the remit of the Surrey Local |Noted
Sites Partnership (now incorporated within the SyNP), we support
this policy as a relevant requirement of LPAs.
Historic England
Agree. Sites of geological/geomorphological interest are often Noted

associated with past human activity (e.g. stone quarrying, mineral
extraction) and may also have inherent historic significance.

Other organisations

Guildford Residents’ Association

Support. Is P14 consistent with the requirements in P6 and P7?

P6 and P7 deal with biodiversity. The preferred option for
policy p14 referred to impacts on biodiversity. This has been
changed to impacts on “conservation interests” in new Policy
P14. The new policy is consistent with the biodiversity
policies.

Normandy Action Group

The evidence provided under ‘Issues’ is deficient as it ignores the
locally designated Areas of Great Landscape Value [AGLV] and the
policy fails to mention AGLV. AGLYV is an appropriate
geomorphological type (dictionary definition of Geomorphological:
“of or relating to the form or surface features of the earth”).

Policy RE6 [of the Local Plan 2003] affords protection to a large
AGLYV area recognised as of county-wide importance for landscape
character. A large proportion of this area is at some indeterminate

Policy P14 protects designated Regionally Important
Geological/Geomorphological Sites. The protection of AGLV
is outside the scope of the policy.

AGLYV is a landscape designation. While it is acknowledged
that landscape has a relationship with geomorphological
features, the protection of landscape is not the purpose of
the preferred option.
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point to be considered by Natural England for inclusion in Surrey
Hills AONB. The AGLYV is at risk of speculative development. The
uncertainty of the AONB inclusion process suggests the community
would benefit from a minimum safety net of AGLV protection
through inclusion in Policy P14 as a recognised important
geomorphological site.

We propose a new paragraph in the Issues section of Policy P14 as
follows in order to maintain protection for AGLV designated land:
“Geomorphological sites that are valuable for their educational,
scientific, historic or aesthetic importance but not otherwise
determined as RIGS, specifically AGLV designated land under
consideration for inclusion in Surrey Hills AONB, shall be subject of
this policy, unless subsequently confirmed for inclusion in Surrey
Hills AONB by Natural England and Surrey Hills AONB Board. The
Council intends to protect this land in line with the protection
afforded to ‘Local sites’ in LPSS Policy ID4: Green and blue
infrastructure.”

Policy “P1 Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
and Area of Great Landscape Value” in the Local Plan
strategy and sites protects AGLV at point 5 where it states
“...Development proposals within the AGLV will be required
to demonstrate that they would not harm the setting of the
AONB or the distinctive character of the AGLYV itself.”

Natural England has confirmed that candidate areas for
inclusion in the AONB cannot be granted additional status
until such time as the AONB boundary review is undertaken.
These areas will continue to be afforded the protection
afforded by Policy P1 in the adopted LPSS.

Relying on SyNP RIGS is an inadequate response in policy
formation. The investigative process should spread its net more
widely.

RIGS are identified by the Surrey RIGS group. This leads to
a consistent approach across Surrey and we think this is an
appropriate group to lead on the identification of RIGS.

RIGS protection is only necessary where RIGS quality
features are found outside other protective designations (e.g.
SNCI, SSSI). As a result, RIGS quality features across the
borough will already be subject to protection.

The policy extends protection to unmapped features to
ensure valuable RIGS assets will not be lost.

Guildford Society

Policy Para
1)

Agree however in (1) the reference to biodiversity looks odd: these
are geological sites.

The reference to biodiversity has been changed to
“conservation interests”.

Compton Parish Council

Agree.
Within the Policy, it would be good to have protection for sites which
are not on the Surrey RIGS Group list, but which are of equal

The policy has been drafted to extend protection to
unmapped features of RIGS quality.
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Geological /Geomorphological interest/importance as those which
have been listed.

Policy para
2)

Point 2 could be strengthened by changing “ every effort is made by
the applicant to reduce harm to the conservation interests of the
Regionally Important Geological/Geomorphological Site through
avoidance and mitigation measures” to “the applicant should reduce
harm to the conservation interests of the Regionally Important
Geological/Geomorphological Site through avoidance and mitigation
measures.”

The wording has been revamped to improve effectiveness
and now refers to “every effort” to “prevent” and “minimise”
harm.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

The post codes for each RIGS site should be added to help people
find them.

The locations of the RIGS will be shown on the policies map.

Other respondents

Policy para
1)

In (1) the reference to biodiversity looks odd: these are geological
sites.

The reference to biodiversity has been changed to
“conservation interests”.

Is this consistent with P6 and P7?

P6 and P7 deal with biodiversity. The preferred option for
policy P14 referred to impacts on biodiversity. This has been
changed to impacts on “conservation interests” in new Policy
P14. The new policy is consistent with the biodiversity
policies.
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Policy D4 Achieving high quality design and local distinctiveness

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Historic England

Agree; requiring good design is inextricably linked with Noted.
understanding and respect for character and distinctiveness, and
the defining characteristics of each part of the plan area would be
reinforced in the approach to design proposed.
Other organisations
Guildford Society
1. Policy should reference the use of the South East Design 1. LPSS Policy D1 references the use of Design Review
Panel Panel
2. ?:ﬁ:uﬁtgggﬁ'iigaﬁ:]ek;t{gT\Igé?ehnt;ggr%gggjattlzrnssm 2. The policy states that development proposals must
: . 9 00d p - have regard to relevant national and local guidance.
3. Consideration of the forthcoming Building Better Building The supporting text will clarify that this includes an
Beautiful Commission report when released if timing reIevanFt)%eigh%ourhood plans y
allows ) '
4. Blanket policy G5 of the 2003 plan should be included in 3. The policy states that development proposals must
the LPDMP have regard to relevant national and local guidance —
5. Policy needs to have more hard limits that are only broken this will future proof it as it will capture anything
in exceptional circumstances (this particularly applies to published or adopted after the LPDMP is adopted.
DPHa see proposals under Question 1) 4. The content is considered to be covered by the suite
of policies included in the LPSS and the emerging
LPDMP. These policies have also been prepared in
accordance with the NPPF and National Design
Guide.
5. ltis not reasonable and in many cases not possible to

have such hard limits on aspects of design where
there are many interdependent considerations which
must be considered together on a case by case basis.
In relation to density — appropriate density is an
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outcome of design-led approach that considers a
range of factors particular to the site in question and
its context and results in high quality development.
Inappropriate density is one that has not considered
these factors.

Design
Standards

(2)

Respect for ‘Landmark Buildings’ in G5(1) 2003 is replaced by
understanding of ‘features of interest’ which is perhaps weaker.

Features of interest is considered to be more appropriate as it
covers of broader range of built and natural features,
including landmark buildings. The policy has been amended
to refer to built and natural features of interest.

Character of
Development

(7)

Reference to paragraph 1.1.3 of the Strategic Development
Framework — SPD

The supporting text refers to the SDF SPD as one of the
relevant design guidance that development proposals should
have regard to.

Character of
Development
(7e)

1. The very clear statement of 2003 Policy G5(6) that views
are protected etc. should be include in the LPDMP. The
word ‘respond’ in 7e does not carry the force of the
wording in 2003 Policy G5(6): the wording of G5(6) should
be included in the new Policy

2. Not clear how smaller sites are covered by this element of
the policy

1. The supporting text refers to the Guildford Town
Centre Views SPD as one of the relevant design
guidance that development proposals should have
regard to. This provides guidance on how to manage
change in key views with the aim to retain the
character of Guildford and what makes its special,
including the ability to appreciate key heritage assets,
and to understand the relationship of Guildford with its
landscape setting. The word “protect” implies that
there would be no change. The policy also requires
that development proposals must demonstrate a clear
understanding of and respond positively to significant
views and the topography of a site. LPSS Policy S3(5)
requires development in the town centre to have
regard to important views.

2. All sizes of site will need to have regard to views and
topography acknowledging however that it is likely
that larger schemes would have more of a potential
impact.

Incorporate more ambitious standards to ensure mass, scale and
basic amenity are incorporated, suggestions made include

¢ Private internal space

The desired outcome is high quality design — it is considered
more effective that the policy includes the qualitative
considerations and requirements that we think are imperative
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Private outside space
Spatial quality
Aspect and outlook
Spacing

Mass as part of views
Sustainable design
Height

in achieving this. The setting of quantitative standards may
not always deliver these outcomes nor will they likely be
appropriate/justified in all circumstances. Where it is
considered that quantitative standards deliver a desired
outcome then these have been set out in policy e.g. minimum
space standards and balcony size.

Taylor Wimpe

Yy

Supports alternative option of being assessed against Local
Plan Strategy & Sites 2019, NPPF, National Design Guide and
PPG and where relevant the Strategic Design Codes

1. Policy D1 in the Local Plan (2019) ensures a
comprehensive design process for development in the
borough. Therefore, highly prescriptive policy that has the
potential to contradict other planning policy and can
become a hinderance that impacts negatively on design as
opposed to assist.

2. Questions over duplicity with Policy D1 and the SDF SDP
and consider that this policy should not be applicable to
strategic sites

It is considered that D4 provides additional detail to Policy D1
and complements the National Design Guide which was
published after adopted of the LPSS. Whilst there may be an
element of overlap between D1/D4 and the SDF SPD this is
not considered to be an issue so long as there are no
contradictory requirements. It is considered that they are
consistent with each other as the SDF SPD takes the policy
further by providing site specific design principles. Reference
to the SDF SPD has been added to the supporting policy.

General
Principle (4)

Consider this is already addressed in Policy D1 & SDF SPD with
the suggestion that it is removed and added to the supporting text.

Policy D1 and the SDF SPD only refer to this in relation to
strategic sites. This policy requirement is applicable to all
sites not just the strategic sites, some of which are in multiple
ownership.

Bridge End Farm, Ockham

General Consider this is already addressed in Policy D1 & SDF SDP with | pglicy D1 and the SDF SPD only refer to this in relation to

Principle (4) |the suggestion that it is not appropriate or necessary for inclusion | strategic sites. This policy requirement is applicable to all
sites not just the strategic sites, some of which are in multiple
ownership.

Holy Trinity Amenity Group
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Concerns about the cumulative impact of incremental
development — Suggestions made:

applications in established areas are not to be considered
in isolation the test will be whether the change would be
acceptable if implemented on every property

embodied energy to be considered in a quantitative way
and must be related to a stated design life of the building

Each planning application must be assessed on its own
merits. Embodied carbon is addressed in emerging Policy
D12.

Send Parish Council

1.

Policy needs to ensure that the full spec provided in the
2003 policy is carried forward into the new ones

Reference to Neighbourhood Plans, the existing built form
and consideration of space around buildings

1. The content is considered to be covered by the suite
of policies included in the LPSS and the emerging
LPDMP. These policies have also been prepared in
accordance with the NPPF and National Design
Guide.

2. The policy states that development proposals must
have regard to relevant national and local design
guidance. The supporting text clarifies that this
includes neighbourhood plans. The policy requires an
understanding of the surrounding context and
references the form and scale of buildings and
spaces.

Weyside Urban Village

1.

2.

High quality design can respect local character without
necessarily directly reflecting it

Should be a reference to push for innovation in house
types to help achieve housing numbers on higher density
sites and provide sustainable and flexible accommodation

It is considered important that sites have a clear
understanding, and respond positively to, the local context.
This does not imply that it is necessary to replicate it in all
instances. For strategic sites such as WUV, it is considered
that this is addressed through LPSS Policy D1(5) which
states: Given the size, function and proposed density of the
strategic allocations it may not always be desirable to reflect
locally distinct patterns of development. These sites must
create their own identity to ensure cohesive and vibrant
neighbourhoods.
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The policy has been amended to indicate that increased
densities may be appropriate if it would not have a
detrimental impact on an area’s prevailing character and
setting.

Character of
Development

(7a)

Could be read as requiring new development to follow established
street patterns etc, and it is possible to do so by presenting a new
pattern of development

As a general principle it is considered important that
developments respond and reinforce locally distinct patterns
of development however for strategic sites such as WUV
LPSS Policy D1(5) is also applicable.

The policy has been amended to read ‘responds positively to’

Design
Standards

(6)

Should reference existing residents in the surrounding area as
well as new occupants of a development

This part of the policy has been deleted as it is already
covered by Policy D1(9)

The Woodland Trust

Would like to see them expanded to reflect the importance of
natural elements in the built environment. Have made the
following suggestions

1. Incorporation of existing trees, hedgerows and other
important natural features (5h)

2. Make a positive contribution to the natural environment
(6d)

3. development proposals should incorporate the protection
and extension of green infrastructure such as tree lines
and hedgerows, to enhance overall environmental quality,
frame built elements and connect existing habitats (79g)

These aspects are all covered by the emerging biodiversity
policies. The plan needs to be read as a whole.

Martin Grant Homes

Should acknowledge that the amount of detail in term of design
will need to be appropriate to the type of planning application.

Only those policies that are relevant to the type and detail of
application submitted would be relevant in the decision
making process. It is not considered necessary to
acknowledge this in the policy as this will be applicable
across many policies in the plan.
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Hallam Land Management Ltd

1. Questions the need for further Development Management
Policy concerning design in the case of the Strategic Sites
given the existence of the SPD

2. Suggests recognition in the supporting text of this fact

It is considered that D4 provides additional detail to Policy D1
and complements the National Design Guide which was
published after adopted of the LPSS. Whilst there may be an
element of overlap between D1/D4 and the SDF SPD this is
not considered to be an issue so long as there are no
contradictory requirements. It is considered that they are
consistent with each other as the SDF SPD takes the policy
further by providing site specific design principles. Reference
to the SDF SPD has been added to the supporting policy.

Design
Standard (4)

Considers that this is addressed in the SPD in the case of the
strategic sites

Policy D1 and the SDF SPD only refer to this in relation to
strategic sites. This policy requirement is applicable to all
sites not just the strategic sites, some of which are in multiple
ownership.

Cranley Road

Area Residents Association

1. Policy should specify green approaches along transport
routes and edge of settlement

2. The following should be captured in the policy

e Spacing between buildings to allow for green
features

¢ Management of building heights to respect
topography and views

The policy requires that development proposals demonstrate
a clear understanding of, and respond positively to, issues
such as significant views, and surrounding landscape and
topography, and that these factors inform a proposals’ form
and scale, and landscaping.

Character of
Development

(7e)

1. Should also refer to the importance of views into and out
from settlements more general

2. The significance of the roofscapes given Guildford
topography

The policy requires that development proposals demonstrate
a clear understanding of, and respond positively to, issues
such as significant views, and surrounding landscape and
topography, and that these factors inform a proposals’ form
and scale — this includes heights and roofscapes.

Guildford Residents’ Association
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1. Recommend specific mention of Nationally Described

Space Standards as a way of dealing with minimum space

requirements

2. Reference to Neighbourhood Plans & Council Landscape

and Townscape Character Assessments as relevant
considerations

1. This is already required as part of LPSS Policy H1

2. The policy states that development proposals must
have regard to relevant national and local design
guidance. The supporting text clarifies that this
includes neighbourhood plans and the LCA.

Design
Standards
1)

Consider that the wording could be usefully strengthened by
changing ‘have regard to’ to ‘comply with’

‘have regard to’ is considered more appropriate as there are
not necessarily hard ‘rules’ that development proposals ‘need
to comply with’ — instead there are numerous factors that
need to have been considered and responded to at each
stage of the design process

West Horsley

Parish Council

1. Needs to ensure that the full spec provided in the 2003
policies is carried forward into these new ones.

2. Reference to the existing build form and consideration to

space around buildings

1. The content is considered to be covered by the suite
of policies included in the LPSS and the emerging
LPDMP. These policies have also been prepared in
accordance with the NPPF and National Design
Guide.

2. The policy requires that development proposals
demonstrate a clear understanding of, and respond
positively to, issues such as surrounding context and
prevailing character. The policy requires that a design
led approach is demonstrated at all stages of the
design process — this includes when considering the
site’s layout, and the form and scale of its buildings
and spaces.

Design
Standards

(1)

Suggested reference to Neighbourhood Plans

The policy states that development proposals must have
regard to relevant national and local design guidance. The
supporting text clarifies that this includes neighbourhood
plans.

Character of
Development
(7e)

Suggested reference to strategic views in Neighbourhood Plans

and views noted in AONB/Surrey Hills Management Plans

The policy states that development proposals must have
regard to relevant national and local design guidance. The
supporting text clarifies that this includes neighbourhood
plans. Adopted neighbourhood plans are already part of the
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development plan — it is not considered necessary or
appropriate to specifically reference one single policy aspect
that may or may not be contained in adopted neighbourhood
plans. LPSS Policy P1 already provides a policy hook for the
AONB Management Plan.

Compton Pari

sh Council

Would like to see vernacular design encouraged in traditional
Surreylvillage settings

The policy requires high quality design which contributes to
local distinctiveness by demonstrating a clear understanding
of, and responding positively to, issues such as surrounding
context and prevailing character. The supporting text refers to
vernacular design.

Character of
Development
(7e)

Could be widened to include views into and out of open
countryside

The policy requires that development proposals demonstrate
a clear understanding of, and respond positively to significant
views (to and from the site)

Burpham Community Association

Suggest that for major developments this should be subject to
local consultation not just council approval.

Consultation with local residents and other stakeholders
forms part of the planning application process.

Merrow Resid

ents’ Association

Suggests that there are likely to be some interesting design
challenges to the traditional concept and local distinctiveness
when it comes to low energy sustainable building initiatives e.g.
Passivehaus & LETI

The policy has been amended to provide support to the
appropriate use of innovative materials and construction
techniques.

East Clandon

Parish Council

Needs to ensure that the full spec provided in the 2003 policies is
carried forward into these new ones.

The content is considered to be covered by the suite of
policies included in the LPSS and the emerging LPDMP.
These policies have also been prepared in accordance with
the NPPF and National Design Guide.
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Design
Standards

(1)

Suggested reference to Neighbourhood Plans

The policy states that development proposals must have
regard to relevant national and local design guidance. The
supporting text clarifies that this includes neighbourhood
plans.

Character of
Development
(7e)

Suggested reference to strategic views in Neighbourhood Plans
and views noted in AONB/Surrey Hills Management Plans

Adopted neighbourhood plans are already part of the
development plan — it is not considered necessary or
appropriate to specifically reference one single policy aspect
that may or may not be contained in adopted neighbourhood
plans. LPSS Policy P1 already provides a policy hook for the
AONB Management Plan.

Portland Capital

1. Encourage uplift in densities in appropriate locations by 1. The policy has been amended to indicate that
recognising minimum density ranges increased densities may be appropriate if would not

2. In the context of historic under delivery, as per point C of have a detrimental impact on an area’s prevailing
NPPF paragraph 123; site size, urban grain and context should character and setting.
be reviewed on a site by site basis, with a flexible approach to 2. NPPF para 123(c) relates to the decision making
daylight and sunlight, where it would inhibit making efficient process and does not suggest that policies should
use of a site. include a flexible approach to these matters.

3. Policy is conflicting in that it seeks to ensure development 3. The policy has been amended to say that the use of
respects and responds to history of place and surrounding innovative design approaches, including use of
context while also encouraging sites to consider the materials and construction techniques, will be
opportunity to create site specific identities supported where this presents an opportunity to

4. Policy should include greater flexibility to allow development of create new or complementary identities that
higher densities to come forward in appropriate locations and contributes to and enhances local character.
not preclude appropriate innovation 4. The policy has been amended to provide support for

increased densities if it would not have a detrimental
impact on an area’s prevailing character and setting.
Reach Plc

1. Approach needs to balance achieving high quality design and |High quality design can and should be delivered on all sites.
delivering schemes which are viable thus a need for flexibility |The policy is not overly prescriptive and instead requires that

2. Suggestion that the general principles should be applied, development proposals take account of all relevant factors

subject to site and development specific issues
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3. Principles such as form scale and massing should be
considered and applied in the round

which taken together contribute to good design. Each site will
be considered on its own merits.

East Horsley Parish Council

Design
Standards
1)

Suggested reference to Neighbourhood Plans

The policy states that development proposals must have
regard to relevant national and local design guidance. The
supporting text clarifies that this includes neighbourhood
plans.

Ockham Parish Council

Policy should deliver high quality design that supports the context
and the setting only and does not create inappropriate density,
change of identity or change the landscape, leading to loss of
rural views

The policy requires that development proposals to
demonstrate a clear understanding of, and respond positively
to, issues such as surrounding context however this needs to
be considered alongside LPSS Policy D1(5) which is
applicable to strategic sites. The policy has been amended to
indicate that increased densities may be appropriate if it
would not have a detrimental impact on an area’s prevailing
character and setting.

Effingham Parish Council

In semi-rural and rural areas hedges may be better than
wooden/metal fences and metal fences to facilitate wildlife
movement — except where unkempt hedges may restrict
paths/pavements

This matter is addressed by the emerging Policy P6.

Downsedge Residents’ Association

National Design Guide should not be used as a reference for
protecting character of existing settlements. Should either use the
LCA (2007) or a new SPD

The National Design Guide outlines and illustrates the
Government’s priorities for well-designed places. It provides
the overarching principles that deliver high quality places. The
policy states that development proposals must have regard to
relevant national and local design guidance. The supporting
text clarifies that this includes the LCA.
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Design
Standards

(2)

Clear distinction should be made between the aim of maintaining
character in existing settlements and potentially creating a 'new
identity’ in allocated and strategic sites where desirable.

The policy has been amended to say that support will be
given to the opportunity to create new or complementary
identities where these contribute to and enhance local
character.

Sport England

Policy D1 refers to Building For Life guidance (updated to Building
for a Healthy Life 2020) whereas D4 refers to National design
Guide — not clear which takes precedence.

Neither takes precedence — they need to be considered
together. It is considered that both sets of design guidance
are complementary. The updated Building for a Healthy Life
2020 shows the relationship between it and the NPPF and
NDG. The policy states that development proposals must
have regard to relevant national and local design guidance.
The supporting text clarifies that this includes Building for a
Healthy Life 2020.

Policy should refer to new developments embodying the principles
of Active Design (October 2015), which is a guide to planning new
developments that create the right environment to help people get
more active, more often in the interests of health and wellbeing.

The policy states that development proposals must have
regard to relevant national and local design guidance. The
supporting text clarifies that this includes Sport England
guidance.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

6(a)

Should include reference to meeting current guidelines

This part of the policy has been deleted as it is already
covered by Policy D1(9). Accessibility standards are set by
Building regs.

Residents for

Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

Do not agree. The policy should be split to cover each aspect
separately (high quality design/ local distinctiveness)

Maintaining and contributing to local distinctiveness is
achieved through the provision of development that reflects
high quality design. These two aspects are considered to be
inter-related and must be considered together at each stage
of the design process. The policy has been amended to make
this linkage clearer.

Para 5.16 refers to the requirement of a thorough analysis and
assessment of the context and character of areas in development

The policy states that development proposals must have
regard to relevant national and local design guidance. This
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proposals within the Borough. This analysis and assessment
should be undertaken by the Council with input from communities
and set standards for applicants to follow. This would create a
baseline rather than a subjective approach that is retrofitted to
justify proposals.

would include any subsequent guidance prepared by the
Council.

Policy unclear/ambiguous. Para (2) requires demonstration of an
understanding of local character however (3) and (5) states that
sites should create their own identifies.

It is considered important that sites have a clear
understanding, and respond positively to, the local context.
The policy has been amended to say that support will be
given to the opportunity to create new or complementary
identities where these contribute to and enhance local
character.

The general principles of the design standards as set out within
the preferred option for policy D4 should be expanded to show
proper understanding of the breadth of design requirements as
recognised by national policy (10 characteristics in the National
Design Guide).

The policy has been amended to require the achievement of
the 10 characteristics of well-designed places.

NPPF requires design policies should be developed with local
communities. Policy should include reference to Neighbourhood
Plans and community-led design

The emerging plan is subject to a number of public
consultations where the views of the community are sought.
Additionally, the plan has been prepared with the involvement
of councillors who represent their local communities. The
policy states that development proposals must have regard to
relevant national and local design guidance. The supporting
text clarifies that this includes neighbourhood plans.

Should contain a requirement for all applications (beyond
householder applications) to engage with the Design Review
Panel or local community as part of the planning process.

LPSS Policy D1(16) sets the Council's expectation on the use
of Design review Panel for larger schemes. The Council’s
Statement of Community Involvement sets out the
expectations for community involvement as part of the
planning application process.

LPDMP should contain minimum technical housing standards as
an appendix.

LPSS Policy H1 already requires that developments meet the
minimum space standards.

Other respondents
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It is important that the principles are binding. Please include
reference to the Nationally Described Space Standards.

LPSS Policy H1 already requires that developments meet the
minimum space standards.

Helpful if the overall policy could be explicit that the principles
refer to both the rural villages as well as the town centre.

The policy is applicable to all new development, irrespective
of location.

The blanket Policy G5 of the 2003 Plan should be included in the
LPDMP

The content is considered to be covered by the suite of
policies included in the LPSS and the emerging LPDMP.
These policies have also been prepared in accordance with
the NPPF and National Design Guide.

Design
Standards

(2)

Respect for ‘Landmark Buildings’ in G5(1) 2003 is replaced by
understanding of ‘features of interest’ which is perhaps weaker.

Features of interest is considered to be more appropriate as it
covers of broader range of built and natural features,
including landmark buildings. The policy has been amended
to refer to built and natural features of interest. Buildings may
be further protected by the various heritage policies.

Character of
Development
(7e)

‘Respond’ should be amended to ‘respect’ or ‘protect’

The supporting text refers to the Guildford Town Centre
Views SPD as one of the relevant design guidance that
development proposals should have regard to. This provides
guidance on how to manage change in key views with the
aim to retain the character of Guildford and what makes its
special, including the ability to appreciate key heritage assets,
and to understand the relationship of Guildford with its
landscape setting. The word “protect” implies that there would
be no change. The policy also requires that development
proposals must demonstrate a clear understanding of and
respond positively to significant views and the topography of
a site. LPSS Policy S3(5) requires development in the town
centre to have regard to important views.

To view design in the long term with emphasis on the use of
sustainable material as opposed to manmade

This is addressed through emerging Policy D12.

Include a requirement to provide a ‘Design Statement’ for each
significant development which clearly demonstrates an
understanding of its context and surroundings with an
appreciation of local materials, detail and forms and massing.

A Design and Access Statement (DAS) is required for all
major developments (10 or more units) and all schemes in
conservation areas that comprise at least one dwelling or
100sgm of commercial floorspace. The DAS must:
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e explain the design principles and concepts that have
been applied to the development;

¢ demonstrate the steps taken to appraise the context
of the development and how the design of the
development takes that context into account
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Policy D5:

Privacy and Amenity

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Other organisations

Guildford Society

Design proposals should demonstrate how habitable rooms within
each dwelling are provided with an adequate level of visual and
acoustic privacy in relation to neighbouring property, the street and
other public spaces.

The supporting text addresses this point.

Taylor Wimpey

(@)

Suggested amendment:
2) ensure developments encourage private, semi-private and
public outdoor amenity space”. maximise-opportunitiesfor

— o] ; ,

This is will ensure that the issue is addressed as a whole across
sites, but other areas (such as public amenity space, other public
spaces, density) and design are not compromised on the basis of
private amenity space provision.

Private outdoor amenity space is considered to make an
important contribution to residents’ quality of life, highlighted
during the COVID pandemic. However, it is acknowledged
that shared amenity can play an important role particularly in
denser forms of development where opportunities for private
amenity space may be more limited. The policy has been
amended to list the key considerations necessary to ensuring
that any type of amenity space provided is well-designed and
fit for purpose.

Holy Trinity

Amenity Group

Clarification of what level of overlooking is unacceptable.

It is not considered appropriate or necessary to prescribe set
standards. The level of overlooking will be influenced by a
number of factors. These will be assessed instead on a case
by case basis as part of consideration of wider site design.

Send Parish Council

e Clarity around the use of extensive glazing and the impact
on protected areas, whilst also protecting the privacy of
occupiers is also required within this policy.

The policy requires consideration of the living environment of
existing residential properties as well as the living conditions of
new properties, including in relation to matters such as privacy
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Needs reference to respecting and protecting dark skies.

Boundary treatments should reflect the local character and
blend in with the existing landscape setting.

and artificial lighting. Emerging Policy D10a addresses issues
to do with light impacts and light pollution whilst other design
policies ensure that development responds positively to local
character and the landscape setting.

Savills obo Weyside Urban Village

Policy should not include minimum garden depths. Should
acknowledge that there are other options to providing alternative
amenity space (e.qg. First floor terraces) in higher density
development

The Policy does not prescribe minimum garden sizes but does
list the key considerations necessary to ensuring that any type
of amenity space provided is well-designed and fit for purpose.
The supporting text clarifies that amenity space can take
different forms depending on the form of housing.

Cranley Road Area Residents Association

lines

Should refer to development being sensitive to established building

This matter is addressed in emerging Policy D4.

Guildford Residents’ Association

Should include minimum standards for external amenity

The desired outcome is high quality design and amenity space
that is useable and fit for purpose — it is considered more
effective that the policy includes the qualitative considerations
and requirements that we think are imperative in achieving
this. The setting of quantitative standards may not always
deliver these outcomes nor will they likely be
appropriate/justified in all circumstances. Where it is
considered that quantitative standards deliver a desired
outcome then these have been set out in policy e.g. minimum
space standards and balcony size.

West Horsley Parish Council

Clarity around the use of extensive glazing and the impact
on protected areas, whilst also protecting the privacy of
occupiers is also required within this policy.

Needs reference to respecting and protecting dark skies.

The policy requires consideration of the living environment of
existing residential properties as well as the living conditions of
new properties, including in relation to matters such as privacy
and artificial lighting. Emerging Policy D10a addresses issues
to do with light impacts and light pollution whilst other design
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e Boundary treatments should reflect the local character and |policies ensure that development responds positively to local
blend in with the existing landscape setting. character and the landscape setting.

Burpham Community Association

Must include the Neighbourhood Plan off-street parking space Neighbourhood Plans are adopted in their own right. They are
requirements (which are concerned with the amenity value for part of the Development Plan, carry their own weight and sit
neighbours). alongside the GBC Local Plans. The development plan must

be read as a whole and appropriate weight given to its
component parts. Para 30 of the NPPF explains how conflict
between policies in the NP and LP is to be dealt with. So
replication in the LP would not appear to be necessary.

Emerging Policy ID11 does however defer to adopted
neighbourhood plan parking policies outside of strategic sites.

Merrow Residents’ Association

Should include minimum standards for external amenity The desired outcome is high quality design and amenity space
that is useable and fit for purpose — it is considered more
effective that the policy includes the qualitative considerations
and requirements that we think are imperative in achieving
this. The setting of quantitative standards may not always
deliver these outcomes nor will they likely be
appropriate/justified in all circumstances. Where it is
considered that quantitative standards deliver a desired
outcome then these have been set out in policy e.g. minimum
space standards and balcony size.

East Clandon Parish Council

e Clarity around the use of extensive glazing and the impact | The policy requires consideration of the living environment of
on protected areas, whilst also protecting the privacy of existing residential properties as well as the living conditions of
occupiers is also required within this policy. new properties, including in relation to matters such as privacy

and artificial lighting. Emerging Policy D10a addresses issues

to do with light impacts and light pollution whilst other design
policies ensure that development responds positively to local
character and the landscape setting.

¢ Needs reference to respecting and protecting dark skies.

e Boundary treatments should reflect the local character and
blend in with the existing landscape setting.

182




Guildford Vision Group

Question whether elements listed in 3) of ‘factors to be
considered’, sit appropriately alongside the Air Quality Policy?

These factors can have an impact on people’s amenity which
is separate to the issue of air quality.

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

Unclear how factors of bin and bike storage (4) and provision and
access to electrical vehicle charging points (5) would impact upon
amenity. These did not form part of the previous policy G1(3) which
dealt with Protection of amenities enjoyed by occupants of
buildings. These are nevertheless important factors and would
actually benefit from their own policies but have no place within
policy D5 and should be removed.

Agreed. Policy D5 has been amended to focus solely on the
protection of amenity and the provision of amenity uses. A hew
policy (Policy D5a) has been created which now deals with
visual amenity related to external servicing features and
stores.

Need to set minimum standards for amenity space as Waverley
has done - minimum of 20 square metres to be provided per
dwelling, or in the case where a private balcony is provided then
this can be reduced to 15 square metres.

The desired outcome is high quality design and amenity space
that is useable and fit for purpose — it is considered more
effective that the policy includes the qualitative considerations
and requirements that we think are imperative in achieving
this. The setting of quantitative standards may not always
deliver these outcomes nor will they likely be
appropriate/justified in all circumstances. Where it is
considered that quantitative standards deliver a desired
outcome then these have been set out in policy e.g. minimum
space standards and balcony size.

Policy should include reference to boundary treatments and
landscaping which can both impact on amenity. This should not be
left to conditions.

Landscaping (which includes boundary treatments) is covered
by emerging Policy D4.

Clir Ruth Brothwell

There should be minimum separation distances between
properties

The desired outcome is high quality design and amenity space
that is useable and fit for purpose — it is considered more
effective that the policy includes the qualitative considerations
and requirements that we think are imperative in achieving
this. The setting of quantitative standards may not always
deliver these outcomes nor will they likely be

183




appropriate/justified in all circumstances. Where it is
considered that quantitative standards deliver a desired
outcome then these have been set out in policy e.g. minimum
space standards and balcony size.

The policy should protect existing green landscaping features

Emerging Policy D4 requires that development responds
positively respond to the surrounding context, prevailing
character and landscape.

Downsedge

Residents’ Association

Need to set minimum standards for amenity space as Waverley
has done - minimum of 20 square metres to be provided per
dwelling, or in the case where a private balcony is provided then
this can be reduced to 15 square metres.

There should be minimum separation distances between
properties

The desired outcome is high quality design and amenity space
that is useable and fit for purpose — it is considered more
effective that the policy includes the qualitative considerations
and requirements that we think are imperative in achieving
this. The setting of quantitative standards may not always
deliver these outcomes nor will they likely be
appropriate/justified in all circumstances. Where it is
considered that quantitative standards deliver a desired
outcome then these have been set out in policy e.g. minimum
space standards and balcony size.

Ockham Parish Council

Large scale housing developments on designated strategic sites
will conflict with this policy.

Issues of maintaining privacy and amenity where residential
development edges a strategic site will need to be considered
as part of the masterplanning process.

East Horsley Parish Council

Since boundary screening is an important element for ensuring
neighbouring privacy, we suggest it would be helpful to include this
item within the list of supporting criterion, potentially with
encouragement for green boundary solutions.

The policy lists the various factors that can have an adverse
impact on new or existing residents’ amenity — design
solutions that might help mitigate these impacts are covered
through emerging Policy D4.

Other respondents
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Should include minimum standards for external amenity.

Should include minimum standards on adequate space between
properties.

The desired outcome is high quality design and amenity space
that is useable and fit for purpose — it is considered more
effective that the policy includes the qualitative considerations
and requirements that we think are imperative in achieving
this. The setting of quantitative standards may not always
deliver these outcomes nor will they likely be
appropriate/justified in all circumstances. Where it is
considered that quantitative standards deliver a desired
outcome then these have been set out in policy e.g. minimum
space standards and balcony size.

This policy should also consider the issue at the
demolition/construction phase

This policy is only concerned with the amenity impact of the
proposal once it is built. Amenity issues that may occur during
the construction phase are covered by separate Environmental
Health legislation. The supporting text clarifies this point.

Developments should be built with communal bins

Policy D5 has been amended to focus solely on the protection
of amenity and the provision of amenity uses. A new policy
(Policy D5a) has been created which now deals with visual
amenity related to external servicing features and stores such
as bins.
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Policy D6: Shopfront Design

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Historic England

Would benefit from supporting design advice in the form of
supplementary planning guidance as they can have significant
impacts, individually and cumulatively, on local character and
distinctiveness of sensitive areas, such as Guildford high street
and village centres.

It is agreed that there is merit in providing additional guidance
on this topic however this will be contained in a future SPD
which is outside the scope of the LPDMP process. Not making
reference to the SPD in the LPDMP does not preclude an SPD
being produced, nor lessen the weight that can be applied to it.

Other organisations

Cranley Road Area Residents Assaociation

Should set out that acrylic facing across frontages will be resisted

It would be unreasonable for the policy to stipulate the
prevention of acrylic. Its acceptability is dependent on context
and purpose, so there may be occasions where its use is
acceptable. Therefore, the policy will seek to stipulate that the
design of shopfronts are designed to a high quality, that is
responsive to character and context and utilises sustainable
materials.

Guildford Society

The 2003 Policy G7 has a clause on respect for local character,
this is missing from the new Policy.

Agreed — The policy has been amended to provide additional
emphasis on local distinctiveness and contextual design. This
is achieved by:

o Citing that shopfronts are required to be designed to a
high quality that is responsive to or enhances the
character and appearance of their surrounding context.
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¢ Having an expectation that their design retains or
relates well to the proportion, scale, detailing, period
and character of the host building as a whole and the
wider street setting.

e Expecting that shopfronts that contribute positively to
the established character and appearance of the
building they form part of, or the surrounding context to
be retained.

e Expecting the retention of original features and details
where they are of architectural or historic interest, or
where they contribute to the character and appearance
of the street scene.

There should be a reference to the GBC Guidance on Shopfront
Design and Security in Historic areas.

It is agreed that there is merit in providing additional guidance
on this topic, however this will be contained in a future SPD
which is outside the scope of the LPDMP process. Not making
reference to the SPD in the LPDMP does not preclude an SPD
being produced, nor lessen the weight that can be applied to it.

There needs to be an addition to the policy to cover shops that are
converted to other uses and how are blank facades going to be
managed.

With regards to the comment about shop conversions the
policy has been amended to include the term alteration which
will cover this type of work. In making this adjustment the
policy now sets out that alterations
e Are expected to use high quality materials; and
e That they are of a design that retains, or relates well to
a number design/architectural attributes of the host
building as well as the wider street scene

The policy now also specifically identifies the
retention/restoration of shopfronts that positively contribute to
the established character and appearance of a building or
surrounding context which will equally be applicable in case of
conversion.
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With regards to the management of blank facades, this is
another reasonable suggestion, and as such the policy has
been refined to ensure that there expectation for shopfronts to
present an active frontage to the street scene at all times.

In both instances we feel additional guidance will be able to be
provided in a future SPD, but this is outside the scope of the
LPDMP process.

Holy Trinity Amenity Group

Control has been greatly helped by detail requirements given in the
SPG “Shopfront Design” which needs to be kept / updated. The
plan must state that shopfronts, at least in Conservation Areas,
follow the detail of the associated SPG/SPD.

It is agreed that there is merit in providing additional guidance
on this topic, however this will be contained in a future SPD
which is outside the scope of the LPDMP process. Not making
reference to the SPD in the LPDMP does not preclude an SPD
being produced nor lessen the weight that can be applied to it.

West Horsley Parish Council

Policy should refer to the need to respond to local character and
setting and respect the character and style of the existing building

Agreed — The policy has been amended to provide additional
emphasis on local distinctiveness and contextual design. This
is achieved by:

¢ Citing that shopfronts are required to be designed to a
high quality that is responsive to or enhances the
character and appearance of their surrounding context.

¢ Having an expectation that their design retains or
relates well to the proportion, scale, detailing, period
and character of the host building as a whole and the
wider street setting.

e Expecting that shopfronts that contribute positively to
the established character and appearance of the
building they form part of, or the surrounding context to
be retained.

e Expecting the retention of original features and details
where they are of architectural or historic interest, or
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where they contribute to the character and appearance
of the street scene.

Burpham Community Association

Need a coherent style or options guide which over-rides each shop
or companies desire for their own standard

The suggestion of a coherent style and options guide is not
appropriate. Nevertheless, it is considered that companies
imposing their own standards upon shop designs can be
successfully managed by covering the following within the
policy.
¢ Design being responsive to the architectural form and
design of the host building and wider street setting

e Setting out the key architectural components for good
shopfront design

e Ensuring that features and details of historic or
architectural interest are retained

Compton Parish Council

Should avoid vibrant colours on the High Street altogether, and
instead opt only for neutral tones, which are more in keeping with a
historic town centre.

It would be unreasonable for the policy to stipulate such
matters, acceptability is entirely dependent upon context.
However additional guidance on this matter could be included
within an SPD, which we agree there would be merit in
providing, however this is outside the scope of the LPDMP
process.

Notwithstanding the above, the policy stipulates that the
design of shopfronts are designed to a high quality, that is
responsive to character and context and utilises sustainable
materials.

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum
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Policy para

(3)

Please define ‘shop front’. E.g. please be aware, shop entrances
can be to the side or ‘back’ or have multiple entrances. Should all
entrances have easy access for all or just one of multiple
entrances?

Noted — A definition is to be provided as part of the supporting
text. The supporting text will also cover the requirement for all
new and replacement shopfronts to incorporate a Best
Practice approach to access and inclusion, including
compliancy with part M of Schedule 1 to the Building
Regulations 2010.

Worplesdon Parish Council

Needs to include lighting and control of lighting.

The policy makes reference to security lighting, however
advertisement illumination is covered in proposed policy D7.

Effingham Parish Council

Should add that the appearance of the shop front should be in
character with its surroundings. There are too many shops in the
borough that are out of character with their neighbours and out of
character with the area including: unsightly security grills and other
security equipment, unsightly and garish colours, too many
advertisements and over illumination at night.

Agreed — The policy has been amended to provide additional
emphasis on local distinctiveness and contextual design. This
is achieved by:

Citing that shopfronts are required to be designed to a
high quality that is responsive to or enhances the
character and appearance of their surrounding context.

Having an expectation that their design retains or
relates well to the proportion, scale, detailing, period
and character of the host building as a whole and the
wider street setting.

Expecting that shopfronts that contribute positively to
the established character and appearance of the
building they form part of, or the surrounding context to
be retained.

Expecting the retention of original features and details
where they are of architectural or historic interest, or
where they contribute to the character and appearance
of the street scene.

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group
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This policy, together with policy D7 Advertisement, hanging signs
and illumination should be moved to the later part of the Design
Chapter to enable the design policies to be read in sequence.

Agreed - However we cannot do this until we adopt the plan as
we need to make sure that all comments across all
consultations are coded against the same policy number to
ensure that the inspector can understand the issues raised
throughout plan preparation.

Other respondents

Plate glass shopfronts with the loss of mullions are appearing in
the High St and an overload would damage the character of the
street.

The policy sets out that the design of shopfronts are to be
designed to a high quality, responsive to character and context
and utilises sustainable materials and thus is deemed
sufficient to cover the issue/scenario raised

Specific mention for the retention of mullions where they are of
architectural or historic interest is now included within the

policy.

Reference could be made to the ‘Shopfront Design’ SPD to give it
greater weight.

It is agreed that there is merit in providing additional guidance
on this topic, however this will be contained in a future SPD
which is outside the scope of the LPDMP process. Not making
reference to the SPD in the LPDMP does not preclude an SPD
being produced, nor lessen the weight that can be applied to it.

Should include heritage as a consideration

Agreed — The policy now includes a reference to the continued
preservation or enhancement of the Borough’s heritage
assets. It also specifically identifies a requirement for the
retention or restoration of shopfront which are identified as
being of architectural or historic interest, as well as original
feature and details.

2003 Policy G7 has a clause on respect for local character, this is
missing from the new Policy.

Agreed — The policy has been amended to provide additional
emphasis on local distinctiveness and contextual design. This
is achieved by:

191




¢ Citing that shopfronts are required to be designed to a
high quality that is responsive to or enhances the
character and appearance of their surrounding context.

e Having an expectation that their design retains or
relates well to the proportion, scale, detailing, period
and character of the host building as a whole and the
wider street setting.

e Expecting that shopfronts that contribute positively to
the established character and appearance of the
building they form part of, or the surrounding context to
be retained.

e Expecting the retention of original features and details
where they are of architectural or historic interest, or
where they contribute to the character and appearance
of the street scene.

There should be a reference to the GBC Guidance on Shopfront
Design and Security in Historic areas.

Agreed — The policy now includes a reference to the continued
preservation or enhancement of the Borough’s heritage
assets. It also specifically identifies a requirement for the
retention or restoration of shopfront which are identified as
being of architectural or historic interest, as well as original
feature and details.
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Policy D7: Advertisement, Hanging Signs and Illumination

Paragraph |Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Historic England

Would benefit from supporting design advice in the
form of supplementary planning guidance as they can
have significant impacts, individually and cumulatively,
on local character and distinctiveness of sensitive
areas, such as Guildford high street and village
centres.

The authority already has supporting guidance on this topic - GBC Design
Guidance for Advertisement and Signs.

https://www.quildford.gov.uk/media/4481/SPG-Adverts-and-
Signs/pdf/Adverts and signs SPG 230404.pdf?m=636063567589930000

The existing guidance will cease to have legal effect when the LPDMP is
adopted and the policy off which the guidance hangs is superseded. The
Council considers that additional guidance is needed however this will
occur outside of the LPDMP process. Not making reference to the SPD in
the LPDMP does not preclude an SPD being produced nor lessen the
weight that can be applied to it.

Other organisations

Theatres Trust

Signage can be considered an integral and necessary
element of the character of theatres and other
performance venues (of which there are a number in
Guildford) so this could be represented within the
policy wording to afford sufficient flexibility.

The design of the policy is purposefully broad in order to capture all forms
and formats of advertisement/signage. It is considered that singling out
certain uses is unnecessary and would result in a very lengthy policy. This
kind of detail could be picked up by way of a revision to the SPD.

Cranley Road Residents’ Association
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https://www.guildford.gov.uk/media/4481/SPG-Adverts-and-Signs/pdf/Adverts_and_signs_SPG_230404.pdf?m=636063567589930000
https://www.guildford.gov.uk/media/4481/SPG-Adverts-and-Signs/pdf/Adverts_and_signs_SPG_230404.pdf?m=636063567589930000

It is helpful to provide size limits for projecting signs for
locations where these are potentially appropriate. This
provides a level playing field.

Stipulating size limits for projecting signs or locations where they would be
appropriate would by unreasonable, as the building stock within the
borough in terms of its appearance, form and character, is hugely variable.
It is more appropriate to judge each application on its own merits. There is
also the potential that it would be overstepping the regulations.

This policy should also refer to use of vinyl images
across windows as at Friary, Aldi and proposed Coop.
This will be a growing trend as buildings designed as
shops with open glazed frontages diversify.

There are merits with this suggestion, and there is agreement that it is
important to have active and open glazed frontages. However, on this
particular matter there is a reasonable degree of crossover between
shopfront design and advertisement. The conclusion that has been
reached is that this matter is better covered in Shopfront Design, thereby,
has been added into proposed policy D6: Shopfront Design, which
stipulates that shopfronts should present an active frontage to the street
scene at all times.

A couple of the reason why it was deemed not appropriate to include
reference to vinyl window stickers in this policy are:
¢ Not all can be defined as advertisement — e.g. blocked coloured
vinyl’s.
e |If they are internally applied then they do not require advertisement
consent.

Nevertheless, detailed reference to this form of advertisement could be
picked up by way of a revision to the SPD.

Guildford Society

The new Policy should make affirmative reference to
the GBC Design Guidance for Advertisement and
Signs.

The existing guidance will cease to have legal effect when the LPDMP is
adopted and the policy off which the guidance hangs is superseded. The
Council considers that additional guidance is needed however this will
occur outside of the LPDMP process. Not making reference to the SPD in
the LPDMP does not preclude an SPD being produced nor lessen the
weight that can be applied to it.
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The technology of signs has changed considerably in
recent years as regards use of large LED screens
which can readily show unwelcome moving images
and as regards the use of very large vinyls. The
Guidance needs some updating.

Would like to see a presumption against LED screen
type advertisements particularly in heritage areas, and
a presumption against freestanding advertisements on
paved areas whether as part of telephones, bus
shelters or similar

Under the current regulations applications for advertisement consent can
only consider impact on amenity (including impact of heritage assets and
public safety, which forms the core principles to the policy, and against
which such applications/cases would be assessed. It would be
unreasonable of the policy to prevent the use of LED screens in principle,
as there may be some situations where they could be acceptable.
Therefore, such a suggestion runs the risk of overstepping the regulations.

In response to the comment made about the use of window vinyl, there are
merits with this suggestion, and there is agreement that it is important to
have active and open glazed frontages. However, on this particular matter
there is a reasonable degree of crossover between shopfront design and
advertisement. The conclusion that has been reached is that this matter is
better covered in Shopfront Design, thereby has been added into proposed
policy D6: Shopfront Design, which stipulates that shopfronts should
present an active frontage to the street scene at all times.

A couple of the reason why it was deemed not appropriate to include
reference to vinyl window stickers in this policy are:

¢ Not all can be defined as advertisement — e.g. blocked coloured
vinyl’s.

¢ If they are internally applied then they do not require advertisement
consent.

Nevertheless, detailed reference to this form of advertisement could be
picked up by way of a revision to the SPD.

Holy Trinity

Amenity Group

The policy should include conformance to the
associated detail SPG/SPD

The existing guidance will cease to have legal effect when the LPDMP is
adopted and the policy off which the guidance hangs is superseded. The
Council considers that additional guidance is needed however this will
occur outside of the LPDMP process. Not making reference to the SPD in
the LPDMP does not preclude an SPD being produced nor lessen the
weight that can be applied to it.
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A-boards to be banned, at least in the Town Centre
CA, and “TO LET” projecting boards. (Other LAs have
done this).

The rules around outdoor advertisement and signage are complex,
however it can be broken down into three broad categories

1. Advertisement excluded from the planning authority’s direct control

2. Advertisement for which the rules gives ‘deemed consent’ so that
the planning authority’s consent is not needed provided it satisfies
certain rules/criteria

3. Advertisement for which the planning authority’s ‘expressed
consent’ is always needed

In response to the banning of A-boards.

When business premises have a forecourt Schedule 3, Part 1, Class 6 of
the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisement) Regulations
2007 gives a further deemed consent to display the type of advertisement
permitted by Class 5, namely notices, signs and advertisement to draw
attention to any commercial services, goods of sale or other services
available at the premises. This could include measures such as A-boards
However, it is subject to the following

¢ Notice, sign advertisement must be at ground level

e Total area for all forecourt advertising must not exceed 4.6 square
metres on each forecourt frontage to the premises

e |t must not be illuminated

It is worth noting that a forecourt does not include the area of pavement in
front of a business premises which forms part of the highway. If a premise
wished to place an A-board within the highway, a pavement licence would
need to be obtained from the Local Authority.

Given all the above we conclude that a ban on A-boards would be futile
and would be overstepping the regulations.

Turning attention to the banning of ‘TO LET’ projection boards our
conclusions would be the same as above, it would be a futile exercise and
against the regulations.
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Schedule 3, Part 1, Class 3 of the Town and Country Planning (Control of
Advertisement) Regulations 2007 gives deemed consent for a wider
variety of notices and signs which are usually displayed to publicise a
forthcoming event or to advertised a short-term use of the advertisement
site. As such Class 3 is divided into six separate categories, one of them
being 3(A) which permits boards to be displayed by estate agencies,
chartered surveyors, auctioneers and valuers, advertising that land or
premises are for sale or to let. However, being deemed consent, it is
subject to the following:

e The advertisement board for each sale or letting must not exceed,
if the sale or letting is for agricultural, industrial or commercial use
or development for such use, 2 square meters.

¢ If two boards are joined together to form a single advertisement, a
total surface area of 2.3 square metres is permitted.

e |f the sale or letting is for residential use or development, the
advertisement board must not exceed 0.5 square metres, or a total
area of 0.6 square metres for two joining boards

e No advertisement board in allowed to extend outwards from the
wall of a building by more than 1 metre.

¢ In each case only one board may be displayed on premises and
this must be removed no later than 14 days after completion of the
sale or granting of the tenancy.

Banners across the High Street should also be banned
except possibly for minimal limited periods to advertise
public (not commercial) functions.

Under the current regulations applications for advertisement consent can
only consider impact on amenity (including impact of heritage assets) and
public safety, which forms the core principles to the policy, and which such
applications/cases would be assessed against. It would be unreasonable
of the policy to stipulate a ban on banners across the High Street, as there
may be some situations where they would be/are acceptable. Therefore,
such a suggestion runs the risk of overstepping the regulations, which is
the primary consideration.

Limit extent to which shop windows and building site
hoardings can be used for advertisements.

The rules around outdoor advertisement and signage are complex,
however it can be broken down into three broad categories

1. Advertisement excluded from the planning authority’s direct control
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2. Advertisement for which the rules gives a ‘deemed consent’ so that
the planning authority’s consent is not needed provided it satisfies
certain rules/criteria

3. Advertisement for which the planning authority’s ‘expressed
consent’ is always needed

With regards to shops/shopping arcades etc... Schedule 3, Part 1, Class 5
of the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisement) Regulations
2007 gives deemed consent for a wide variety of notices, signs and
advertisements to draw attention to any commercial services, goods of
sale, or any other services available at the premises where the
advertisement is being displayed. The stipulations under the deemed
consent (excluding Areas of Special Control of Advertisement) are that it
must not

¢ Have any letters, figures, symbols or similar features in the design
over 0.75m in height

¢ Have its highest part at more than 4.6m above ground-level

e Have its highest part above the level of the bottom of the 1% floor
window in the wall where the advertisement is

¢ Be illuminated, unless the illumination is intended to indicate that
medical or similar services or supplies are available at the
premises

There is an additional criterion, specifically for shops which states

e The advertisement may be displayed only on an external wall
which has a shop window in it

Equally, Schedule 3, Part 1, Class 5 of the Town and Country Planning
(Control of Advertisement) Regulations 2007 gives deemed consent for the
advertisements displayed inside buildings where:

e They are illuminated (for example, a sign hanging internally within
the shop window)

e The building is mainly used to display advertisement; or

e The advertisement is within 1m of any window or other external
opening through which it can be seen from outside the building.
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Given all of the above we don’t think it would be beneficial to limit the
extent of advertisement to shops as it would only be relevant to anything
exceeding the criteria, and in turn anything exceeding the criteria could be
managed through the proposed policy.

With regards to building/construction site hoardings, Schedule 3, Part 1,
Class 8 of the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisement)
Regulations 2007 permits the display, for three years only, of poster-
hoardings which are being used to screen building/construction sites as
deemed consent. In addition to the three-year time limit, the legislation
stipulates that they must not:

¢ Be more than 38 square metres in area
e Be more than 4.6 metres above ground level

e Be displayed more than 3 months before building or construction
work commences

Given the above we don’t think it would be beneficial to limit the extent of
advertisement to building/construction site hoardings as it would only be
relevant to anything exceeding the criteria, and in turn anything exceeding
the criteria could be managed through the general policy provision.

Compton Parish Council

Does not support the introduction of any illuminated or
neon shop-fronts or signs in the historic section of the
High Street.

This matter is currently picked up in the GBC Design Guidance for
Advertisement and Signs, however the existing guidance will cease to
have legal effect when the LPDMP is adopted and the policy off which the
guidance hangs is superseded. The Council considers that the additional
guidance on this topic needs to be maintained, particularly in reference to
the more sensitive areas, such as the heritage assets of the historic
section of Guildford High Street, listed buildings and other conservation
areas, as there is a risk of harm to their architectural and historical
significance from poorly design illumination and signage. However, this will
occur outside of the LPDMP process. Not making reference to the SPD in
the LPDMP does not preclude an SPD being produced nor lessen the
weight that can be applied to it.
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Notwithstanding the above, the policy has been amended to make clear
the following

¢ that illuminated advertisement must not have a detrimental impact
on the amenity of adjoining properties and wildlife habitats

¢ that proposals will only be supported where there is no detriment
to amenity by reason of method & degree of illumination/luminance
(amongst other things)

e designs are responsive to, or enhance the appearance, character
and vitality of an area by having regard to level & method of
illumination (amongst other things)

e proposals affect heritage assets and their setting will be expected
to preserve or enhance and where appropriated better reveal their
architectural and/or historical significance

Using this policy in tandem with Policy D17: Listed Buildings and Policy
D18: Conservation Areas, there is confidence that these can be applied
successfully to applications on the historic part of the High Street (as well
as other heritage assets) in order to manage and ensure their
preservation, conservation and/or enhancement.

Policy para

(2)

Could be widened to incorporate sight-line issues,
rather than just access (as ad-hoc signs on street
corners can affect sight lines for drivers).

Public safety is one of only two matters which advertisement consent can
be considered as directed by the regulations and is to be integrally woven
into the policy. As such matters and scenario such as this will be covered

Burpham Neighbourhood Forum

Policy para

(3)

Presumption against proposals for internally and/or
externally illuminated fascias and hanging signs in

Guildford High Street should be applicable to other
‘main’ shopping centres.

The policy has been amended to set out a general expectation that
illuminated advertisement must not have a detrimental impact on the
amenity of adjoining properties and wildlife habitats. By virtue of this
change the policy can be applied to all forms of illuminated advertisements
that require advertisement consent.

British Sign

and Graphics Association

Do not consider that Policy D7 is required. It places
additional and unnecessary restrictions on businesses
who are already struggling to compete with online

Disagree. Paragraph 132 of the NPPF states that the quality and character
of places can suffer when advertisements are poorly sited and designed.
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shopping and keep High Streets alive. The Regulations
require that control be exercised only in the interests of
amenity and public safety. This is confirmed in the
NPPF and guidance is given in the NPG. In our view,
this is sufficient for all circumstances. The detail given
in the proposed Policy D7 is unnecessary.
Specification of scale, colour, materials etc is all
covered by the term “amenity”. If an advertisement fails
to compliment the building on which it is set or its
surroundings (because of any factor of its display), it
fails the test of “amenity”. The policy is therefore
entirely unnecessary.

As advertisement is a complex topic, the aim and purpose of this policy is
to:

e set a clear rational and consistent approach to the provision of
advertisement

e to set parameters to ensure that the quality and character of a
place does not suffer

Policy para

(1)

The Regulations do not permit the refusal of, or
resistance to, any particular type of signage as a
generality. Each proposed advertisement must be
considered on individual merit. Thus, the last sentence
of paragraph 5.31 in the supporting text and draft
Policy D7(1) are entirely contrary to the Regulations
and national guidance. Why should hanging signs on
historic buildings be automatically unacceptable? A
brief survey of High Street indicates that there are over
30 hanging signs already displayed along the cobbled
section. Somebody must think them acceptable! And
why should illumination be “resisted”? This is not a
dark countryside area where the stars shine brightly
without any intrusion from city lights. The street is well-
lit and illumination, per se, cannot be said to be out of
place.

Agreed - Each application must be considered on individual merit and to
stipulate in policy that hanging signage or their illumination would not be
supported in the historic High Street, as the preferred option had
suggested, would be unreasonable, as there may be some instances
where it may be necessary. In response the policy no longer includes this.

However, to ensure that the policy can be used proactively to safeguard
areas of sensitivity, such as the historic part of the High Street, Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas we have still stipulated the following

¢ that proposals will only be supported where there is no detriment
to amenity by reason of design, size, colour, position, materials,
amount, type & scale of text, cumulative clutter & method & degree
of illumination/luminance

e designs are responsive to, or enhance the appearance, character
and vitality of an area by having regard to designs are responsive
to, or enhance the appearance, character and vitality of an area by
having regard to level & method of illumination

e signage is integrally designed to respect the entire elevation and
proportions of the building, taking account of any architectural
features and detailing.

e proposals that would result in harm, to or concealment of
architectural features and detailing of historic or architectural
significance will not be supported
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e proposals affect heritage assets and their setting will be expected
to preserve or enhance and where appropriated better reveal their
architectural and/or historical significance

Using these in tandem with Policy D17: Listed Buildings and Policy D18:
Conservation Areas, there is confidence that these can be applied
successfully to applications on the historic part of the High Street (as well
as other heritage assets) in order to manage and ensure their
preservation, conservation and/or enhancement.

Policy para
(1), (2) and
(3)

All the detail in draft Policy D7(1) and (2) is simply
covered by the term “amenity”. As to “the presumption
against illumination” proposed in Policy (3), this is
ridiculous. All premises rely on trading after dark (and
before dawn) during the dark winter months. And why
should this anyway be a determining consideration? It
does not appear to have any relationship to “amenity”.
If an illuminated sign is acceptable in terms of amenity
and public safety, it is acceptable whether or not the
premises trade in the dark hours. If it is thought
essential to darken the street during the quiet hours,
the Council may impose conditions on consents for
iluminated advertisements that the illumination be
extinguished when the premises are closed for trade
with the public.

Agreed - Each application must be considered on individual merit and to
stipulate in policy that illumination would not be supported in the historic
High Street, as the preferred option had suggested, would be
unreasonable, as there may be some instances where it may be
necessary. In response the policy no longer includes this.

However, to ensure that the policy can be used proactively to safeguard
areas of sensitivity, such as the historic part of the High Street, Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas we have still stipulated the following

¢ that proposals will only be supported where there is no detriment
to amenity by reason of design, size, colour, position, materials,
amount, type & scale of text, cumulative clutter & method & degree
of illumination/luminance

e designs are responsive to, or enhance the appearance, character
and vitality of an area by having regard to designs are responsive
to, or enhance the appearance, character and vitality of an area by
having regard to level & method of illumination

e signage is integrally designed to respect the entire elevation and
proportions of the building, taking account of any architectural
features and detailing.

e proposals that would result in harm, to or concealment of
architectural features and detailing of historic or architectural
significance will not be supported
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e proposals affect heritage assets and their setting will be expected
to preserve or enhance and where appropriated better reveal their
architectural and/or historical significance

Using these in tandem with Policy D17: Listed Buildings and Policy D18:
Conservation Areas, there is confidence that these can be applied
successfully to applications on the historic part of the High Street (as well
as other heritage assets) in order to manage and ensure their
preservation, conservation and/or enhancement.

Policy para

()

Proposed Policy (5) is unlawful. It relates to the content
of the sign. The Regulations specifically state that
content or subject matter is not a relevant
consideration unless it affects amenity or public safety.
Whether the sign relates directly to the premises is
again not a consideration of “amenity”.

Agreed - Under the current regulations applications for advertisement
consent can only consider impact on amenity, including impact of heritage
assets and public safety. Development plan policies are secondary to this
and can only support the assessment under those two requirements.

Therefore, requiring an advert to be either appropriate and or relevant to
the premises would be over and above those requirements. Therefore, the
policy no longer includes this.

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

This policy, together with policy D6 Shopfront Design
should be moved to the later part of the Design
Chapter to enable the design policies to be read in
sequence.

Agreed - However we cannot do this until we adopt the plan as we need to
make sure that all comments across all consultations are coded against
the same policy number to ensure that the inspector can understand the
issues raised throughout plan preparation.

Other respondents

Extend this to make it clear that advertising and light
pollution is not supported beyond the built-up area
either. The topic could include the damaging effects of
illumination on biodiversity. Illumination also consumes
energy so reducing it supports climate change
mitigation.

To stipulate in policy that illuminated advertising would not be supported
beyond the built-up area would not be reasonable as there may be
instances where it is necessary. However, amendments have been made
to say that illuminated advertisement must not have a detrimental impact
on the amenity of adjoining properties and wildlife habitats.

Another aspect is the issue of roadside illuminated
signs (including those erected by local authorities) that

Public safety is one of only two matters which advertisement consent can
be considered as directed by the regulations and is to be integrally woven

203




may affect the concentration of a driver — particularly
close to a hazard such as a pedestrian crossing.

into the policy. Nevertheless, it must be noted that there are a certain
number of advertisement forms which are excluded from direct control,
traffic signage (as defined in section 64(1) of the Road Traffic Regulation
Act 1984) being one.

The new Policy should make affirmative reference to
the GBC Design Guidance for Advertisement and
Signs.

The existing guidance will cease to have legal effect when the LPDMP is
adopted and the policy off which the guidance hangs is superseded. The
Council considers that additional guidance is needed however this will
occur outside of the LPDMP process. Not making reference to the SPD in
the LPDMP does not preclude an SPD being produced nor lessen the
weight that can be applied to it.

The technology of signs has changed considerably in
recent years as regards use of large LED screens
which can readily show unwelcome moving images
and as regards the use of very large vinyl’s.

Under the current regulations applications for advertisement consent can
only consider impact on amenity (including impact of heritage assets and
public safety, which forms the core principles to the policy, and against
which such applications/cases would be assessed. It would be
unreasonable of the policy to prevent the use of LED screens in principle,
as there may be some situations where they could be acceptable.
Therefore, such a suggestion runs the risk of overstepping the regulations.

Policy para

(7)

Does point 7 cover stopping shops putting out
obstructive A boards on the pavements?

The rules around outdoor advertisement and signage are complex,
however it can be broken down into three broad categories

4. Advertisement excluded from the planning authority’s direct control

5. Advertisement for which the rules gives a ‘deemed consent’ so that
the planning authority’s consent is not needed provided it satisfies
certain rules/criteria

6. Advertisement for which the planning authority’s ‘expressed
consent’ is always needed

In response to the banning of A-boards.

When business premises have a forecourt Schedule 3, Part 1, Class 6 of
the Town and Country Planning (Control of Advertisement) Regulations
2007 gives a further deemed consent to display the type of advertisement
permitted by Class 5, namely notices, signs and advertisement to draw
attention to any commercial services, goods of sale or other services
available at the premises. This could include measures such as A-boards
However, it is subject to the following
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¢ Notice, sign advertisement must be at ground level

e Total area for all forecourt advertising must not exceed 4.6 square
metres on each forecourt frontage to the premises

e |t must not be illuminated

It is worth noting that a forecourt does not include the area of pavement in
front of a business premises which forms part of the highway. If a premise
wished to place an A-board within the highway, a pavement licence would
need to be obtained from the Local Authority.

Given all the above we conclude that a ban on A-boards would be futile
and would be overstepping the regulations.

205




Policy D8:

Public Realm

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Historic England

Agree; the public realm in all its components strongly underpins
special character and distinctiveness of locations such as Guildford
high street, and the historic character of such places should be
reinforced.

Noted.

Other organisations

Cranley Road Area Residents’ Association

This policy should place more emphasis on opportunity for green
features and sustainable drainage.

The policy has been amended to include a requirement for
trees and other planting to be incorporated. Emerging Policy
P13 addresses sustainable drainage systems.

The reference to outdoor dining opportunities is too casual. This
needs much greater attention. A policy is required which promotes
opportunities without creating established use rights or
undermining public access rights, which provides for coordination
in layout to ensure streets remain passable for all users, and which
prevents A boards, banners and other clutter.

These matters are addressed through the pavement licencing
regime.

Compton Parish Council

Policy para

(9)

Should also include reference to public opinion via the use of on-
line polling.

Public consultation will be undertaken as part of the planning
application process for any proposals for public realm
improvements or development proposals that include an
element of public realm.

Burpham Community Association
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Should include consideration of the safety of residents and visitors.

LPSS Policy D1(8) addresses crime prevention and security
measures. It is also addressed through other legislation. The
emerging policy does refer to safe streets. The supporting text
will reference requirements in Policy D1.

Merrow Resident’s Association

Should include seeking the opportunity for the introduction of green
planting.

The policy has been amended to include a requirement for
trees and other planting to be incorporated.

Taylor Wimpey

The following should be added to the section on public art:

“For strategic sites, public art strategies should be designed and
approved in accordance with the Strategic Design Code submitted
for each strategic site,”

This has been included in the supporting text.

Guildford Residents’ Association

Would like to see an addition to the policy which is designed to
seek opportunity for the introduction of green planting.

The policy has been amended to include a requirement for
trees and other planting to be incorporated.

(6) referring to charging points for electric vehicles? How do
vehicles and parking fit into public realm projects?

Agreed. This aspect of the policy has been removed. The
emerging policy does however refer to the provision of mobility
hubs.

(2) after ‘user friendly for all’ it may be appropriate to add ‘including
the disabled’.

This has been removed from the draft policy as it is already
addressed by LPSS Policy D1(9). The supporting text will
reference requirements in Policy D1.

Woodland Trust

Would like to see the policy expanded to reflect the importance of
natural elements in the built environment. Trees, hedgerows and
other green infrastructure in urban spaces enhance well-being,
provide shelter and shade, improving the look and feel of the public
realm and creating a local identity.

The policy has been amended to include a requirement for
trees and other planting to be incorporated.
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In support of this, we propose adding the following new section (or
similar wording), and renumbering

“(3) incorporate existing trees, green space and other important
natural features to enhance the overall environmental quality for
people and nature.”

Guildford Society

There is a 1995 SPG on Street Cafes but it needs updating: the
new Policy D8 should make reference to this.

The current SPG is no longer relevant given its age and the
fact it hangs off a policy in the Local Plan 1995. A revised SPD
is not anticipated in the current work programme. For this
reason it is not considered appropriate to reference an SPD
however this would not prevent the future preparation of an
SPD if it is found to be necessary.

The new Policy contains a section on Public art, which is welcome,
but care is necessary to ensure it does not stifle creativity. The
council’s Art Strategy needs the flexibility to allow for temporary
works of art.

The Council’s Art Strategy covers all types of public art — it
states that: Public art commissions can be temporary or
permanent, internal or external; they can be stand-alone
features or integrated into the environment.

A statement on the desirability of having greenery and planting in
the public realm?

The policy has been amended to include a requirement for
trees and other planting to be incorporated.

We are puzzled to the reference to charging points — as this whole
policy appears focussed on the provision of car free areas.

Agreed. This aspect of the policy has been removed to be
included in a new policy (Policy D5a). The emerging policy
does however refer to the provision of mobility hubs.

Weyside Ur

ban Village

The general principles within Policy D8 could be expanded to
provide further measures to help a space to be a local destination,
for example the provision of fixed seating incorporated in the
landscape design for users to enjoy the space, Tree planting to be
included to provide shading and cooling for users and any planting
to be included in the design of public open space for visual
aesthetic as well as encouraging biodiversity.

The policy has been amended to include a requirement for
maximising opportunities for activity and enjoyment, and
encouraging interaction and community cohesion. Tree
planting for shading/cooling and biodiversity is addressed by
emerging policies D13 and P6.
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Policy para
(10)

Reference to public art at criterion 10 could also note that public art
can relate to the history of the site and the surrounding area being
developed to assist with maintaining and enhancing local
distinctiveness and character.

The policy has been amended to state that public art should
respond appropriately to its context and history.

Holy Trinity Amenity Group
Policy para | To extend pavement use to dining, rather than cafes, would be a | The policy no longer includes reference to outdoor dining. The
(8) major and problematic change. aspects listed are addressed through the licensing regime and

We support traditional pavement cafes, and the existing rules other generic policies will apply in relation to avoiding potential

(SPG) are reasonable and work well. However, we do not favour ~|impacts on amenity and achieving high quality design.

this being extended to “dining”. As well as the ban on street

alcohol consumption there is also now a ban on use of space

heaters that restricts use to warm days. Use of on-site space, that

may bound onto the highway (public realm), is permissible, and

proprietors already maximise the use of their outdoor space to

extend their active area. Control is also exercised through the

licensing system, but this does not always address the problem of

nuisance to neighbours.

Should reference existing and revised SPG/SPDs on the subject. | The current SPG is no longer relevant given its age and the
fact it hangs off a policy in the Local Plan 1995. A revised SPD
is not anticipated in the current work programme. For this
reason it is not considered appropriate to reference an SPD
however this would not prevent the future preparation of an
SPD if it is found to be necessary.

Guildford Vision Group

Ignores the potential of the riverside through the town as a vibrant
area of public realm. While many elements come within the
purview of the National Trust, and addressed in part as a separate
Topic, it is vital that the riverside through the town centre is
comprehensively and sensitively exploited as attractive public
realm. It should not be used for surface car parking.

LPSS Policy S3 seeks to deliver an attractive and safe public
realm and improved access and views to the river Wey.
Emerging Policy D11 seeks to enhance the public realm value
of the river and encourage greater access to it.

Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group
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The wording of policy and supporting text relates to ‘public realm
projects’ rather than public realm as part of wider development
projects. Policy G5 (3) of the 2003 dealt with Space Around
Buildings and it was clear that this related to all new developments
and the requirement new spaces to be attractive and have an
identifiable character. It is fundamental that GBC make it clear that
high quality public realm is a requirement of all development
proposals rather than just in relation to specific proposals for new
public realm in isolation.

The policy has been written to make it clear that it applies to all
public realm delivered as part of development and not just
stand alone public realm projects.

Other respondents

Greenery and trees should be added to the policy as they give life
and character to public spaces, and add considerably to the
attractiveness of a town. Such greenery needs to be planned in
advance when public space is created or refurbished.

The policy has been amended to include a requirement for
trees and other planting to be incorporated.

Artwork should not clutter narrow streets and overload prestigious
areas such as the High St, but be used to enhance areas which
need enhancing, nor be installed in the Surrey Hill AONB
detracting from its natural beauty, which is spoilt by manmade
structures.

All proposals must have been considered and assessed
against the Council’s Art Strategy — this includes a number of
stages that need to have been gone through prior to
installation to ensure that they are appropriate to their location.

Policy para

(5)

There must be no adverse impact on biodiversity by introducing
new uses into community spaces.

This is addressed by the emerging biodiversity policies.

There is a 1995 SPG on Street Cafes but it needs updating: the
new Policy should make reference to this.

The current SPG is no longer relevant given its age and the
fact it hangs off a policy in the Local Plan 1995. A revised SPD
is not anticipated in the current work programme. For this
reason it is not considered appropriate to reference an SPD
however this would not prevent the future preparation of an
SPD if it is found to be necessary.
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Policy D9:

Residential Intensification

Paragraph

Main Issue Summary

GBC Response

Prescribed Bodies

Highways England

We are supportive of the sustainable principles underpinning the
preferred approach to residential intensification with a need to
prioritise delivery of walking and cycling infrastructure. Without
sufficient transport infrastructure capacity, large scale
intensification of use can pose a risk to the SRN in terms of safety
and capacity. Therefore we request that a reference is provided to
undertaking Transport Assessments where the scale of the
intensification would make this an appropriate action to ensure that
this risk is mitigated.

As this is a design policy, it is not considered necessary to
repeat other policy requirements included in the Development
Plan — the Plan is read as a whole. This particular matter is
addressed by the adopted LPSS Policy ID3: Sustainable
transport for new developments which requires Transport
Statements or Assessments for new developments generating
a significant amount of movement (this is also set out in the
LPA’s Local Validation List).

Historic England

Agree; intensification of development, where appropriate, should
be closely defined by prevailing character in historically distinctive
locations.

Noted. Proposed policy D9 address character. Character is
also addressed by Policy D4: Achieving high quality design
and local distinctiveness and further policy guidance is given
within LPSS policy D3: Historic environment.

Other organisations

Guildford Residents’ Association

Policy para
1(d)

‘are appropriate’ is redundant.

Agreed. This text is not included in the proposed policy.

Policy para
1(e)

it may be worth adding ‘including cycles’ after ‘parking’, and add
‘external amenity’ as a consideration.

Whilst both these aspects are dealt with by other policies,
given their particular relevance within infill development further
text has been added including reference to amenity space and
cycle parking.
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Policy para

(2)

like to see mention of local landscape, and also of ensuring respect
for views, particularly in and out of an AONB.

LPSS Policy D1 (17) Place shaping references having regard
to important views of the village from the surrounding
landscape and views within the village of local landmarks. Also
Policy D4: Achieving high quality design and local
distinctiveness references landscape and views. Policy P1.:
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty and Area of
Great Landscape Value has policy criteria that development
proposals must have regard to protecting its setting and
development within the AGLV must demonstrate it would not
harm setting of AONB or the distinctive character of the
AGLV'. Although reference to Policies D1 and D4 is included
in the supporting text, the existing policy coverage makes it
unnecessary to repeat these safeguards in this policy.

Woodland Trust

Whatever the density of housing, it is important to integrate green
infrastructure and maximise the potential tree canopy cover. In
high density housing, space along boundaries, paths and in areas
of public space can still be used to accommodate hedgerows, tree
roots and canopy growth, and this should be part of the required
design standards. Integrating trees and green spaces into
developments early on in the design process minimises costs and
maximises the environmental, social and economic benefits that
they can provide. We recommend the guidance published by the
Woodland Trust Residential developments and trees - the
importance of trees and green spaces (January 2019).

Comments noted. This issue is addressed in proposed Policy
P6/P7: Biodiversity in new development which includes
expectations regarding planting schemes and landscaping.

Landscaping is addressed in LPSS Policy D1: Place shaping
(7) where it states ‘all new development...include high quality
landscaping that reflects the local distinctive character.’

Proposed policy D4: Achieving high quality design and local
distinctiveness also references landscape, as does this Policy
D9, in requiring to incorporation of landscaping measures. It is
not considered necessary to repeat detailed aspects reflected
in Policy P6/P7 within this policy as the plan must be read as a
whole.

Holy Trinity

Amenity Group

“Respect urban grain” is too vague. This might be relevant to
extensions to the urban area but for established areas could be
interpreted as banning all development that would make the “grain”
denser. This needs to be related to dwelling density and requires
clarification / quantification.

Policy D9 requires proposals for frontage development to have
regard to the existing urban grain alongside other
considerations. Urban grain is also addressed in Policy D4:
Achieving high quality design and local distinctiveness where it
refers to layout — settlement pattern of roads, paths, spaces
and buildings, urban grain, plot sizes, building patterns,
rhythms and lines. It is one of many factors to be taken into
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account and the decision maker would balance this with other
considerations such as density. As each planning application
varies and must be taken on its own merits, quantification is
not considered appropriate in this instance.

Merrow Residents’ Association

High-density accommodation brings its own problems to the

residents in terms of access to open space and quality of life and it

is for that reason that such developments must be carefully

designed and placed so that they are ‘pleasant and safe’ places to

live. The Covid19 pandemic has also highlighted the challenges
associated with high density accommodation.

Comments noted. Density is one of many issues that must be
considered when weighing up the benefits of new
development. This policy, alongside other policies in the Local
Plan, should ensure new places are well designed, safe and
pleasant places to live.

Proposed Policy D5: Protection of Amenity and Provision of
Amenity Space is important in ensuring development avoids
having an unacceptable impact on the living environment of
existing residential properties as well as ensuring that new
development creates a quality living environment for future
residents.

Furthermore, Policy D1: Place shaping and Policy D4:
Achieving high quality design and local distinctiveness are
particularly pertinent policies. Density is specifically addressed
within Policy D4 which requires new development to reflect
appropriate residential densities resulting from a design led
approach taking into account factors such the character of the
area.

The policy should also specify that buildings must be in keeping
with their setting and do not harm views to and from an AONB.

Policy P1: Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
and Area of Great Landscaping Value addresses the AONB
and states development proposals must have regard to
protecting their setting. Policy D1 (17) Place shaping
references having regard to important views of the village from
the surrounding landscape. Also Policy D4: Achieving high
guality design and local distinctiveness references landscape
and views so it is considered unnecessary to repeat in this

policy.
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Residents for Guildford and Villages / Guildford Green Belt Group

The wording as set out in the supporting text of paragraph 5.41 is
welcomed as it shows a key link between density, design and
character. This sentiment needs to be much more apparent
throughout the whole DMP rather than the isolated reference to it
within this policy.

This issue is addressed in more detail in Policy D4:
Achieving high quality design and local distinctiveness at
para 5.Further reference to design of residential infill
development in villages is included in this policy and in
the supporting text.

NPPF refers to policies to resist inappropriate development of
gardens - no indication on whether a policy to resist development
of gardens has been considered and any future DMP would be
unsound without a policy to restrict this in order to maintain the
character of parts of the borough which could be subject to windfall
applications of this type.

NPPF para 70 states that plans should consider the case for
setting out policies to resist inappropriate development of
residential gardens, for example where development would
cause harm to the local area. Policy D9 addresses infilling and
backland development which would include residential
development within a garden. Policy D9 gives parameters
when assessing applications for backland/garden
development; it will help ensure there is no harm to the local
area.

It is considered that alongside Policy D9, existing and
proposed Local Plan policies already address the issue of
impact of a development on the local area as well as amenity,
which would encompass inappropriate development within a
garden.

Proposed Policy D5: Protection of Amenity and Provision of
Amenity Space is important in ensuring development avoids
having an unacceptable impact on the living environment of
existing residential properties.

Policy D1: Place shaping (4) states all new development will
be designed to reflect the distinct local character of the area
and reinforce locally distinct patterns of development, including
landscape setting.

Proposed policy D4: Achieving high quality design and local
distinctiveness states high quality design must be
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demonstrated including in relation to layout — settlement
pattern of roads, paths, spaces and buildings, urban grain, plot
sizes, building patterns, rhythms and lines.

Part 2 of the policy is supported as it sets out consideration