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1. SUMMARY AND OUTCOMES
1.1

Non Technical Summary

Role of Sustainability Appraisal
1.1.1

Sustainability Appraisal is a process designed to ensure that social,
environmental and economic impacts are considered in the process of
formulating planning policies and proposals.
This has involved
comparing the Development Plan Document against a set of 23
Sustainability Appraisal Objectives at various stages of its production.

Sustainability Appraisal Methodology
1.1.2

The set of SA Objectives is known as the Sustainability Appraisal
Framework, the details of which are set out in Section 5 of this
Development Management and Site Allocations DPD Sustainability
Appraisal Report (SAR). The objectives include protection of important
habitats, protection of heritage interests, provision of affordable housing
and the maintenance of a robust and flexible economy.

1.1.3

Appraisal has been conducted by a group of Planning Officers from
Reigate and Banstead Borough Council and neighbouring Planning
Authorities. In making predictions about the likely impacts of the
Options, the appraisal team has referred to the ‘baseline’ of current social,
environmental and economic conditions. This baseline is available at
http://www.reigatebanstead.gov.uk/public/Business_Planning/Planning/Policies/local_dev
_framework/sustainability.asp

Findings of the appraisal
1.1.4

The full details of the process and findings of SA are set out in section 6 of
this report.

1.1.5

The appraisal has identified which policy options are more sustainable
and which are the most important in terms of delivering sustainability. In
many cases appraisal found that the options were not mutually exclusive
and that criteria identified for inclusion in the policy will have bearing on
the sustainability credentials for each policy.
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1.1.6

In some cases the appraisal found that the policy options were themselves
sustainability objectives, and could therefore be used as such to guide the
policy.

1.1.7

At this stage the recommendations show which are the more sustainable
options to take forward to the next stage. There are also some suggestions
for rewording which, if incorporated into the next draft of the DMSA,
would further maximise the sustainability credentials of the policy.

Monitoring
1.1.8

Issues regarding the monitoring of the DPD will be addressed at a later
stage in the process when policy options are firmer and more detailed.

1.1.9

Progress with respect to the implementation of the DPD will be monitored
through the Annual Monitoring Report for the LDF. A more detailed
consideration of sustainability issues will be provided every three years
through an update of the Sustainability Baseline Report.

How to comment on this report
1.1.10 Comments on this SAR are invited during the statutory consultation
period that runs from 17 December 2010 to 11 February 2011.

The deadline for the receipt of responses is 11 February 2011.
You are invited to send a written response or completed response form to:
Head of Policy & Regeneration
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council
Town Hall
Reigate
Surrey
RH2 0SH
You can also e-mail comments to LDF@reigate-banstead.gov.uk
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2.

BACKGROUND

2.1

Purpose of Sustainability Appraisal

2.1.1

In 2001 the EU adopted Directive 2001/42/EC on the assessment of the
effects of certain plans and programmes on the environment (the ‘SEA
Directive’). The aim of the SEA Directive is “to provide for a high level of
protection of the environment and to contribute to the integration of
environmental considerations into the preparation and adoption of plans
and programmes, with a view to promoting sustainable development”.

2.1.2

The Directive was transposed into English law by the Environmental
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (the ‘SEA
Regulations’), which came into force on 21st July 2004.

2.1.3

In November 2005 the Government published guidance on undertaking
Sustainability Appraisals (SA) of Local Development Frameworks (LDF)
to incorporate the requirements of the SEA Directive. The SA process
incorporates the social and economic, as well as the environmental effects.

2.1.4

The purpose of SA is “to promote sustainable development through better
integration of sustainability considerations into the preparation and adoption of
plans. [It is] an iterative process that identifies and reports on the likely
significant effects of the plan and the extent to which the implementation of the
plan will achieve the social, environmental and economic objectives by which
sustainable development can be defined” (ODPM, 2004).

2.1.5 The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires Local Planning
Authorities to undertake SA for each of their Local Development
Documents (LDDs), including the Development Management and Site
Allocations Development Plan Document (DPD). SA is therefore a
statutory requirement for LDFs along with SEA.
2.1.6 Consequently, this SA report sets out the predicted implications on
sustainable development of the issues and options set out in the
Development Management and Site Allocations (DMSA) DPD. The report
does not pre-judge which options should be included or excluded, rather
it informs those that prepare the DPD, the Council as the body who will
ultimately adopt the DPD, as well as anyone wishing to comment on the
consultation draft, about whether the policy options support or conflict
with sustainability objectives.
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2.2 DMSA DPD outline
2.2.1

Once adopted, the DMSA DPD will form the basis for decisions on
planning applications and, in combination with the Core Strategy, will
replace the saved policies of the Borough Local Plan 2005. In addition to
setting out development management policies, this document will also
allocate sites for different land uses and developments. Alongside the
policy document will be a Proposals Map, showing site allocations such as
housing and employment sites and protective designations such as the
Green Belt and conservation areas.

2.2.2

The DMSA DPD will be based on the concept of development
management, which is a proactive and positive approach to managing
development proposals and development opportunities. Whilst the
Council will continue to resist poor quality or unsuitable development
proposals, it will be more active in promoting the right development in
the right locations. Development management will deliver the objectives
set out in the Core Strategy by managing growth but at the same time
protecting character and promoting sustainable development. It will
enable the provision of the development that has been identified as
necessary to meet the future needs of the Borough and will involve the
consideration of the wider social, economic and environmental issues
associated with development.

2.2.3

Development management policies will avoid repetition of national policy
guidance and will instead focus on locally specific issues and recognise
local distinctiveness. It is likely that the DMSA DPD will be a more concise
document than previous development plans in that it will include more
generic policies on matters such as design, that will be applicable to a
wide range of developments, rather than numerous and repetitive policies
for different types of development as contained in earlier development
plans.

2.3 Policy Context
2.3.1
•
•

The Council is formulating the DMSA DPD taking into account:
National policy guidance.
South East Plan - The government’s decision to revoke the Regional
Strategies was recently the subject of a High Court challenge which ruled
that the revocation was unlawful. For the time being, this means that
regional planning policies and targets remain in place. However, the
government has made clear its intention to promote legislation that will
remove regional policies.
5

•

The emerging Core Strategy DPD. After being withdrawn during
examination, the Core Strategy is in the final stages of re-drafting and will
be re-submitted in early 2011.
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2.4 Area covered by the DPD:
2.4.1

The map below illustrates the area covered by the DMSA DPD.
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2.5 Plan objectives
2.5.1 The themes to be addressed in the DMSA DPD have been identified as:
Quality of Life & Environment

•
•
•
•
•

Development Quality
Green Infrastructure
Landscapes, Green Belt & Countryside
Biodiversity
Heritage Management

Sustainable Settlements

•
•
•

Housing Delivery
Travel & Parking
Climate Change

Managing the Economy

•
•
•

Economic Development
Town & Local Shopping Centres
Major Developed Sites

Enabling Regeneration

•
•
•
•

Regeneration in Reigate & Banstead
Regeneration in Preston
Regeneration in Merstham
Regeneration in Horley Town Centre

2.6

Previous consultation

2.6.1

This is the first formal stage of consultation on the DMSA DPD, although
targeted stakeholder consultation has been carried out throughout the
drafting process.

2.7

Compliance with Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive

2.7.1

This SA takes account of the full range of planning guidance and complies
with the requirements of Section 19 of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004; European Directive 2001/42/EC 1; and the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.

1

The Assessment of the Affects of Certain Plans and Programmes on the Environment (2001/42/EC)
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2.7.2

The table produced as Appendix A indicates where and how the
requirements of the SEA Directive are integrated in this Sustainability
Appraisal Report.
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3.

APPRAISAL METHODOLOGY

3.1

Approach to Sustainability Appraisal

3.1.1

The first formal stage of SA was the publication for consultation of a
Scoping Report in June 2009. The three Consultation Bodies (Natural
England, English Heritage and the Environment Agency), Surrey County
Council and other specialist organisations were invited to comment. These
comments were then used to revise the Scoping Report. The report was
further revised in July 2010 to take account of changes in government
legislation.

3.1.2

The methodology used in the SA for the DMSA DPD was established in
2005 by joint working between East Surrey Authorities with input from
outside agencies. The same methodology has been used by Reigate &
Banstead Borough Council for the SA of the Core Strategy, and by other
East Surrey authorities in the SAs of their DPDs. It is considered that this
method of Local Planning Authorities and specialists jointly working
through the process has provided a comprehensive and robust basis for
SA.

3.1.3

Appraisal has been conducted by a group of Planning Officers from
Reigate & Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) and neighbouring Planning
Authorities, overseen by an Independent Consultant.
In making
predictions about the likely impacts of the policy options, the appraisal
team referred to the Scoping Report 2009 and the Baseline Data report
2008.

3.1.4

The group appraisal session involved comparing the draft options for the
DPD against a set of sustainability objectives, set by a working group of
East Surrey authorities. The appraisal was carried out on 5th November
2010.

3.1.5

The independent consultant worked with Planning Officers at RBBC
following the appraisal session to identify and summarise the likely
significant impacts. The outcome of this process will be used by the policy
makers who will then able to consider the need to amend emerging
policies such that the sustainability attributes of the DPD can be
maximised.

3.1.6

When recording the predicted impact in appraisal matrices, a rating was
allocated to indicate how the objective, proposal or policy being
10

considered compares to each sustainability objectives. The key to the
impact rating is set out in the table below.
Key to Impact Rating
-Substantial negative impact
-

Negative impact

0

Neutral

?
N/A

Uncertain or insufficient information on which to
determine.
Objective not applicable

+

Positive effect

++

Substantial positive effect
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4.

CONTEXT AND SCOPE OF SA

4.1

Links to other strategies, plans and programmes and sustainability
objectives

4.1.1

A review of international, national, regional, county and local level
legislation and guidance has been conducted to help identify objectives for
sustainability appraisal. Appendix B provides a list of the relevant plans,
programmes and strategies that have been considered.

4.1.2

The requirements of these documents provide the context for
sustainability appraisal and have influenced the formation of the 23
objectives that comprise the SA Framework and the scope as set out in the
Scoping Report. The scope has subsequently been fully integrated into
appraisal.

4.2

Description of the social, environmental and economic characteristics
(sustainability baseline)

4.2.1

In addition to other plans, the Sustainability Baseline Report 2008 and
LDF evidence base have enabled a comprehensive description of the
social, environmental and economic characteristics of the Borough to be
developed. A summary of the key issues follows.

4.2.2

The documents that comprise the LDF evidence base are available in full
on request and can be seen on line at (http://www.reigatebanstead.gov.uk/public/business_planning/planning/policies/local_dev
_framework/ldf_evidence/)
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Borough Wide Character Assessment
East Surrey Gypsy and Traveler Accommodation Assessment
Strategic Housing Market Assessment
Affordable Housing Viability Study
Housing Position Statement
Retail and Leisure Needs Assessment
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
Economic Market Assessment
Community Facilities and Infrastructure Needs Assessment
Open Space Assessment
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•
•

4.2.3

Area of Great Landscape Value Study
Appropriate Assessment for Special Area of Conservation

Overview of the Borough
The Borough of Reigate and Banstead is fifty square miles in area and
stretches from the edge of outer London through the Green Belt, to the
West Sussex border in the south. There are a rich variety of landscapes
and characteristics within the borough. The main London to Brighton
road and rail links run north to south through the borough, with the M25
London orbital route running east to west.

Housing
4.2.4 The Borough has experienced a modest growth in population and a
continuing increase in the number of households, as they become smaller
in size. There is pressure for more new housing, including affordable
housing. Most of the existing housing stock in the borough is built at a
generally low density.
4.2.5

Opportunities for development outside urban areas are limited due to the
restrictions of the Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
designations. In addition, the Ashdown Heath and Mole Gap to Reigate
Escarpment SACs are habitats sensitive to air pollution and recreation.

Economy
4.2.6 The borough is a relatively affluent area with low crime rates. However, it
is recognised that some communities are under performing in terms of
meeting the needs of the population. The economies of Redhill and Horley
town centres have potential to be more successful and currently face
strong competition from surrounding areas.
4.2.7

4.2.8

Whilst a third of the working population live and work in the Borough,
more people commute out of the borough for work than commute into the
borough. The percentage of well-qualified people is significantly higher
than the national average and the percentage of people in the borough
with no qualifications is significantly lower than nationally.
Environment
Residents and visitors enjoy good access to attractive countryside.
However, the combination of climate change, economic prosperity and
population growth means that the Borough faces tough challenges
relating to water supply, waste management and air quality.
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4.2.9

The Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment Special Area of Conservation is
partially within the Borough and a number of other European or Ramsar
wildlife sites are located in the wider area. The Surrey Hills Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty places further limitations on development
opportunities.

Community
4.2.10 Residents generally enjoy good health and higher than average life
expectancy although general prosperity conceals local variations.
Communities in some areas experience higher levels of crime, poorer
literacy and numeracy, higher unemployment and poorer health. In some
areas infrastructure and facilities are in need of replacement.
4.3

Main social, environmental and economic issues and problems
identified.

4.3.1

The main sustainability issues for the Borough have been set out below
under the following headings:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Housing
Sustainable Communities
Accessibility
Health and Well Being
Economy
Biodiversity
Climate Change

Summaries of the principle Sustainability Issues for Reigate & Banstead.
Housing
The Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
(SHLAA) is currently being reviewed and will show how
much housing land is available and viable for
development in the borough.
A basic principle in deciding locations for major
development will be to reduce the need to travel,
particularly by car and since high density redevelopment
is likely to be required, SA will need to consider the
impact on congestion and avoiding adverse impact on
local character, health and well being. Of primary concern
for SA will be the ability to deliver sufficient affordable
homes in accessible locations and the incorporation of
multi functional green infrastructure.
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Sustainable
Communities

Accessibility

If Greenfield sites are required to meet need in the longer
term, key additional considerations would be landscape
impact, accessibility and flooding. The Borough Wide
Character Assessment will inform SA in this respect.
The priorities and issues raised in PPS1, PPS3 and the
Reigate and Banstead Community Plan set a clear scope
for SA. The major issues are to support access to services
and to leisure and recreation opportunities and improving
the match between skills and local employment
opportunities. Whilst infrastructure is important, no
significant concerns have been identified and the scope of
SA should be limited in this respect.
Safety and fuel poverty are important, but it is reasonable
to assume that this can largely be delivered in new
development through the implementation of the Code for
Sustainable Homes and the design principles of PPS3, By
Design, the Surrey Design Guide and Secured by Design.
The ability of the planning system to address fuel poverty
in existing properties is dependent on the development of
district heating and the SA will consider within the scope
of the issue of Climate Change.
Redhill and Reigate form an urban area that is highly
accessible by road and rail. An important issue for SA
will be to consider how options can ensure all
communities in the Borough have good access to services
and how the LDF can deliver improvements to public
transport, walking and cycling in areas with poor
accessibility. In this respect SA will be informed by
accessibility mapping.

Other centres in the Borough have good access to road
and rail and a further key issue for SA will be the
relationship between high density development,
transport options and congestion. Access to open space
and the impact of transport derived emissions on air
quality are considered within the subjects Health and
Well Being and Biodiversity.
Health and Well The role of the LDF in addressing health and well being is
Being
predominantly through supporting good access to health
services and leisure facilities, particularly open space, and
reducing air pollution. Avoiding development in areas
15

Economy

Biodiversity

Climate Change

4.3.2

with high levels of noise is important, but the scope with
respect to SA is limited since it can largely be resolved by
design criteria.
A balanced redevelopment of employment sites to
facilitate meeting housing needs and the need for
commercial property will require a consideration of
reducing the need to travel, particularly by car; improving
the availability of locally based skilled workers to better
match employment opportunities; and the application of
more sustainable design in commercial buildings.
The Borough has diverse habitats, the most important of
which is the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC and
Appropriate Assessment will inform SA in this respect.
SA will also need to consider the likely impact of new
housing on other habitats and maximising opportunities
for enhancement through the application of sustainable
design and green infrastructure.
The PPS1 Climate Change Supplement sets a clear agenda
for SA with respect to the causes and consequences of
climate change. The fundamental issues are minimising
the need to travel, reducing the demand for energy,
increasing the use of renewable energy, improving the
management of water, and avoiding and reducing the
exposure to flood risk.
Related issues are green
infrastructure, fuel poverty and congestion.

Special Area of Conservation

In Reigate & Banstead the Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SSSI was assessed
several years ago as part of a nationwide process to identify sites of European
importance for nature conservation. It was found that part of the SSSI was of
European importance for the chalk downland flora that it contains. This site
(along with other sites nationwide) was formally adopted and designated in 2005
by the UK government as a Special Areas of Conservation (SAC).
The Mole Gap to Reigate Escarpment SAC has eight main features (‘qualifying
habitats and species’) for which it is designated as being important at a European
level.
In October 2005, the European Court of Justice (EJC) ruled that in the UK land
use plans, as well as projects, are required to be subject to an ‘Appropriate
Assessment’. The purpose of the Assessment is to assess the implications of a
16

plan or project, either individually or in combination with other plans or projects,
on a Natura 2000 site in view of the site’s conservation objectives.
An Appropriate Assessment will be undertaken by the Council and will assess
whether the Plan, in-combination with others, could have a significant in
combination impact on the Natura 2000 Site as protected by the European
Habitats Directive.
The results of the first ‘screening exercise’ stage of the Appropriate Assessment
of the DMSA DPD Issues and Options consultation document are presented in a
separate report.
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5.

SUSTAINABILITY OBJECTIVES

5.1

Twenty three Sustainability Appraisal (SA) objectives have been identified
and these provide the SA Framework against which the DMSA DPD has
been tested. Comments were invited on the SA Framework as part of the
Scoping Report consultation in July 2009. The 23 SA objectives are
unchanged from those agreed at the East Surrey SA Working Group
meeting in December 2005.

5.2

The SA Objectives are supplemented by decision aiding questions. These
questions have been developed through the SA scoping process and
ensure that the key sustainability issues are addressed. The SA Objectives
are set out below.
Social Progress that recognises the needs of everyone
1. To provide sufficient housing to enable people to live in a home
suitable to their needs and which they can afford.
2. To facilitate the improved health and wellbeing of the whole
population.
3. To reduce poverty and social exclusion.
4. To create and maintain safer and more secure communities.
5. To minimise the harm from flooding.
6. To improve accessibility to all services and facilities.
Effective protection of the environment
7. To make best use of previously developed land and existing
buildings.
8. To reduce land contamination and safeguard soil quality and
quantity.
9. To ensure air quality continues to improve.
10. To reduce noise pollution.
11. To reduce light pollution.
12. To maintain and improve the water quality of the region’s rivers
and groundwater.
13. To conserve and enhance biodiversity within the plan area.
14. To protect and enhance the natural, archaeological, historic
environments and cultural assets.
15. To reduce road congestion and the need to travel.
16. To reduce greenhouse gases.
18

17. To ensure the District is prepared for the impacts of climate change.
Maintenance of high and stable levels of economic growth
18. Provide for employment opportunities.
19. Make land available to meet the needs of the economy.
20. Support economic growth that is inclusive, innovative and
sustainable.
Prudent use of natural resources
21. To achieve sustainable production and use of resources.
22. To increase energy efficiency of new and existing development.
23. To increase the production and use of renewable energy.
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6. FINDINGS OF SA & IMPLEMENTATION
6.1 Findings of Appraisal
6.1.1

6.1.2

Below is a summary of the findings of the appraisal. The full appraisal
matrices, showing the marking and comments against each of the policy
options can be seen in Appendix C
Quality of life and environment
Development Quality
• Impacts on costs (architecture & build), viability due to lower
density, to achieve option A. There needs to be a degree of
flexibility to allow for viability.
• There are creative solutions e.g. green roofs, policies on layout to
maximise the use of land and quality of landscape.
• B is less sustainable in terms of social aspects. B and C not mutually
exclusive would be more sustainable.
• All Options should include safety in design. High quality design =
environmental determinism.
• Appropriate species to take account of the changing climate
(forestry commission/NE tool). The scores for A/B and C could be
improved by introducing design to benefit biodiversity (e.g. Essex
design guide).
• Increasing limits of tree cover (shading/ transpiration). See GI
section. Traditional layouts can restrict building orientation etc
• Drying clothes – opportunity to dry clothes naturally. Wording of F
should read “laundry facilities AND drying clothes naturally”.
• L: should be changed to include direct reference to recycling space
within individual dwellings.
• All policies should be expressed in terms of existing national
standards e.g. CFSH.
• This may be repeating national guidance see pps1 supplement (see
section on CHP). An appropriate threshold should be established
for CHP and energy networks. Indicating thresholds is better in the
CS - site allocations should indicate potential sites.
• O is not covered by national guidance and scores positively,
however, evidence base must be used to support this option, in
terms of viability. Using the Green Deal could support this policy
in terms of viability. There needs to be a threshold size for
extensions to apply this option O.
20

6.1.3
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

•
•

Green Infrastructure
A key initiative to delivering more sustainable development will be
providing appropriate protection for the “Green Fabric”. Option A
proposes to: A. Identify and designate the areas that make up our “Green
Fabric” both in the countryside and urban areas. Appraisal identifies this
as a key policy to deliver sustainability, with the potential for multiple
benefits including healthy lifestyles, an inclusive community, biodiversity,
climate change and heritage.
A specific element would be providing appropriate protection for existing
open spaces in the Borough by: B. Allocate new sites for open space and
recreation facilities in accordance with standards set out in Open Space
Assessment. C. Designate those areas of open space not currently covered
by protective designations which are considered to be of value and
worthy of protection. D. Review all current open space designations and
retain those which are considered to be of value, de-designate those of
poor quality or surplus to requirements.
In addition, it is proposed to provide an appropriate amount of open
space and recreation provision to meet the current and future needs of the
Borough addressing deficiencies and taking into account planned
development by: E. Allocate new sites for open space and recreation
facilities in accordance with standards set out in Open Space Assessment
Option D is considered likely to create opportunities to use poor quality
designated open space as land for housing, but that this will depend how
many are kept and how many are de-designated. It is noted that poor
quality sites in accessible locations would probably benefit from
upgrading and off-site developer contribution requirements.
The strategy and policy associated with any of these options should not be
unnecessarily restrictive with respect to meeting housing need and the
provision of commercial development. It should be possible to pursue
development and the provision of green space to mutual benefit.
Similar issues to those identified above have emerged through appraisal.
The need to balance benefit and developer costs and the importance of
good access are two key points.
Options G and H indicate that a key element of the plan will be to
recognise the link between green infrastructure and creating a network to
link up open spaces and provide pedestrian and cycle routes between
residential areas and main destinations.
The plan would seek to manage the provision of open space and
recreation facilities in relation to new developments
Appraisal found that Option I could conflict with a strategy of higher
density. This may not be beneficial in the more accessible areas. Option J
could be more compatible with high density by having graduated
21

standards. Off site contributions could be provided if they are in walking
distance.
6.1.4
•

•

•

•

•
•

•

Landscapes, Green Belt and Countryside
Protecting the Borough’s landscapes, Green Belt and countryside which
form part of the “Green Fabric” will be a key element of the plan. Three
options are considered: 1. Identify and designate areas of countryside and
develop policies to ensure that they continue to contribute to the character
of the “Green Fabric” 2. Develop a criteria based policy to protect and
manage the AONB, including views into and out of, in line with the
AONB Management Plan. 3. Extend the AONB to protect the high quality
areas of landscape that abut the AONB
Appraisal found little to discern between the options and that the
approach may restrict the opportunities for new development.
Otherwise, the approach would be strongly positive, delivering good
quality open space, beneficial to health and well being, maintain
protection form flood risk, and steer development to previously
developed land.
Whilst this objective is primarily about the quantity of green space, all
options are likely to improve the quality. Potentially, Option 1 could
contribute to increasing the areas of protected green space, where it can
play an important role in both flood attenuation and climate change
adaptation.
The plan would seek to manage the areas of countryside that are not in the
Green Belt. Three options are considered: 1. Create a countryside
designation and policy to protect areas of countryside that are not in the
Green Belt. 2. Extend the Green Belt designation to include areas of
countryside that are not in the Green belt. 3. Safeguard areas of
countryside that are not currently in the Green Belt in case they are
needed for development in the future.
Appraisal found little to discern between the options and that the
approach may restrict the opportunities for new development.
Otherwise, the approach would be strongly positive, delivering good
quality open space, beneficial to health and well being, maintain
protection form flood risk, and steer development to previously
developed land. It is noted that Option C may only provide a temporary
positive impact.
The plan would seek to create a balance between protecting the
countryside and supporting the rural economy. It was found to be
difficult to appraise this policy in isolation. In particular the issue needs
to be considered in conjunction with exception site policies and also rural
employment policies.
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•

•

•

•

6.1.5
•

•

•

•

•

6.1.6

The approach could be negative with respect to meeting housing need
depending on how restrictive the policy is. It will be important to ensure
that rural housing development is in the more accessible places and is
linked to employment/community facilities or providing these in tandem
with development.
Policy could establish criteria for allowing new employment development
in rural areas such as linking to affordable housing provision and/or live
work units.
Renewable energy diversification is becoming an important economic
consideration for landowners and the nature of policy should not
unnecessarily restrict this.
Protecting the highest quality agricultural land from development is a
requirement of national planning policy. Whilst government guidance
suggests that LDF documents should not repeat higher level planning
legislation clarifying local agricultural land policy within local
development control policy documentation can be positive. In particular
there does perhaps need to be an understanding between the sterilisation
of best quality agricultural land and land uses that temporarily restrict
their agricultural use.
Biodiversity
Appraisal finds that there could be conflict between land use for housing
and protection of habitats and that requiring developer contributions
towards habitat protection/new sites could have a negative impact on
delivery of affordable housing.
Otherwise, the both approaches would make a substantially positive
contribution to sustainability objectives. Not only by protecting and
enhancing biodiversity, but through designating additional sites and
integrating with green infrastructure, health benefits can accrue and
climate change issues can be addressed, including flooding.
It should be noted however that previously developed land can contain
unique and valuable wildlife habitats and this element of land use should
be integral to the consideration of biodiversity in the Borough.
D. Develop policies to ensure protection of trees, hedgerows, ponds and
other features within development sites. It is noted that this approach is
also likely to strongly support health, flood risk and climate change.
In addition to the comments made above with respect to biodiversity, it is
noted that the wording of F should refer to ‘climate tolerant’ species,
native where appropriate.
Heritage Management
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•

•
•

•

•

6.1.7
•

•

6.1.8
•

•

Whilst an important aspect of sustainability, Option A may cost more for a
developer in terms of architecture and suitable building materials. The
Council should link the policy to design guidance.
Employment benefits may accrue from the approach through increasing
demand for local skills and a greater use of local and traditional materials.
A key area of potential conflict is building costs and it is Option C that
represents the most restrictive approach in this sense. Similarly, with
Option E the balance between preserving a building and its reuse should
be a consideration where the location offers considerable accessibility
benefits in terms of location. Option C could, however, have a positive
impact on provided its current use is appropriate.
Options D and F are more likely to be facilitate maximum sustainability
benefits since the opportunity would exist to incorporate safety, energy
efficiency, low carbon energy and flood resilience measures
In addition to the comment made above, it is noted that Option H would
not adequately protect locally listed buildings
Sustainable Settlements
Housing Delivery
The options have been appraised under the Core Strategy policies CS4
and 5. The results can be found in the CS SAR. If the policy options
become more detailed at a later stage, then they can be appraised more
fully.
Housing mix should be based on the outcomes of the SHMA and any
future revisions. It is good to set a borough-wide mix, but it does not give
enough specificity – this could come from the SHMA. Providing for a
range of dwellings is a sustainability objective.
Travel and Parking
Appraisal found that the approaches are not mutually exclusive and all
support the objective of reducing the need to travel combined with
improving the ability to travel by non car modes. Policies to promote new
development in the most accessible locations combined with policies to
reduce parking provision are in accordance with national planning
guidance and should help create more sustainable communities. It will be
important, however, to ensure that a joined up integrated approach is
taken to encourage a modal shift towards walking, cycling and public
transport use.
Options E,F,G below do consider pedestrian/cycling infrastructure,
however the need for good and inclusive public transport
facilities/infrastructure also needs to be considered. It should also be
recognised that creating a modal shift cannot be achieved solely through
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spatial planning policies and needs to be supported by holistic strategic
decision making such as parking strategies/pricing, and the LTP.
Appraisal finds that this is an important measure to support healthy
lifestyles and an inclusive community, although options F and G may
need to be considered along with other contributions t o ensure costs for
developers are reasonable.
Maximum benefits would accrue if the measures are co-ordinated with the
expansion of the cycle network and that this is linked strategically to
green corridors.
Climate change and resources
The options/objectives proposed are not mutually exclusive and appraisal
found that together they could deliver substantial benefits with respect to
sustainability.
Option A seeks to effect a reduction in carbon dioxide emissions through
focussing new development in sustainable locations in accordance with
the preferred locations for development set out in the Core Strategy.
Option B and Option C consolidate the provisions of PPS25. This would
not only address flood risk, but include measures to improve water
quality and human health.
Option D seeks a proactive approach to sustainable design. A prescriptive
means could be delivered through the setting target levels within
CFSH/BREEAM level, whereas Option E proposes to allow the market to
deliver the objective. Appraisal found that Option D would provide
certainty of benefits and the necessary co-ordination of multiple benefits.
Option E would be less likely to have an adverse impact on the viability of
house building, but less likely to deliver wider sustainability benefits.
The objective is considered of making the most of opportunities for
renewable energy generation in the Borough, without harming its local
character or amenity, or significantly compromising the openness of the
Green Belt.
Option F proposes to identify and promote district heating and power
schemes on larger sites and in regeneration areas. This would provide a
catalyst for provision and the basis for a co-ordinated approach. The
benefits to energy efficiency, energy security and air quality (in the global
sense) would be substantial.
Option G would be a complementary measure to Option F, requiring large
developments to consider provision of CHP facilities. Appraisal saw no
benefit in specifying the size of development since future development of
this technology may improve viability for smaller sites.
The previous options could be implemented with Option H, which would
require connection to CHP where this exists. The sustainability credentials
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are clearly positive and these options are more concerned with the
mechanism of delivering CHP. The same is true of Options I, J and K.
The objective is also proposed for encouraging and promoting sustainable
transport measures and choices whilst acknowledging that a certain level
of car-ownership is inevitable.
Option L seeks to require travel plans for larger schemes and Option M
seeks to ensure that the requirements of Travel Plans can be implemented
on development sites through, for example allowing sufficient space for
cycle parking / storage and easy access for pedestrian.
Appraisal notes the importance of these options to delivering more
sustainable transport and to reducing congestion. With respect to Option
L it is recommended that criteria based policy could indicate where /
what should be developed.

Managing the Economy
6.1.10 Economic Development
• In both options the locations would be the most easily accessed by public
transport and the need to travel is likely to be reduced overall. Investment
would still be needed in sustainable/public transport to avoid increased
congestion.
• Opportunities would exist for low carbon energy including CHP, but
policy/strategy is likely to be required to steer this to achieve maximum
benefit. Similarly policy/strategy would be required for green
infrastructure and to implement measures such as BREEAM standard.
• Option 1 is considered more likely to meet needs of economy since it
offers greater flexibility.
• With respect to economic development which contributes to wider Core
Strategy quality and sustainability objectives: Appraisal has identified that
in all options the locations would be the most easily accessed by public
transport and the need to travel is likely, therefore, to be reduced overall.
Investment would still be needed in sustainable/public transport to avoid
increased congestion.
• Opportunities would exist for low carbon energy including CHP, but
policy/strategy is likely to be required to steer this to achieve maximum
benefit. Similarly policy/strategy would be required for green
infrastructure and to implement measures such as BREEAM standard.
• Option 3 the most likely to meet needs of economy since it offers greater
flexibility.
• The plan would seek to make the best use of existing employment land:
Appraisal found that Option 4 is the most likely to increase availability of
land for housing in sustainable locations, but that all options offer positive
benefits by ensuring good accessibility to employment and services.
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Whilst the need to travel is likely to be reduced overall as the locations
would be the most easily accessed by public transport, investment would
still be needed in sustainable/public transport to avoid increased
congestion.
Opportunities would exist for low carbon energy including CHP, but
policy/strategy is likely to be required to steer this to achieve maximum
benefit. Similarly policy/strategy would be required for green
infrastructure and to implement measures such as BREEAM standard.
Option 3 and 4 were considered more likely to meet market needs.
The plan would recognise the importance of providing for the needs of
small and medium sized businesses: Appraisal has identified no
significant strategic level issues, but identifies that Option 2 might support
a more innovative private sector.
The plan would seek to secure employment development that contributes
to climate change avoidance and mitigation (energy efficiency/renewable
energy): Appraisal finds that Option 1 can be more prescriptive and
ensure the delivery of CHP, whereas Option 2 can encompass the whole
sustainability agenda (transport, biodiversity, flood risk, green
infrastructure and sustainable construction).
The options are not mutually exclusive.
The plan would seek to manage economic development outside
designated employment sites. A flexible approach to economic
development outside designated employment sites is considered.
Appraisal found that Option 2 is likely to increase availability of land for
housing in sustainable locations. Other than this, sustainability credentials
dependent on supplementary policy/criteria as identified. This might
include a local interpretation of national policies and guidance such as
PPS25 and BREEAM. It is noted that the options are not mutually
exclusive.

6.1.11 Town centres and local shopping centres
• E (Introduce greater flexibility by allowing changes of use away from
shopping into specified other uses, but risk losing valued retail units)
gives the flexibility for a town centre to redefine itself and change with the
times. E is the preferred sustainability option, however it needs some
criteria to allow change of use so as to give a vibrant mix of uses. Mix of
use will increase the footfall, thereby supporting the existing shops. Other
options given are actually part of the criteria that should form part of
option E
• J (Where there is an economically feasible case for redevelopment of sites
that do not contribute to the attractiveness of the town identify an
Opportunity Area, accepting the principle of relatively intensive
redevelopment with some flexibility of use in return for very high quality,
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historically sympathetic design and finishing materials). With J the
sustainability objectives can be set out for each area. J is more proactive so
can get greater benefits from each development. J would enable us to plan
on a more strategic level rather than a site by site basis.
Appropriate uses for local centres should be defined.
The criteria based policy for loss of shopping units.

6.1.12 Reigate Town Centre Boundary
• Two options are considered for the Reigate Town Centre Boundary
A – existing
B – extended
• Both options offer the potential to deliver employment and housing in
accessible locations. The wider sustainability benefits would be dependent
on the uses delivered and how they are delivered. The SA Objectives
provide a checklist of factors to guide the strategy.
• It is noted that Option A offers protection to some areas of open space and
prevents existing housing from being lost to other uses.
• Option B has the potential to deliver more housing and to
consolidate/enhance the service offer. Policy/the strategy can seek to
avoid loss of important open space and/or its reprovision in an enhanced
manner. Some uses may need to be relocated in an accessible location.
6.1.13 Horley Town Centre Boundary
• Four options are considered for the Horley Town Centre Boundary
A – existing
B – red line
C – include station approach
D – further extension
• All options offer the potential to deliver employment and housing in
accessible locations. The wider sustainability benefits would be dependent
on the uses delivered and how they are delivered. The SA Objectives
provide a checklist of factors to guide the strategy.
• It is noted that Option A and Option B offer protection to some areas of
open space and prevents existing housing from being lost to other uses.
• Option C and Option D have the potential to deliver more housing and to
consolidate/enhance the service offer. Policy/the strategy can seek to
avoid loss of important open space and/or its reprovision in an enhanced
manner. Some uses may need to be relocated in an accessible location.
• Option C offers an opportunity to utilise an accessible location to best
effect.
6.1.14 Banstead Town Centre Boundary
• A – not including school (existing)
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B – including school
C – further extension
All options offer the potential to deliver employment and housing in
accessible locations. The wider sustainability benefits would be dependent
on the uses delivered and how they are delivered. The SA Objectives
provide a checklist of factors to guide the strategy.
It is noted that Option A offers protection to some areas of open space and
prevents existing housing from being lost to other uses.
Option B and Option C have the potential to deliver more housing and to
consolidate/enhance the service offer. Policy/the strategy can seek to
avoid loss of important open space and/or its reprovision in an enhanced
manner. Some uses may need to be relocated in an accessible location.
With Option B the school would need to be relocated in an accessible
location. Benefits dependent on uses delivered.

6.1.15 Major Developed sites in the Green Belt
• The options consider whether to allocate sites as Major Developed Sites
according to the criteria set out in the Core Strategy. This would be for
Occupiers of large, established sites in the Green Belt that need to carry
out development necessary to their operations which would not normally
considered to be appropriate development in the Green Belt and/or the
redevelopment of buildings within large sites in the Green Belt may bring
about environmental improvements.
• These options are not mutually exclusive and it is considered that they
would be likely to deliver a substantial benefit with respect to the
provision of additional land to provide housing. An adverse impact might
be that there would be less of an incentive to use previously developed
land.
• A clear strategy, supported by policy would be required to ensure
sustainability objectives are delivered in new development. The ability to
do so would vary with the site selected. A key issue might be how to
resolve the likelihood that the development would increase reliance on car
journeys to access existing employment and services. The use of a
development brief is recommended to maximise sustainability benefits.
• With respect to preserving the openness of the Green Belt: Option 1
criteria could be used to specify where, in exceptional circumstances,
uses/measures that support the delivery of sustainable development can
be allowed. Option 2 could do the same in a more prescriptive manner.
Option 3 would be limited in the ability to address sustainability issues.
Enabling Regeneration
6.1.16 Preston
29

•

•

•

•




•

•

•

•

The plan will include a regeneration strategy for the Preston area.
Objectives are set out below as RP1 to RP6. RP1 Improving the physical
environment of the Preston estate.
A: Require a high quality of design in schemes for new development, or
alterations to existing buildings
B: Encourage proposals and designate areas to bring about improvements
to the public realm
C: Require a high standard of landscaping in all new developments
D: Encourage developments that would make better use of poor quality or
underused open space
The options are not mutually exclusive. The combination of all these
options would make a substantial contribution to health and well being;
high quality homes and a high quality environment for all residents
would support social inclusion.
Option A supports housing that meets needs in the long term and could
incorporate lifetime homes standard and the Code for Sustainable Homes.
Option A, B and C can include design measures to ensure the following
are addressed:
avoiding light pollution
protect/enhance groundwater
conserve/enhance biodiversity
protect/enhance heritage
RP2 Facilitating the redevelopment of sites for example the De Burgh
School and Merland Rise Recreation Ground
E: Allocate sites for redevelopment in order to generate capital to fund the
provision of new facilities and other improvements in the area
F: Develop policies to set out the desired density and design requirements
for redevelopment schemes including requirements to improve
sustainability to ensure a maximum return and bring about regeneration
Both options would be strongly positive, in particular by providing good
access to services and supporting social inclusion. The sustainability
objectives offer a checklist of factors to consider and measures to include
to maximise benefits.
In developing a strategy consideration could be given to facilities such as
community electric cars and facilities that support training and skills
events.
RP3 Improving housing choice and creating a more diverse and
sustainable community
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G: Allow a more flexible approach to affordable housing provision in new
residential developments e.g. 25% affordable housing instead of 40% as
set out in the Core Strategy
H: Allow a greater proportion of the affordable housing provided in new
residential developments to be shared ownership / intermediate housing
rather than social rented
These policies have already been appraised as part of the SA for the Core
Strategy.
Summary from CS SAR
Policy CS5 and Policy CS7; the Site Allocations DPD, Area Action Plans
and Design Guidance SPD supplement Policy CS4 by setting the context
with respect to the mix, layout, and density of development. In
combination, these Policies and Plans will strongly support accessibility,
social inclusion and health. Appraisal of Options in May 2006 found that
the Preferred Option of planning for the New Growth Point has strong
sustainability attributes, in particular the delivery of affordable housing in
locations with good accessibility, the opportunity to enhance cultural
assets, heritage and a sense of place in urban areas.
RP4 Providing new and upgraded community and recreation facilities
I: Allocate land for the provision of new facilities
J: Allow a flexible approach to development on the recreation ground site
which recognises the need to build on part of the open space in order to
provide better quality facilities and bring about environmental
improvements and regeneration
The type, scale and nature of delivering both options should be guided by
the principles of sustainable development that the objectives represent.
Option J would involve the loss of open space. Whether the benefits of
new provision outweigh the loss will depend on how this project is
delivered and what it delivers.
RP 5 Improving access within the estate and between the estate and
essential facilities in the wider area
K: Allocate land for new cycleways / footpath links and for public
transport access improvements e.g. bus terminus
L: Allocate areas for improved residents’ parking
M: Designate areas for the introduction of Home Zone layouts
N: Seek developer contributions towards highways improvements and
cycle / footpath networks
These measures are not mutually exclusive and together provide strong
support to sustainability objectives. Options K, M and N are key elements
of safe design, Option K promotes healthy lifestyles.
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Option D and Option F may provide an opportunity to design in flood
resilience measures

•

RP6 Implementing low carbon initiatives
O: Allocate land to accommodate the development and infrastructure
associated with low carbon energy generation
A key element of the sustainability agenda, benefits could be maximised
by focussing on fuel poverty as a priority.

•

6.1.17 Merstham
• The plan will include a regeneration strategy for the Merstham area.
Objectives are set out below as RM1 to RM4.
•

•

•

•
•

RM1 Enabling the co-ordinated redevelopment of key sites within the
core of the estate
A: Allocate land for redevelopment for residential development in order
to generate capital to fund the provision of community buildings and
other improvements
B: Be proactive in allocating land for new uses where this would bring
about significant social or environmental improvements e.g. allocation of
some green space to provide new community buildings
The ability to deliver wide-ranging benefits depends on the scope of
criteria. The sustainability objectives provide a checklist of matters to
consider. Of particular importance, policy should include consideration of
biodiversity improvements in all projects and could include reusing
important cultural/heritage buildings. Facilities could include climate
change projects such as community electric cars and support for training
and skills events.
RM2 Providing improved community commercial facilities and making
better use of existing retail units
C: Allocate land for redevelopment to provide new community buildings
D: Allocate a site for a new foodstore
E: Allow more flexible use of vacant retail units for other business uses,
community facilities or residential use
The impacts of Option C would depend on the site selected.
Option D sustainability credentials will rely on the scope and ambition of
criteria. The sustainability objectives offer an agenda to improve the
sustainability credentials of a new foodstore:
 promoting healthy eating
 support non car travel
 buy and use produce goods locally
 exemplar sustainable design
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 supported local food production
 offer training and skills
 act as a catalyst for community energy efficiency/renewables
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RM3 Creating a safer and cleaner environment
F: Encourage proposals that would bring about improvements to the
public realm
G: Require a high standard of landscaping in all new developments
H: Require new developments to incorporate design features to improve
public safety and reduce fear of crime in new development proposals e.g.
layouts to improve surveillance of public areas
The options are not mutually exclusive. Together they strongly support
sustainability objectives. The combination of all these options could make
a substantial contribution to health and well being
The strategy can include design measures to ensure the following are
addressed:
avoiding light pollution
protect/enhance groundwater
conserve/enhance biodiversity
protect/enhance heritage
RM4 Promoting healthy lifestyles
I: Encourage proposals that would improve the quality of existing open
spaces and recreation facilities
J: Allocate land to provide new and improved footpath / cycle links
within the estate and to nearby countryside
The options are a key element of sustainable transport, safe design and
promoting healthy lifestyles. Maximum benefits would be possible if
flood risk attenuation and SUDS were requirements of any provision,
where appropriate.

6.1.18 Horley
• The plan will include a regeneration strategy for the Horley area.
Objectives are set out below as RH1 to RH4.
•

•

•

RH1 Delivering the redevelopment of key sites within the town centre
A: Allocate land for redevelopment e.g. Newman House, underused car
park sites and library site
The ability to deliver wide ranging benefits depends on the scope of
criteria.
RH2 Improving the appearance of Horley Town Centre to make it a
pleasant place to be
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B: Develop policies to set out design requirements for new developments
in the town centre
C: Designate areas for focussed environmental improvements
D: Allocate sites to provide new open spaces such as public squares
within the town centre
E: Develop policies and design guidance for shop fronts and advertising
to promote a high standard of design in the main shopping streets
The options are not mutually exclusive. Together they strongly support
sustainability objectives. The ability to deliver wide ranging benefits
depends on the scope of criteria.
The strategy can include design measures to ensure the following are
addressed:
avoiding light pollution
protect/enhance groundwater
conserve/enhance biodiversity
protect/enhance heritage
RH3 Improving shopping provision and attracting more customers to the
town centre
F: Allocate sites for new retail development setting out preferences for
type of retail use
G: Develop policies to enable the introduction of complementary uses
such as restaurants into the town centre shopping area
The sustainability objectives offer a checklist of issues that should be on
the agenda when identifying retail sites and uses.
H: Designate areas for specific types of use e.g. restaurant / café quarter
I: Develop flexible use policies for some parts of the town centre to
encourage take up of vacant units
J: Develop policies to allow improvements to parking for shoppers in the
town centre whilst encouraging alternative means of transport
The options are not mutually exclusive and, together, are a key element in
delivering a vibrant community with accessible facilities and services.
Option J is an important initiative to help address traffic congestion, air
quality and sustainable economic growth
The sustainability objectives offer a checklist of issues that should be on
the agenda when identifying the nature/scope and uses within the remit
of the strategy.
RH4 Making the most of Horley’s proximity to Gatwick
K: Allocate sites for office / business use within and /or on the edge of
the town centre
L: Allocate sites for new hotels within the town centre
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M: Develop policies to allow the change of use of buildings within the
town centre to hotel use
The flexibility these policies represent could retain use of heritage
buildings and support an economy that responds to demand.

6.2 Monitoring
6.2.1

Sustainability Appraisal indicates that the policy options considered so far
have some sound sustainability credentials, however, there are some areas
where adverse impacts may occur and it is recommended that these be
monitored.

6.2.2

At this Issues and Options stage the policies are still being developed and
the SA report and recommendations will continue to influence and shape
the DPD.

6.2.3

In the submission stage appraisal, when the final policy options have been
drafted, areas for monitoring will be identified.

35

APPENDIX A: Checklist of how the requirements of the SEA
Directive have been met
Table 1. Meeting the requirement of the SEA Directive
REQUIREMENT of SEA DIRECTIVE

SECTION
REPORT

OF

2.3,
(a) An outline of the contents, main objectives of the plan 2.2,
or programme and relationship with other relevant Appendix B
plans and programmes

2.5,

(b) The relevant aspects of the current state of the 4.2.8, 4.3
environment and the likely evolution thereof without
implementation of the plan or programme
(c) The environmental characteristics of areas likely to be Section 4, Scoping
report
significantly affected
(d) Any existing environmental problems which are 4.3.2, Scoping report
relevant to the plan or programme including, in
particular, those relating to any areas of a particular
environmental importance, such as areas designated
pursuant to Directives 79/409/EEC and 92/43/EEC
(e) The environmental protection objectives, established at Section 5
international, Community or Member State level,
which are relevant to the plan or programme and the
way those objectives and any environmental
considerations have been taken into account during its
preparation
(f) The likely significant effects on the environment, Section 6, Appendix
including on issues such as biodiversity, population, C
human health, fauna, flora, soil, water, air, climatic
factors, material assets, cultural heritage including
architectural and archaeological heritage, landscape
and the interrelationship between the above factors
(g) The measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and as Section 6
fully as possible offset any significant adverse effects
on the environment of implementing the plan or
programme
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6
and
(h) An outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives Section
further
SA
reports
dealt with, and a description of how the assessment
was undertaken including any difficulties (such as (preferred options)
technical deficiencies or lack of know-how)
encountered in compiling the required information

(i) A description of the measures envisaged concerning 6.2
monitoring in accordance with Article 10
(j)

A non-technical summary of the information provided Section 1
under the above headings
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APPENDIX B Other plans, programmes and strategies influencing
the context of SA and the formation of the sustainability objectives

List of relevant policies, plans and programmes influencing the LDF
International

The Johannesburg Declaration on Sustainable Development
European Spatial Development Perspective (97/150/EC)
European Habitats Directive (Special Areas of Conservation (SACs)) (92/43/EEC)
European Birds Directive (79/409/EEC)
European Nitrates Directive
European Air Quality Directive (2008)
European Water Framework Directive (2000/60/EC)
European Waste Framework Directive (2005)
European Environmental Impact Assessment Directive (97/11/EC)
European Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive (2001/42/EC)
European Energy Performance of Buildings Directive (2002/91/EC)
European Noise Directive (2001/14/EC)
European Convention on the Protection of Archaeological Heritage (Valetta Convention)
(2001)
Aarhus Convention 1998 (UN Economic Commission for Europe (UNECE) Convention
on Access to Information, Public Participation in Decision-Making and Access to Justice
in Environmental Matters
Sixth Environmental Action Programme for the European Community (2002-2012)
Kyoto Protocol on Climate Change (2002)
United Nations Convention on Human Rights
European Landscape Convention (Florence Convention 2000)
The Water Framework Directive and Planning, Initial Advice to Planning Authorities in
England and Wales (2006)
European Waste Framework Directive 75/442/EEC on waste, amended by Council
Directive 2006/12/EC
European Sustainable Development Strategy (renewed 2006) (2007 first progress report
available)
National – Plans and Strategies

Securing The Future - UK Sustainable Development Strategy (March 2005)
Sustainable Communities Plan: Building for the Future
Rural White Paper (2000) – Our Countryside: The Future
UK Biodiversity Action Plan (1994)
Working with the grain of nature: A Biodiversity Strategy for England (October 2002)
Rural Strategy (2004)
Farming and Food Strategy
Energy White Paper (May 2007)
National Air Quality Strategy (2008)
Aviation White Paper – The Future of Air Transport
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List of relevant policies, plans and programmes influencing the LDF

10 Year Transport Plan (2000)
White Paper on the Future of Transport: a network for 2030 (July 2004)
UK Climate Change Programme (2006)
Water Act 2003
Making the Past Part of our Future – English Heritage Strategy 2005-2010
Code for Sustainable Homes: Setting the Standard in Sustainability for New Homes (Feb
2008)
Code for Sustainable Homes : Building A Greener Future – Towards Zero Carbon
Development
Environmental Quality and Spatial Policy: Incorporating the natural, built and historic
environment and rural issues in plans and strategies (2005)
Safer Places – The planning System and Crime Prevention (CLG 2004)
Strategic Environmental Assessment and Biodiversity: Guidance for practitioners (June
2004)
UK Renewable Energy Strategy (2009)
Planning & Energy Act (2008)
Climate Change Act (2008)
Civil Aviation Act (2006)
Waste Strategy for England and Wales (revised 2007)
The Historic Environment: A Force for our Future (2001) (May have been superseded –
R&B to check)
The Framework for Sport in England (2004)
National – Planning Policy Statements and Guidance and Circulars
Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering Sustainable Development (2005)
Planning and Climate Change (supplement to PPS1) (Dec 2007)
Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: Green Belts (1995)
Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing (2006)
Planning Policy Statement 4:Planning for Sustainable Economic Growth (2009)
Planning Policy Statement 5: Planning for the Historic Environment
Planning Policy Statement 7: Sustainable Development in Rural Areas (2004)
Planning Policy Guidance Note 8: Telecommunications (2001)
Planning Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation (new
consultation out)
Consultation paper on a new Planning Policy Statement: Planning for a Natural and
Healthy Environment
Planning Policy Statement10: Planning for Sustainable Waste Management
Planning Policy Statement 12: Local Spatial Planning (2008)
Planning Policy Guidance Note 13: Transport (2001)
Planning Policy Guidance Note 14: Development on Unstable Land
Planning Policy Guidance Note 17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and Recreation
(2003) and Companion Guide: Assessing Needs and Opportunities
Planning Policy Guidance Note 18: Enforcing Planning Control (1991)
Planning Policy Guidance Note 19: Outdoor Advertisement Control (1992)
Planning Policy Statement 22: Renewable Energy (2004)
Planning Policy Statement 23: Planning and Pollution Control (2004)
Planning Policy Guidance Note 24: Planning and Noise (1994)
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List of relevant policies, plans and programmes influencing the LDF

Planning Policy Statement 25: Development and Flood Risk
Circular 01/06 – Planning for Gypsy and Traveller Caravan Sites
Circular 04/07 – Planning for Travelling Showpeople
Circular 5/05 Planning Obligations
Circular 06/2005 Biodiversity and Geological Conservation
Consultation on a Planning Policy Statement: Planning for a Low Carbon Future in a
Changing Climate
The Framework for Sport in England (2004)
White Paper: Our Towns and Cities: The Future (2000)
The Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981)
Good Practice Guide on Tourism (2006)
Regional and Sub Regional

South East Plan (May 2009)
South East Plan Partial Review – Provision for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling
Showpeople – Policy H7 (June 2009)
Regional Transport Strategy (2004)
Regional Housing Strategy (2006)
Regional Economic Strategy (2006-2016)
Regional Waste Strategy (2004) (It may have been absorbed into SE Plan – TDC to
investigate)
Regional Strategy for Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy (2004)
South East Regional Sustainability Framework (May 2008)
Social Inclusion Statement (SEERA and Partners, 2002)
The Cultural Cornerstone: A Strategy for the development of cultural activity and its
benefits in the South East (June 2001)
The Cultural Agenda: realising the cultural strategy of the South East (November 2002)
Gatwick Diamond Initiative(GDI) – Gatwick Diamond Future Plan (2008)
South East Biodiversity Strategy (SEBS)
Catchment Flood Management Plan
(THAMES)
Regional Housing Strategy (2008-2011)
London Spatial Development Strategy 2004
The South East Plan For Sport 2004-08
County

Surrey Waste Plan 2008
Surrey Minerals Local Plan 1993
Surrey Minerals Plan – Preferred Option 2008 (TDC to check latest version)
Surrey Local Transport Plan – second LTP 2006/7-2010/11 (March 2006)
Surrey Strategic Partnership Plan 2009-2020 – Standing up for Surrey (draft Oct 2009)
Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Beauty Management Plan 2009
Surrey Hills Area of Great Landscape Value Review 2007
Surrey Economic Development Action Plan (1999)
Surrey Education Service Strategy
Surrey Education Organisation Plan 2010-2019
Surrey’s Medium Term Strategy for Adults and Community Care
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List of relevant policies, plans and programmes influencing the LDF

Surrey Biodiversity Action Plan (1999)
Surrey Cultural Strategy: Taking Part in Surrey (2008-2011)
Surrey Local Government Association Key Worker Strategy – Housing to underpin
economic success
Surrey Economic Partnership (SEP) Economic Strategy
Surrey Heritage Strategy (2001)
Surrey Rural Strategy
Surrey Sports Strategy
Parking Strategy for Surrey (2003)
Surrey Crime and Disorder Reduction Strategy 2005 – 2008
Surrey Design – A Strategic Guide for a Quality Built Environment (2001)
Future of Surrey’s Landscape & Woodlands (1997)
Draft Surrey Rural Strategy 2010-2015
Surrey Local Transport Plan – Annual Progress Report (2007)
Surrey Road Safety Strategy 2008 - 2011
Local

East Surrey Housing Strategy 2009-2013
Extra Care Housing Strategy for Mid Surrey (2005)
East Surrey Rural Transport Partnership Action Plan
Gatwick Airport Master Plan (2005)
East Surrey NHS Primary Care Trust Business Plan 2003-4 (ELM to check if this has
been superseded)
Surrey Primary Care Trust (PCT) Annual Report 2008-09
Housing Infrastructure Thematic Board
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Appendix C

See separate PDF document
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