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1.0

Introduction

1.1

Introduction

1.2

This Statement of Compliance with the Duty to Cooperate has been
prepared by Waverley Borough Council to demonstrate how it has met the
requirements of the Duty to Cooperate as set out by the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended) and by the National Planning
Policy Framework. Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies (LPP2) is a development plan document, which the
requirements of the Duty to Cooperate are relevant in its preparation.

1.3

The Duty to Cooperate requires local authorities to cooperate with each
other, and with other prescribed bodies, on strategic matters that cross
administrative boundaries. Waverley Borough Council is producing its new
Local Plan in two stages. Local Plan Part 1: Strategic Policies and sites, is
the strategic plan. Following Examination, it was adopted by the Council in
February 2018. Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations and Development
Management Policies, together with the various Neighbourhood Plans that
have been or are being produced by town and parish councils, will complete
the picture. The Council is satisfied that it has met the requirements of Duty
to Cooperate. As demonstrated by this Compliance of the Duty to Cooperate
Statement, the Council has concluded that the LPP2 does not raise any
strategic matters of cross boundary significance that have not been
addressed.

1.4

Legislative background

1.5

This Statement accompanies the submission of the Waverley Borough
Council Local Plan Part 2 and seeks to demonstrate how WBC has complied
with the Duty to Co-operate in preparing the plan.

1.6

The Localism Act 2011 introduced the Duty to Cooperate in relation to
planning for sustainable development. This is set out in section 33A of The
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. It places a legal duty on local
planning authorities and county councils in England, and prescribed public
bodies to engage constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis to
maximise the effectiveness of local plan and marine plan preparation in the
context of strategic cross boundary matters.

1.7

Certain other public bodies are also subject to the duty to cooperate. These
are prescribed in the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England)
Regulations 2012 as amended.

1.8

These additional prescribed bodies with which local planning authorities are
required to cooperate comprise:
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 the Environment Agency
 Historic England
 Natural England
 the Mayor of London (where applicable)
 the Civil Aviation Authority
 the Homes and Communities Agency
 each clinical commissioning group established under section 14D of the
National Health Service Act 2006
 the National Health Service Commissioning Board
 each Integrated Transport Authority
 each highway authority within the meaning of section 1 of the Highways Act
1980 (including the Secretary of State, where the Secretary of State is the
highways authority)
 the Marine Management Organisation.
 The Office of the Rail Regulation
 Transport for London (where applicable)
1.9

Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) explains that Local Enterprise
Partnerships (LEP) and Local Nature Partnerships (LNP) are not subject to
the requirements of the duty. However local planning authorities that are
subject to the duty, must co-operate with Local Enterprise Partnerships and
Local Nature Partnerships and have regard to their activities when they are
preparing their Local Plans, so long as those activities are relevant to local
plan-making.

1.10

The National Planning Policy Framework
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) paragraphs 24 – 27
outlines how local authorities should maintain effective cooperation by:

24.

Local planning authorities and county councils (in two-tier areas) are under
a duty to cooperate with each other, and with other prescribed bodies, on
strategic matters that cross administrative boundaries.

25.

Strategic policy-making authorities should collaborate to identify the relevant
strategic matters which they need to address in their plans. They should also
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engage with their local communities and relevant bodies including Local
Enterprise Partnerships, Local Nature Partnerships, the Marine Management
Organisation, county councils, infrastructure providers, elected Mayors and
combined authorities (in cases where Mayors or combined authorities do not
have plan-making powers).
26.

Effective and on-going joint working between strategic policy-making
authorities and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a positively
prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint working should help to
determine where additional infrastructure is necessary, and whether
development needs that cannot be met wholly within a particular plan area
could be met elsewhere.

27.

In order to demonstrate effective and on-going joint working, strategic
policymaking authorities should prepare and maintain one or more
statements of common ground, documenting the cross-boundary matters
being addressed and progress in cooperating to address these. These
should be produced using the approach set out in national planning
guidance, and be made publicly available throughout the plan-making
process to provide transparency.

1.11

The NPPF requires local authorities to demonstrate effective and on-going
joint working by preparing and maintaining one or more statements of
common ground, using the approach as detailed in the PPG.

1.12

Advice from the PPG includes:
 Local Planning authorities should focus on outcomes and maximise
effectiveness;
 The duty is about engagement and consultation is not sufficient to meet
requirements;
 The duty cannot be applied retrospectively so if a plan fails the legal test
there are no mechanisms to put this right;
 The duty is on-going and engagement is expected to continue after a plan
has been adopted i.e. continuing joint work with others or monitoring and
implementation of the plan.

1.13

The “duty to cooperate” is a legal requirement of the plan-making process.
The Inspector will need to see sufficient evidence to demonstrate that the
'duty to co-operate' has been undertaken appropriately for the plan being
examined.
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1.14

Local Pan Part 2 – in context

1.15

Waverley Borough Council (WBC) is producing a Local Plan Part 2: Site
Allocations and Development Management Policies (LPP2), which will form
the second stage of the new Local Plan. It accompanies the Local Plan Part
1: Strategic Policies and Sites which was adopted in February 2018.

1.16

Local Plan Part 1 (LPP1) sets out the Council’s vision and strategic
objectives for future development in the Borough over the period 2013-2032,
specifies the overall spatial strategy for growth in the Borough and allocates
nine strategic sites. Importantly, it sets the overall housing requirement for
the Borough and the broad distribution of this to the various towns and
parishes. To understand the strategic context established by this document,
please view the adopted version of Local Plan Part 1. In terms of the Duty to
Co-operate, it is considered that the main strategic issues with any potential
cross boundary impacts have been addressed through LPP1.

1.17

The scope of LPP2 will provide the more detailed ‘Development
Management’ policies, review a suite of local designations and will allocate
sites for housing and other uses in certain areas of the Borough, to meet the
allocations set out in LPP1. In terms of housing site allocations, the only
areas where LPP2 is undertaking this, are Haslemere and Witley/Milford.
This is because the other settlements have either already met their LPP1
housing requirements or their allocations are being achieved through
neighbourhood plans. LPP2 is also undertaking the allocations for the
Gypsies and Travellers and Travelling Showpeople to meet their identified
needs.

1.18

Local Plan Part 2 should be consistent with LPP1 and the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF). The Plan must contribute to achieving
sustainable development and to be positively prepared.

1.19

LPP1 set out the spatial “Vision for Waverley” which looks forward to an end
date of 2032. This vision gives the aspirations within Waverley for both LPP1
and LPP2 and how development will be assessed. This vision in turn
provides the strategic aims of the LPP1 including the aim to support the
delivery of at least 11,210 additional homes in the period 2013 to 2032.

1.20

The amount and location of housing for the duration of the plan period 2013 2032 was identified as part of LPP1. Policy ALH1 detailed the quantity of
housing required and where it was to be built: in the four main settlements
including the new settlement at Dunsfold Aerodrome; the four large villages
and the seven smaller villages.

1.21

The provision of housing was only one of the strategic issues which was
included in LPP1. The plan laid out a number of strategic issues including
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the following areas: delivering sustainable transport schemes within new
developments; the development and protection of infrastructure and
community facilities; the provision of affordable housing; the policy for the
provision of gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople accommodation;
the provision of development for economic growth; amendments to the
Green Belt; the protection of our heritage assets; conservation of the rural
environment and dealing with climate change.
1.22

In some of the policies in LPP1, the intention is to for LPP2 to define in
greater detail how the strategic issues that have been adopted will be
implemented in order to provide greater clarity in the determination of
planning applications.

1.23

As Local Plan Part 1 is the strategic development plan document containing
the overarching strategy and vision for the borough, LPP2 is focussed on
development management policies and site allocations to meet the housing
requirement for those settlements set out in Local Part 1 where the
neighbourhood plan is not allocating sites.

1.24

The Duty to Cooperate process was undertaken as part of the examination
of LPP1. Within the “Report on the Examination of the Waverley Borough
Local Plan Part 1” dated 1 February 2018, the Inspector made the following
conclusion:
“Assessment of Duty to Co-operate

12.

Section 20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that I consider whether the Council
complied with any duty imposed on it by section 33A in respect of the Plan’s
preparation.

13.

The Council has actively engaged with, or has been a member of, a number
of bodies and organisations in order to consider important issues relevant to
the Plan. These include the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area
Joint Strategic Partnership Board; East Hampshire District Council and
Natural England; the County Council; several other district councils; town
and parish councils; infrastructure providers; organisations representing
Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople; the Highways Authority,
Network Rail, TfL and transport providers; and key organisations and
agencies such as water companies, health providers, education, social
services, adult social care, telecommunications companies and emergency
services and others.

14.

A number of Statements of Common Ground (SoCGs) had previously been
prepared for the withdrawn Core Strategy, and more recent SoCGs have
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been agreed with Natural England and the Environment Agency in
connection with the current plan.
15.

Extensive collaboration has been carried out with the County Council and
Guildford and Woking districts in the preparation of the SHMA (Strategic
Housing Market Assessment) and in discussion on housing requirements.
Whilst the submitted plan does not contain any allowance for unmet housing
need arising in Woking District, this is a matter dealt with through
modifications to the housing requirement and does not demonstrate any
failure under the Duty to Co-operate.

16.

Overall I am satisfied that, where necessary, the Council has engaged
constructively, actively and on an on-going basis in the preparation of the
Plan and that the duty to co-operate has therefore been met.”

1.25

Paragraph 24 of the NPPF requires cooperation “on strategic matters that
cross administrative boundaries.”
Therefore, as the Duty to Cooperate requirement has already been met for
the strategic policies set out in LPP1, the Duty to Cooperate for LPP2 is
limited to those elements of the plan that are considered to have relevant
cross boundary issues. The preparation of LPP2 under the Duty is therefore
based on active and constructive engagement with other authorities and
bodies proportionate to LPP2’s status as a non-strategic plan.

1.26

The previous local plan Local Plan 2002 was adopted in 2002. The adoption
of the Local Plan Part 2 will be the final step in replacing Local Plan
2002.The remaining policies that were 'Saved Policies' in the 2002 policies
that were not replaced when Local Plan Part 1: Strategic Policies and Sites
was adopted will now also be replaced by Local Plan Part 2: Site Allocations
and Development Management Policies.
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2.0

The approach to cooperation
This section sets out the approach Waverley Borough Council has taken to
engaging with other local authorities and bodies in preparing LPP2. Given
LPP2 is non-strategic, the approach to cooperation is focussed on the cross
boundary implications of any policies and allocations that the plan would
have on neighbouring authorities due to Waverley’s geographical location.
However, the approach also takes into account any impact that these
policies or allocations could have on planning remit of specific public bodies.

2.1

The geographical context
Waverley lies within Surrey and has boundaries with the following local
authorities:
 Rushmoor BC;
 Guildford BC;
 Mole Valley DC;
 Horsham DC;
 Chichester DC;
 East Hampshire DC;
 South Downs National Park; and
 Hart DC.
Waverley Borough Council has liaised with each authority by a variety of
methods ensuring there is mutual cooperation.

2.2

Cross-boundary and joint partnership relationships
Waverley Borough Council has many significant partnerships with local and
regional organisations that together provide an ongoing level of discussion
regarding planning policy matters.
Here is a summary of some of the key relationships:



Surrey Planning Officer’s Society – It comprises all the Surrey Heads of
Planning. The Group meets monthly to agree joint working opportunities and
arrangements, consider matters of cross boundary significance and PAN
Surrey interest. They often delegate policy matters of detailed resolution to
the Planning Working Group.
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Planning Working Group – a group of Planning Policy Managers in Surrey
and the County Council that meets bi-monthly to discuss and find solutions
to cross boundary policy issues, whilst sharing information and experience.



Surrey County Council (SCC) – is the County Council for the area,
responsible for Education and transport provision. It is also responsible for
the Surrey Waste Plan, the Surrey Minerals Plan Core Strategy and Primary
Aggregates Development Plan Document.
The Council initially consulted SCC concerning the scope of LPP2, and what
policies they felt should be included. The Council has also had on-going
liaison with Surrey County Council during the preparation of LPP2. For
example, in January 2018 the County Council was invited to comment on an
early draft of the emerging LPP2 Preferred Options. A meeting with
representatives from Surrey CC subsequently took place in February 2018 to
discuss the transport-related policies in LPP2. In addition, following the
Preferred Options consultation in 2018, a meeting took place with
representatives from Surrey CC in August 2018 to discuss the LPP2
transport policies and potential development sites.
The County Council is also a member of the Planning Working Group and
the Surrey Planning Officers.



Thames Basin Heaths Joint Strategic Partnership Board – This is a Joint
Strategic Partnership Board comprising Councillors of local authorities with
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Areas (SPA) within their
boundaries and Natural England. The Board is set up to ensure a strategic
approach to mitigate and manage the impacts of development on the SPA.
The Joint Strategic Partnership Board is served by the Thames Basin
Heaths Joint Officer’s Group. It provides advice and information to the Board
to inform strategic decision making.



Council officers are also engaged with officers from other authorities and
bodies with regard to consider best practice on dealing with the approach to
development proposals that affect the Wealden Heaths SPA with the
objective of determining a strategic approach to mitigation for the SPA.



Local Enterprise Partnership (LEP) – Waverley is part of the Enterprise M3
LEP. The Council actively works with the LEP to facilitate economic growth
and infrastructure delivery.



Part of the Council’s administrative area lies within the Surrey Hills Area
Outstanding Natural Beauty. Waverley contributes to the AONB Board at
member and officer level which comprises all the AONB districts and
Boroughs as well as Surrey County Council and Natural England. In addition
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to the statutory requirement to prepare the Surrey Hills AONB Management
Plan, the Board and officers liaise on all AONB matters including the
preparation of development plans.
2.3

Cooperation with the statutory consultees

2.4

Discussions with the statutory consultees (Natural England, Environment
Agency and English Heritage) have been continuous, positive and on-going
through meetings, e-mails, direct mails and informal and formal
consultations.
In addition to being consulted on the scope of LPP2 in March 2017 and the
scope of the Sustainability Appraisal in April 2017, there have been a
number of meetings and discussions with statutory consultees during the
preparation of LPP2. This has been particularly the case with the
Environment Agency (EA) and Natural England (NE). With regard to Natural
England this has been important because of the need to consider the impact
of potential site allocations in Haslemere and Witley on protected
landscapes, particularly the AONB, and protected Habitats, particularly the
Wealden Heaths Special Protection Areas (SPAs), whose zone of influence
affects both Haslemere and Witley. Example of the on-going liaison
includes:

2.5



Liaison with the Environment Agency (meeting in March 2018) in
relation to the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) for LPP2;



Meetings in July 2017, September 2017 and July 2020 (including site
meetings) with Natural England to consider the potential impacts of
development on the AONB and protected habitats and any potential
requirements for mitigation.



Liaison between the Council’s consultants undertaking the
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and the Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) with relevant statutory consultees

In summary, in response to the Preferred Options consultation:
Natural England requested greater information on landscape impact for the
proposed housing sites in Elstead, Witley and Haslemere. This work has
been done, in collaboration with themselves and the AONB Officer and has
fed into the changes made to the allocations noted above.

2.6

Historic England made some useful comments on the heritage policies.

2.7

The Environment Agency have been working with us on the flood risk
assessment of sites and recommended that detailed modelling be provided
for certain site allocations (including Haslemere Key Site, 5-21 Weyhill, Land
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at Wey Hill Youth Campus, 34 Kings Road, and two other sites now removed
from the Plan). These sites have also been assessed through the Flood
Risk Assessment to the Plan and the required sequential test for site
allocations, which the Environment Agency suggests takes a precautionary
approach. More detailed site assessment would take place at the planning
application stage.
A more detailed analysis of the comments received by the adjoining
authorities and prescribed bodies in both the Issues and Options
consultation and the Preferred Options Consultation is in Appendix 1.
2.8

Cooperation with neighbouring authorities

2.9

Discussions with our neighbouring authorities has been ongoing throughout
the whole process. Bilateral meetings have taken place with East Hampshire
DC (meetings in November 2017, February 2020, April 2020 and June
2020); Surrey County Council (including meetings in February 2018, August
2018, September 2017, February and April 2020); South Downs National
Park (meeting June 2018) , Chichester (meeting December 2019) and
Horsham DC (meetings October 2018 and July 2020). These meetings were
to discuss cross boundary issues and consider the appropriate means to
address them.

2.10

One topic on which there has been close collaboration with neighbouring
authorities has been in relation to meeting the needs of gypsies and
travellers. In addition to early engagement on the scope of LPP2,
neighbouring authorities were contacted in June 2017 and invited to
comment on the findings of the draft Traveller Accommodation Assessment
(TAA). They were contacted again in October 2017 (between the
consultations on the LPP2 Issues and Options and the Preferred Options),
for an update on the position in terms of meeting the needs of Gypsies and
Travellers. This informed the Council’s subsequent approach to meeting
Gypsy and Traveller needs.

2.10

Appendix 1 is a table of the responses made by our neighbouring local
authorities and Surrey County Council in both Regulation 18 consultations:
Issues and Options and Preferred Options and Draft Policies.

2.11

In summary, Guildford Borough Council was concerned that LPP2 only
sought to provide 66% of the traveller accommodation for households where
it is unknown if they meet the planning definition. The Council has an
obligation to meet the need of those households that do meet the definition
and by allocating some of the ‘unknown’ need, the Council is future-proofing
itself against future need assessments and changes in the planning
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definition. Need for a transit site was not identified within Waverley,
therefore no transit site allocations are proposed.
2.12

Surrey County Council raised some concerns about the site ‘East of the
Willows’ which was one of the proposed allocations for Gypsies and
Travellers, and which lies adjacent to the site that they manage. It is no
longer an allocation in the Pre-submission LPP2.

2.13

Rushmoor Borough Council supports the proposed changes to the FarnhamAldershot Strategic Gap.

2.14

Mole Valley DC was concerned about any additional traffic which may affect
roads connecting MVDC and WBC following the potential allocation of
housing sites in the east of the borough.

2.15

West Sussex County Council raised concerns about increased traffic levels
which had been addressed in LPP1 and demand on the education service,
which is part of the Council’s ongoing work with Surrey CC.

2.16

Through membership of The Surrey Planning Officers Planning Association
and the Planning Working Group, all the local authorities in Surrey have
been kept up to date of the progress and development of LPP2. Surrey
County Council is also a member of the two planning officer working groups.

2.17

All neighbouring authorities have also been formally consulted during the two
Regulation 18 consultations: Issues and Options consultation and the
Preferred Options consultation.

2.18

Cooperation with other public bodies

2.19

The Council has been consulting with other public bodies and infrastructure
providers. The utility companies have been consulted at each stage.
In response to some concerns raised about the capacity of the water
infrastructure (both water supply and foul drainage), particularly in
Haslemere, a Briefing for Members was held in November 2019 to which the
three Water Companies that operate in Waverley (Thames Water, South
East Water and Southern Water) were invited to explain how they plan for
future supply requirements. In view of a particular local concern about water
supply capacity in Haslemere, a subsequent meeting took place in June
2020, between Thames Water and relevant officers and members. One of
the outcomes of that meeting was the decision to include a new policy in
LPP2 (DM3: Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure), which seeks to
ensure sufficient water and wastewater infrastructure to support new
development.
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2.20

Some local concern was also raised in Haslemere about the capacity of
medical facilities. There are two Clinical Commissioning Groups (CCG)
which cover Waverley: NE Hants and Farnham CCG and Surrey Heartlands
CCG (previously Guildford and Waverley CCG).
In March 2017, meetings were held with both CCGs to discuss health
infrastructure associated with their local estate strategy. Also well-being and
health issues were discussed with a view to how these might be included in
LPP2.
In July 2020, a further meeting was held with NHS Surrey Downs CCG (part
of NHS Surrey Heartlands CCG) to discuss the health infrastructure; housing
delivery and health and well-being issues primarily in Haslemere, within the
draft LPP2.

2.21

Alongside the preparation of LPP2, the Council has been going through a
process of updating the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and this has
involved direct liaison with all the key infrastructure and service providers in
Waverley.

2.22

No responses were received to the Issues and Options consultation or the
Preferred Options consultation from Network Rail, Homes England,
Telecommunications providers, National Grid, SSE, the Southern Gas
Network nor the Waverley and Guildford Clinical Commissioning Group (now
known as Surrey Heartlands CCG). The North East Hampshire and
Farnham CCG were satisfied with the principles and objectives but had
specific comments on the Coxbridge Employment site, now removed as an
allocation.

2.23

Means and methods of cooperation
The following means have been used to involve the relevant bodies in the
preparation of the LPP2:



Meetings;



Workshops;



Forums;



E-mails;



Direct mails;



Telephone discussions, and



Formal and informal consultation.
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3.0 Process for identifying cross boundary implications of Local
Plan Part 2
3.1

Scoping exercise

3.2 A scoping exercise was undertaken in March 2017, at the start of the
preparation of LPP2, to consider the scope and content of the Plan. It is
important to point out that at that stage, Local Plan Part 1 was still being
examined so the final extent of matters covered by that Plan had not been
determined. Not surprisingly, therefore, many of the responses to the LPP2
scoping exercise covered matters that were more relevant to LPP1 as the
Strategic Plan.
3.3 All the relevant bodies listed for the purposes of the Duty to Cooperate and
other stakeholders were notified by letter of the Council’s intention to prepare
the Local Plan Part 2 and invited them to make representations on the broad
policy areas and issues that they would like the LPP2 to cover. The letter was
sent in March 2017 and a copy is attached in Appendix 2 and a list of the
bodies the letter was sent.
3.4 Representations were received from:
 Hampshire County Council
 West Sussex County Council
 Chichester District Council
 Horsham District Council
 Mole Valley District Council
 Thames Water
 Historic England
 Natural England
 Highways England
 Surrey County Council
 Environment Agency
3.5 Details of the responses received and the Councils comments on these are
contained in Appendix 3.
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3.6 Sustainability Appraisal consultation
3.7 Following on from the scoping exercise, there was a 5 week consultation in
April 2017, with the following bodies, concerning the Sustainability Assessment
Scoping report:


Historic England



Natural England



The Environment Agency



Waverley Borough Council (colleagues in other departments)



Chichester District Council



Guildford Borough Council



Hart District Council



Horsham District Council



Mole Valley District Council



Rushmoor Borough Council



Hampshire County Council



South Downs National Park



West Sussex County Council

3.8 Responses were received from just the statutory bodies: Historic England;
Natural England and the Environment Agency, all raising no concerns with the
scope of the Sustainability Appraisal.
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4.0 Outcome of co-operation on the Pre-submission version of
LPP2
4.1 Table 1 below is a list of the policies proposed in the Pre-Submission version of
LPP2, a summary of their objectives and details of the issues that have been
raised as result of the engagement the Council has had with other authorities
and bodies in preparing the plan up to publication. The table also sets out how
the Council has considered any strategic matters of cross boundary
significance that have been raised. For ease of reference the relevant policy
number from the Preferred Options Plan is also provided where it is different.
The key in the column “Issues raised as an outcome of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and statutory bodies” is for the responses
received from the two Regulation 18 consultations:
Issues & Options consultation response (I&O)
Preferred Options response (PO)
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Table 1
List of policies

DM1: Environmental
Implications of
Development

Summary of the
policy

Development does
not create adverse
environmental
impacts.
Appropriate
mitigation is
provided for
contaminated land.

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

Environment Agency in support
(I&O).

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Historic England suggested
slight alternative wording to
policy (PO)

Relevant LPP1 parent policies:
NE1:Biological and Geological Conservation
NE2: Green and Blue Infrastructure
RE3: Landscape Character
TD1: Townscape and Design
HA1: Protection of Heritage Assets
CC1: Climate Change
CC2: Sustainable Construction and De

Delivery of net gain
through new
development.
DM2: Energy Efficiency
(new policy)

All new dwellings
achieve, as a
minimum, a 20%
reduction in carbon
emissions against
the TER set out in
Part L of the

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.
Relevant LPP1 parent policies:
CC1: Climate Change
CC2: Sustainable Construction and Design

List of policies

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

Thames Water sought that
future developments should
have adequate water supply
and wastewater/sewerage
infrastructure. It also sought
increased ways for greater
water conservation (PO)

The policy and its supporting text is based
on advice and representations received from
Thames Water to ensure occupation of new
dwellings in aligned with the provision of the
necessary infrastructure. It is not considered
to give rise to strategic implications of cross
boundary significance.

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

Building
Regulations.
DM3: Water Supply
and Wastewater
Infrastructure
(new policy)

Delivery of new
dwellings is aligned
to the delivery of
any necessary
infrastructure
upgrades.

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
ICS1: Infrastructure and Community
Services
DM4: Quality Places
through Design
(PO Policy DM2)

Development in the
Borough is of high
quality design and
incorporates the
principles set out in
the policy.

SCC suggested wording to the
policy referring to the needs of
occupants as they become less
mobile. (PO)
Historic England suggested a
wording to strengthen historic

Policy wording considers “users” of
development in general and does not
specify groups. It is not considered to give
rise to strategic implications of cross
boundary significance.
Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
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List of policies

Summary of the
policy

Design Reviews
are carried out for
significant
schemes.

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

context. (PO)

TD1: Townscape and Design

SCC suggested wording to
reflect the long term needs of
occupiers (PO)

Policy wording considers “users” of
development in general and does not
specify groups. It is not considered to give
rise to strategic implications of cross
boundary significance.

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

Noteworthy design
of showcase level.
DM5: Safeguarding
Amenity
(PO Policy DM3)

All new dwellings
meet, as a
minimum, the
Nationally
Described Space
Standards.
All new dwellings
have appropriate
external amenity
space.

Relevant LPP1 Parent policies:
TD1: Townscape and Design
AHN3: Housing Types and Size
LRC1: Leisure and Recreation Facilities

Development does
not cause harm to
20

List of policies

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

Developments
involving the
creation of new or
changes to existing
public realm are of
a high quality.

SCC suggested wording
regarding the needs of the older
population (PO)

Policy wording considers “users” of
development in general and does not
specify groups. It is not considered to give
rise to strategic implications of cross
boundary significance.

Delivery of
developments
which are designed
to promote safety
and security.

None raised

Adjacent
development sites
are developed and

Guildford BC was concerned at
the development of the Aarons
Hill site, was adjacent to their

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

the amenity of
future and existing
occupants.
DM6: Public Realm
(PO Policy DM4)

DM7: Safer Places
(PO Policy DM5)

DM8: Comprehensive
Development

Historic England suggested
wording which has been
incorporated in part. (PO)

Relevant LPP1 parent policies:
TD1: Townscape and Design
It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.
Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
TD1: Townscape and Design
Guildford BC raised concerns concerning
the siting of the Aarons Hill development
DS4) as it would be adjacent to a proposed
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List of policies

(PO Policy DM6)

Summary of the
policy

delivered in a
coordinated way.

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

border in Godalming (PO).

new development that they had under
consideration. This matters was considered
and dealt with in LPP1, with the land at
Aaron’s Hill being removed from the Green
Belt. Guildford BC has subsequently
removed the site as a potential allocation.
Therefore, it is not considered to give rise to
strategic implications of cross boundary
significance.

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
TD1: Townscape and Design
DM9: Accessibility and
transport
(PO Policy DM7)

New developments
take opportunities
to promote safe,
accessible, and
sustainable
transport routes
and methods.

SCC highlighted sustainable
travel and the use of new
technology (I&O)

SCC’s suggested wording was incorporated.
It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

SCC suggested wording relating Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
to accessibility (PO)
ST1: Sustainable Transport
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List of policies

DM10: A31 Farnham
By-Pass Improvements
(New Policy)

DM11: Trees,
Woodland, Hedgerows
and Landscaping
(PO Policy DM8)

DM12: Planning
Enforcement

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

Any new
development will
continue to take
account of the
proposed major
highway
improvements at
Hickley’s Corner on
the A31 Farnham
By-Pass.

None raised

As this policy does potentially affect the
future road improvements the policy and
supporting text has been prepared with the
involvement of Surrey County Council as the
highway authority

Waverley’s trees,
woodlands and
hedgerows being
retained and
enhanced.

None raised

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
ST1: Sustainable Transport

Where breaches of None raised
planning control are
identified, an

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.
Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
NE1: Biological and Geological
Conservation
NE2: Green and Blue Infrastructure
This may involve a coordinated approach
with other councils but it is not considered to
give rise to strategic implications of cross
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List of policies

(PO Policy DM9)

DM13: Development
within Settlement
Boundaries
(PO Policy DM10)

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

appropriate and
effective response
is taken in a timely
way.
Development being
concentrated within
settlement
boundaries (and
allocated sites) in
accordance with
the spatial strategy.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues
(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

boundary significance.
There is no relevant LPP1 parent policy.

Surrey County Council
emphasised the new for new
developments in sustainable
locations.(I&O)

The policy is in accordance with adopted
strategic policies in LPP1. LPP2 is
allocating sites in Haslemere and
Witley/Milford both within and outside
settlement boundaries. It is no longer
allocating sites in Godalming because the
housing requirement set out in Local Plan
Part 1 has been met. The new housing site
allocations are being proposed as separate
policies in the Plan.
Relevant LPP1 parent policies:
SP2: Spatial Strategy
RE2: Green Belt
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List of policies

DM14: Extensions,
alterations,
replacement buildings
& limited infilling in the
Green Belt

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

Avoiding
inappropriate
development in the
Green Belt.

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Protection and
enhancement of
the beauty and
character of rural
areas through
avoiding
inappropriate forms
of development.

Historic England suggested a
change in wording which it was
felt to be unnecessary (PO)

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Ensuring a
sufficient supply of
suitable

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
RE2: Green Belt

(PO Policy DM11)
DM15: Development in
rural areas
(PO Policy DM12)

DM16: Dwellings for
rural workers

Relevant LPP1 parent policies:
SP2 – Spatial Strategy
RE1 – Countryside Beyond the Green Belt
RE2 – Green Belt
RE3 – Landscape Character

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
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List of policies

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

accommodation for
rural workers.

DM17: Haslemere
Hillsides

Protection of the
wooded character
of the Haslemere
Hillside.

None raised

Preservation of the
Strategic Gap
between Farnham
and Aldershot.

Rushmoor DC sought further
consultation on the strategic
gap. (I&O)

Protection of Local
Green Spaces from
inappropriate
development (that
is development

SCC had concerns concerning
the designation of LGS on
school playing fields (PO)

DM18:
Farnham/Aldershot
Strategic Gap
(PO Policy DM17)

DM19: Local Green
Space
(PO Policy DM18)

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

SP2 – Spatial Strategy

(PO Policy DM13)

(PO Policy DM16)

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.
There is no relevant LPP1 parent policy

Rushmoor DC were satisfied
with the proposed policy which
was contained in the draft LPP2
(PO)

The strategic gap lies between WBC and
Rushmoor BC who welcomed the review
and protection that this policy offered.
Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
RE3: Landscape Character

No school playing fields have been included
within the list of recommended Local Green
Spaces. It is not considered to give rise to
strategic implications of cross boundary
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List of policies

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

inconsistent with
DM19).

DM20: Development
Affecting Listed
Buildings, and/or their
Settings

(PO Policy DM20)

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

significance.
Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
LRC1: Leisure and Recreation Facilities

Listed Buildings
within the Borough
being preserved or
enhanced.

Historic England suggested
incorporating the word
“exceptional” in line with the
NPPF which was not felt to be
appropriate (PO)

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

The Character and
Appearance of
Conservation Areas
being preserved
and enhanced.

SCC suggested Heritage
statements be submitted in
certain circumstances, which
was felt to be unnecessary (PO)

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

(PO Policy DM19)
DM21: Conservation
Areas

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
HA1: Protection of Heritage Assets

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
HA1: Protection of Heritage Assets

Historic England suggested
including the phrase
“conservation appraisals” in the
policy which is not feasible as
not all conservation areas have
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List of policies

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues
(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

appraisals. (PO)
DM22: Heritage at Risk
(PO Policy DM21)

DM23: Non-designated
Heritage Assets
(PO Policy DM22)

DM24: Historic
Landscapes and
Gardens
(PO Policy DM23)

No increase in the
number of heritage
assets on the risk
register.

Historic England suggested a
change in wording which was
included (PO)

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Non-designated
heritage assets
being preserved.

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Historic
Landscapes and
Gardens being
preserved and
enhanced.

Historic England suggested a
change in wording but it was felt
to be repetitive (PO)

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
HA1: Protection of Heritage Assets

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
HA1: Protection of Heritage Assets
It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.
Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
HA1: Protection of Heritage Assets
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List of policies

DM25: Archaeology
(PO Policy DM24)

DM26: Employment
Sites
(PO Policy DM25)

DM27: Development
within Town Centres
(PO Policy DM26)

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

The appropriate
preservation and
recording of
archaeological
assets.

Historic England suggested
separate policies for scheduled
monuments which was felt not
appropriate (PO)

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Provision of
sufficient
employment
floorspace to meet
predicted demand
in accordance with
the evidence in the
Employment Land
Review.

SCC felt the quality of
employment sites should be
considered. (I&O)

Flexibility of employment sites will be
required.
It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Proposals for
development within
town centres
contributing to their

SCC sought the inclusion of
bicycle stores (PO)

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
HA1: Protection of Heritage Assets

Relevant LPP1 parent policies:
EE1 – New Economic Development
EE2 – Protecting Existing Employment Sites

Historic England suggested
additional wording which was

Policy supports schemes that has facilities
for cycling. It is not considered to give rise to
strategic implications of cross boundary
significance.
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List of policies

DM28: Access and
Servicing

DM29: Advertisements

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

vitality and viability.

felt to be unnecessary (PO)

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
TCS1: Town Centres

Protection of those
access and
servicing areas
designated on the
Adopted Policies
Map where
servicing is
appropriate and
capable of being
delivered.

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Advertisements
being of a high
quality.

Historic England suggested a
change in wording which was
accepted (PO).

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

There is no relevant LPP1 parent policy.

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.
There is no relevant LPP1 parent policy.
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List of policies

DM30:
Telecommunications

DM31: Filming

DM32: Tourism, Hotels
and Visitor
Accommodation

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues
(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

Improvements to
None raised
telecommunications
coverage and
broadband network
speeds, without
harm to valued
landscapes.

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Support for
commercial filming
productions,
subject to an
assessment of their
individual merits.

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

A net increase in
visitor
accommodation.

Historic England suggested a
change in wording which was
not incorporated as it did not
reflect the policy. (PO)

Retention of
existing visitor

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
Policy CC2: Sustainable Construction and
Design

There is no relevant LPP1 parent policy.

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.
Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
Policy EE1: New Economic Development
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List of policies

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

None raised

The Downs Link corridor is the site of an old
railway line running through Waverley from
Shoreham to Guildford. No issues have
been raised by adjoining authorities
concerning this policy. Therefore, although
the link does cross the boundary of adjacent
authorities, it is considered that the policy
does not give rise to strategic implications of
cross boundary significance.

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

accommodation.
DM33: Downs Link Guildford to Cranleigh
Corridor

Protection and
improvement of the
Downs Link as a
sustainable
movement corridor.

There is no relevant LPP1 parent policy.
DM34: Access to the
Countryside

The safeguarding
of the Public Rights
of Way in
consultation with
SCC.

None raised

Whilst there is coordination with SCC over
individual PROWs, no issue has been raised
by SCC over this policy. Therefore it is not
considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.
There is no relevant LPP1 parent policy.
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List of policies

DM35: Reuse of and
alterations to large
buildings
(PO Policy DM14)

DM36: Self-build and
Custom Housebuilding
(PO Policy DM15)

Summary of the
policy

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

No significant loss
of housing stock
through the
amalgamation of
dwellings, and
support for the
appropriate
subdivision of
larger buildings.

Historic England suggested a
change to wording but it was felt
unnecessary (PO)

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

To support
prospective self
and custom selfbuilders, by
allocating 5% CSB
plots on schemes
of 20 or more
dwellings.

Environment Agency seeking
clarification if this will be a local
development order or a discrete
policy within LPP2. (PO)

This is a discrete policy. It is not considered
to give rise to strategic implications of cross
boundary significance.

(Relevant LPP1 parent policies)

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
AHN3: Housing Types and Size

Relevant LPP1 parent policy:
Policy AHN3: Housing Types and Size
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

Haslemere DS
Policies – General
chapter

Natural England drew WBC’s
attention to the SPAs; SAC and
SSSIs within the borough when
allocating sites. (I&O)
Surrey County Council
highlighted the need for
appropriate archaeological
assessments when required.
(PO)
West Sussex CC raised
concerns about the level of
development near their borders.
(PO)

Comments noted but on these issues, it is
not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Natural England confirmed that
the site is approximately 100
metres from the Surrey Hills
AONB (I&O).
Natural England stated that the

LPP2 deals with the issues raised by
Natural England and each issue has been
dealt with through the wording of the
allocation in LPP2. The site was subject to
an HRA that has concluded there is no

DS01 Haslemere
Key Site, West
Street, Haslemere
(PO allocation DS7)

Housing Site
allocations for
Haslemere

40 additional dwellings

The amount of housing in Haslemere was
allocated in LPP1, which was the strategic
document.
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

site may require SANG and
should be informed by a
Habitats Regulation
Assessment. (PO)

adverse effect on the integrity of the
European sites although mitigation maybe
required, which would be determined as a
part of a planning application.
It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

Thames Water:
On the information available to
date we do not envisage
infrastructure concerns
regarding wastewater
infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
On the information available to
date we do not envisage
infrastructure concerns
regarding Water Supply
capability in relation to this site.
(PO)
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

DS02 Central
Hindhead, London
Road, Hindhead

38 dwellings

Natural England raised
concerns that the number of
proposed dwellings would
exceed the limit of the Hindhead
Avoidance Strategy. (PO)
Thames Water:
On the information available to
date we do not envisage
infrastructure concerns
regarding wastewater
infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
This site falls outside of Thames
Water’s water supply boundary.
(PO)

The text accompanying the proposed site
makes it clear that one requirement will be
for the development to demonstrate that
there will be no adverse impact on the SPA.
Depending on the size and location of the
site, this may require mitigation measures to
be provided.
It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

Equivalent of 35
dwellings

New allocation in Presubmission LPP2

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

(PO allocation DS8)

DS 03 – Land at
Andrews,
Portsmouth Road,
Hindhead
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

Natural England stated the
provision of SANG would be
required in order to avoid an
adverse impact on the Wealden
Heaths Phase II SPA. (PO)

LPP2 takes into account the impact on
protected European sites and for each
relevant allocation, says that development
on the site will need to demonstrate that
there will be no likely significant effect on the
SPA. LPP2 has been subject to an HRA
that has concluded that there will be no
adverse effect on the integrity of the
European sites.
It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

(not included in the
PO Plan)
DS 04 – Land at
40 additional dwellings
Wey Hill Youth
Campus, Haslemere
(PO allocation
DS12)

Thames Water:
same comments as for site
DS01: Haslemere Key Site (PO)

DS 05 – Haslemere
Preparatory School,
The Heights, Hill
Road, Haslemere

21 additional dwellings

Thames Water:
same comments as for site
DS01: Haslemere Key Site (PO)

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

Natural England felt the
allocation has not been made in
line with the Landscape Study
(2017). (PO)
Thames Water: On the
information available to date we
do not envisage infrastructure
concerns regarding wastewater
infrastructure capability in
relation to this site.
The water network capacity in
this area may be unable to
support the demand anticipated
from this development. Local
upgrades to the existing water
network infrastructure may be
required to ensure sufficient
capacity is brought forward

The Council has not been able to identify
sufficient brownfield sites to meet the
number of homes allocated to Haslemere in
LPP1. This has meant the inclusion of the
Red Court site as a housing allocation.
The Council held meetings with Thames
Water and the Town Council in 2020 to
discuss the issue of water supply to
Haslemere which has resulted in policy
DM3: Water supply and Wastewater
Infrastructure. LPP2 has been subject to an
HRA that has concluded that there will be no
adverse effect on the integrity of the
European sites, although mitigation maybe
required, which would be determined as a
part of a planning application.
It is not considered to give rise to strategic

(PO allocation
DS17)
DS 06 – Red Court,
Scotland Lane,
Haslemere
(PO allocation
DS18)

50 dwellings
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

ahead of the development. The
implications of cross boundary significance
developer is encouraged to work
Thames Water early on in the
planning process to understand
what infrastructure is required,
where, when and how it will be
delivered (PO)
DS 07 – Fairground
Car Park, Wey Hill,
Haslemere
(PO allocation
DS20)

55 dwellings

Natural England stated the
provision of SANG would be
required in order to avoid an
adverse impact on the Wealden
Heaths Phase II SPA. (PO)
Thames Water:
same comments as for site
DS01: Haslemere Key Site (PO)

LPP2 takes into account the impact on
protected European sites and for each
relevant allocation, says that development
on the site will need to demonstrate that
there will be no likely significant effect on the
SPA. LPP2 has been subject to an HRA that
has concluded that there will be no adverse
effect on the integrity of the European sites
although mitigation maybe required, which
would be determined as a part of a planning
application.
It is not considered to give rise to strategic
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

implications of cross boundary significance
DS 08 – The Old
Grove, High Pitfold,
Hindhead

18 dwellings

New allocation in Presubmission LPP2

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

13 dwellings

New allocation in Presubmission LPP2

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

5 additional dwellings

New allocation in Presubmission LPP2

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

(not included in the
PO Plan)
DS 09 – National
Trust Car Park,
Branksome Place,
Hindhead Road,
Haslemere
(not included in the
PO Plan)
DS 10 –
Hatherleigh, Tower
Road, Hindhead
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

5 additional dwellings

New allocation in Presubmission LPP2

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

Housing site
allocations for Milford
and Witley

Natural England drew WBC’s
attention to the SPAs; SAC and
SSSIs within the borough when
allocating sites. (I&O)
Surrey County Council
highlighted the need for
appropriate archaeological
assessments when required.
(PO)
Highways England asked for
further information if site DS30
in Milford goes ahead. (DS30 is

Comments noted but on these issues, it is
not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

(not included in the
PO Plan)
DS 11 – 34 Kings
Road, Haslemere
(not included in the
PO Plan)
Milford and Witley
DS Policies –
General Chapter
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

no longer a proposed site) (PO)
DS 12 – Land at
Highcroft, Milford

7 additional dwellings

Thames Water:
same comments as for site
DS01: Haslemere Key Site (PO)

Comments noted but on these issues, it is
not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance.

20 dwellings

Natural England stated the
provision of SANG would be
required in order to avoid an
adverse impact on the Wealden
Heaths Phase II SPA. (PO)
Thames Water:
same comments as for site
DS01: Haslemere Key Site (PO)

The HRA (2020) supporting this presubmission LPP2 states that the site may
require some form of mitigation, subject to
planning application discussions with
Natural England. The site allocation in
Preferred Options was for 40 dwellings,
whereas this allocation is for just one part of
the site. It is not considered to give rise to
strategic implications of cross boundary
significance

(PO allocation
DS26)
DS 13 – Land at
Wheeler Street
Nurseries, Witley
(PO allocation
DS28)
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

DS 14 – Land at
Secretts, Hurst
Farm, Milford

New allocation in Presubmission LPP2

This is a new significant site which may
have an impact on neighbouring authorities.
The Council will liaise with other authorities
as part of the ongoing consultation process.

Mole Valley DC stated they
were not in a position to assist
with any potential G&T housing
(I&O)

The amount of G&T and Travelling
Showpeople housing has been assessed as
part of the TAA. .

Equivalent to 177
dwellings

(not included in the
PO Plan)
Gypsy and
Travellers and
Travelling
ShowpeopleGeneral

Guildford BC expressed concern
at the amount of G&T sites
being proposed.(PO)
Historic England wanted G&T
site allocations to be assessed
for potential impact on the
historic environment (PO)
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

DS 15 – Burnt Hill,
Plaistow Rd,
Dunsfold

Additional 3 pitches

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

DS16 – Land west
of Knowle Lane,
Cranleigh
(PO allocation 53)

Additional 1 pitch

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

DS17 – Monkton
Farm, Monkton
Lane, Farnham
(PO allocation 54)

Additional 5 pitches

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

DS18 – South of
Kiln Hall, Badshot
Lea Farnham
(PO allocation

Additional 3 pitches

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

(PO allocation
DS50)
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

DS54)
DS19 – Land off
Badshot Lea Rd,
Farnham
(PO allocation
DS56)

Additional 2 pitches

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

DS20 – Old Stone
Yard, Tongham Rd,
Runfold
(PO allocation
DS59)

Additional 3 pitches

None raised

It is not considered to give rise to strategic
implications of cross boundary significance

Housing Sites –
General comments

Housing allocations

Mole Valley DC stated their
concern that any large scale
development near their borders
may have an effect on the local
road network. (I&O)
Rushmoor DC sought continued
cross boundary cooperation

The comments received from Mole Valley
DC and Rushmoor DC and are welcomed
but there are no proposed housing site
allocations near their borders.
Whilst the development at Aarons Hill has
been granted planning permission following
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List of housing site Summary of the
allocations in the
policy
Pre-Submission
LPP2

Issues raised as an outcome
of engagement with
neighbouring authorities and
statutory bodies.

Significance of policy on cross
boundary issues

regarding any sites on their
borders. (I&O)

an allocation in LPP1, Guildford BC are not
considering developing the adjacent area in
their borough.

Guildford BC was concerned at
the development of the Aarons
Hill site, was adjacent to their
border in Godalming (PO).
Woking BC supported the
proposed policies. (PO)

The comments from NHS NE Hants and
Farnham CCG are no longer relevant and
Woking BC comments are welcome.

NHS NE Hants and Farnham
CCG requested dialogue with
the potential developers of the
Coxbridge Farm site to ensure
how the future residents’
healthcare needs would be
met.(No longer an allocation)
(PO)
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5.0

On-going cooperation

5.1

The Council will be seeking to prepare Statement of Common Grounds
(SCG) with those neighbouring local authorities and bodies where it is felt to
be appropriate further to the SOCGs prepared for the adopted LPP1.

6.0

Conclusion

6.1

The Council has to provide evidence to demonstrate that it has met the
requirements of the Duty to Cooperate in the preparation of LPP2. This
Statement satisfies this requirement Up to the publication of LPP2 under
Regulation 19 of the Local Planning Regulations.

6.2

This statement sets out the engagement that the Council has had with other
local authorities and bodies in preparing LPP2. This engagement has
raised some cross boundary issues which the Council is satisfied have been
considered in finalising the plan for publication.

Appendix 1
Comments from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation
June – July 2017

Organisation
and comment
raised

Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Council comments

Rushmoor BC

As noted above the Farnham Neighbourhood Plan is at an
advanced stage and includes site allocations. Therefore, the LPP2
does not consider sites in Farnham. However, it is noted that
following the recent Waverley Examination hearings, it is expected
that the housing requirement of 9,861 (equivalent to 519 homes per
year) will increase. Therefore, we are also aware that this may
require the consideration and potential allocation of additional land
in the Farnham area. Rushmoor Borough Council would request that
the two Councils continue to engage on any potential allocations in
LPP1 or LPP2 that may have cross boundary implications.

Comments noted. Since then LPP1
has been adopted with the uplift in
the housing allocation for Farnham.
The site allocations to meet the uplift
were made through a review of the
Farnham Neighbourhood Plan which
was formally made by the Council on
3 April 2020.

The Council would welcome the opportunity to discuss the potential
boundary of a revised strategic gap in more detail in order to

Comments noted

Housing sites

Rushmoor BC

Organisation
and comment
raised

Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Council comments

Farnham/Aldershot understand how the LLDR assessment has been taken into account
in determining this broad area of the revised gap. Rushmoor
Strategic Gap
Borough Council is supportive that Waverley Borough Council has
since undertaken a review of this designation and we look forward to
working with the Authority, during the preparation of Part 2 of the
Local Plan, to ensure that the gap between Farnham and Aldershot
remains protected.

Mole Valley DC
Roads connecting
MVDC and WBC

Mole Valley DC
Gypsies,
Travellers and

In our letter of 3 October 2016 regarding Waverley’s LP Part 1
Comments noted.
concerns were raised regarding the impact on the strategic road
network, specifically the A24, A29 and potentially the A2127 towards
Ockley, resulting from the strategic allocation on the Dunsfold
Aerodrome site (SS7). MVDC appreciates the ongoing discussions
that have taken place on this issue, which addressed the concerns
about strategic-scale allocations. We ask that Waverley continue to
take in to account the potentially cumulative impact of further nonstrategic site allocations on roads connecting Waverley and MVDC.
MVDC are pleased to see sites for Gypsies, Travellers and
Travelling Showpeople being considered as part of the LP Part 2.
We note that the suggested site for Gypsies and Travellers at
Runfold, Farnham will not provide for the full need set out in

Comments noted. In developing the
approach to meeting Gypsy and
Traveller needs and identifying the
appropriate site allocations the
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Organisation
and comment
raised

Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Travelling
Showpeople

Waverley’s TAA. Further to MVDC’s letter of 3 October 2016, we are Council has liaised with adjoining
in the process of updating our own TAA and it is clear that finding
districts.
sufficient land to meet the above requirement in full will be a
significant challenge, bearing in mind the constraints, including
Green Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which cover a
substantial proportion of Mole Valley District. Therefore there is little
realistic prospect that MVDC will be in a position to assist in making
provision for traveller sites to meet identified needs from other
Districts. Nevertheless, bearing in mind the nomadic nature of the
Gypsy and Traveller Community, MVDC would welcome ongoing
discussion as to options to address this strategic issue.

The Environment
Agency

We welcome the proposed plan chapters of the LP-P2 as identified
in table 2 of the document and the commitment in paragraph 1.9
that the LP-P2 will also include policies relating to the environmental
implications of development.

Comments noted.

We note that paragraph 3.12 refers to neighbour plans allocating
sites and that these will not be promoting through the LP-P2. We
wish to highlight to you and to the relevant Neighbourhood Plan
groups that any site located within flood zone 2 and 3 will be
required to pass the flood risk sequential test as set out in
paragraphs 100 to 104 of the National Planning Policy Framework

Comments noted. Since then the
Council has liaised with the
Environment Agency to ensure that
allocations made in LPP2 take proper
account of flood risk. This includes

Environmental
Implications
The Environment
Agency
Development in
flood zones 2 and
3

Council comments
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Organisation
and comment
raised

Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Council comments

(NPPF). This should be undertaken and informed by the Waverley
updating the SFRA.
BC local plan part 1 evidence base. Additionally, each site should be
compared and assessed against the sites already deemed by
Waverley Borough Council to have passed the flood risk sequential
test as set out in local plan part 1 evidence base. Furthermore, we
welcome that that potential sites to be promoted through the LP-P2
will not be taken forwarded if they are located entirely within flood
zone 3b.
The Environment
Agency
Self Build and
Custom
Housebuilding
Natural England
Housing site
allocations

Finally, at this time we do not wish to comment on CB1 or CB2 (Self
Build and Custom Build) other than to seek clarification, if this
register will act/be implemented similar to a local development order
or if it will be a discrete policy within the LP-P2?

The proposed policy DM36: Self-build
and Custom Housebuilding is
incorporated into LPP2.

Please note that Natural England’s comments below relate only to
sites which have been identified as ‘suitable in principle’ or those
which are ‘suggested to Council since LAA 2016’. We have not
taken account of those already with planning permission or those
which are classed as not suitable in principle. If these circumstances
change please re-consult Natural England with this information.
Most of Godalming is within 5km linear distance of the Thursley,
Hankley and Frensham Commons Special Protection Area (SPA)

Comments noted. Since then there
have been significant changes to the
scope of LPP2 and the sites being
allocated. For example, LPP2 no
longer includes any site allocations
for Godalming. The Council has
continued to liaise with Natural
England to ensure that any potential
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Organisation
and comment
raised

Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Council comments

which is also designated as the Thursley, Ash, Pirbright and
Chobham Special Area of Conservation (SAC) and the Thursley,
Hankley and Frensham Commons Site of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSI). Haslemere is within 5km linear distance of the Wealden
Heaths SPA, including the sites of Bramshott and Ludshott
Commons SSSI and Devil’s Punch Bowl SSSI. These SPA sites are
particularly sensitive to recreational disturbance which may result
from increased residential development in the surrounding areas. A
Habitats Regulation Assessment should be completed which
includes evidence to ensure that any allocated sites will not have a
likely significant effect on European designated sites, including
proposed mitigation measures where appropriate. Where a
proposed site is within, or likely to impact upon, the Surrey Hills
Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty a Landscape and Visual Impact
Assessment will be required to determine whether development of
that site would impact on the AONB and what mitigation measures
may be suitable. The sites listed below are in close proximity to, or
within, other designated sites. If these sites are to come forward as
allocations then the potential direct or indirect impacts upon these
designated areas must be considered. Impacts should be avoided or
mitigated where appropriate.
Godalming
 Site 945 - approximately 800m from the Surrey Hills Area of

impacts on protected landscapes or
habitats, from either housing
allocations or allocations for Gypsies
and Travellers, are identified and
addressed.
.
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Organisation
and comment
raised

Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Council comments

Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB). Charterhouse Sch, Timbers
and land to rear
 Site 932 – adjacent to ancient woodland. Scizdons Climb
 Site 943 – adjacent to ancient woodland on both sides. Land at
Aarons Hill
 Site 571 – approximately 200m from Surrey Hills AONB Land
east of Binscombe
 Site 66 – adjacent to ancient woodland and approximately 200m
from Charterhouse to Eashing SSSI. Land at charterhouse Sch,
Peperharrow Rd
 Site 706 – adjacent to ancient woodland. Land rear of 46-48
Peper Harow Rd
 Site 828 – site includes an area of ancient woodland. Foxdene
and Southwall, Charterhouse Rd
 Site 57 – adjacent to ancient woodland. Prpoerties and Gardens
1-22 Catteshall Lane
 Site 952 – this site is wholly on ancient woodland and is likely to
be unsuitable for development. Land west of Scizdons Climb
Haslemere
 Site 947 and 948 – within 400m of the Wealden Heaths Phase II
Special Protection Area (SPA). This site is not suitable for additional
53

Organisation
and comment
raised

Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Council comments

residential development under the Habitats Regulations, 2010. Land
at Stronsay, Beacon Crescent, Tilford Rd
 Site 919 – within the Surrey Hills AONB and approximately 200m
from Stockstone Quarry Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI).
Springfield Farm
 Site 145 - within 400m of the Wealden Heaths Phase II SPA. This
site is not suitable for residential development under the Habitats
Regulations, 2010. Land at Oakdale, Portsmouth Rd
 Site 144 – within the Hindhead Concept Area, therefore this site is
acceptable for residential development if delivered in line with the
Hindhead Avoidance Strategy, 2011. Central Hindhead
 Site 682 – within the Surrey Hills AONB. West Down,
Portsmouth Rd
 Site 557 – adjacent to the Surrey Hills AONB and adjacent to
ancient woodland. Brownscombe House &Cottage, Hindhead Rd
 Site 714 – adjacent to the Surrey Hills AONB. Land north of
Haslemere Saw Mills, Sturt Road
 Site 674 – in close proximity to the Surrey Hills AONB. Land
south east of Haslemere Water Treatment Works, Sturt Rd
 Site 141 – approximately 100m from the Surrey Hills AONB. Land
West Street including Haslemere Key Site
 Site 927 – in close proximity to the Surrey Hills AONB. 38 &40
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Organisation
and comment
raised

Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Council comments

Petworth Rd, Haslemere
 Site 935 – within the Surrey Hills AONB and adjacent to ancient
woodland. Land to the north west of Holdfast Cottage
 Site 917 – in close proximity to the Surrey Hills AONB and
adjacent to an area of Registered Common. Land at Grayshurst,
Highercombe Lane
 Site 950 – within the Surrey Hills AONB, adjacent to ancient
woodland and an area of Registered Common. Clammer Hill Road,
Grayswood
Gypsy and Traveller Sites
 Site GTT1A – approximately 200m from the Surrey Hills AONB.
Willows Gypsy Site, Runfold
 Site GTT1B – approximately 600m from the Surrey Hills AONB.
Land off Horsham Road, Alfold

Natural England
Habitats
Regulation
Assessment

Natural England notes that a Habitats Regulation Assessment will
be completed for the Local Plan Part 2 and would be happy to
provide advice on this where appropriate. Natural England would
also like to engage with Neighbourhood Plan groups to provide
guidance on their housing allocations where they may affect

Comments noted. An HRA has been
produced to support LPP2.
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Organisation
and comment
raised

Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Council comments

designated sites.
Surrey County
Council
Employment sites

Surrey County
Council
Transport
Surrey County
Council
Housing
allocations

Para 4.17 The statement that the Council recognises that it would
be unreasonable to let sites that are unsuitable or no longer needed
for employment use to remain empty and unused is supported by
the Blackwater Valley study commercial property market report
carried out by the EM3 LEP (Para 8.18 on page 48) which indicates
that permitted development rights are having a positive effect by
removing poor quality, unoccupied space. This document might be
useful to reference
(https://www.enterprisem3.org.uk/document/commercial-propertymarket-study-2016- final-report).

Comments noted and flexibility within
employment sites will be required.

Para 4.67 TR1 LLPP2 could consider implications of transport on
health as well as on the environment. Policies should support active
travel and the use of technology innovations and support electric
vehicles

Comments noted. Further work has
taken place with SCC Highways.

Para 5.4 HC1 It is important to ensure that new development is
located in sustainable locations that offer the best access to a range
of services and facilities by walking and cycling and that proposals
are supported by adequate and accessible open space provision
and green infrastructure to encourage sports, walking and

Comments noted and sustainability of
housing developments has been
considered in site locations.
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Organisation
and comment
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Comments from neighbouring local authorities and
prescribed bodies to Issue and Options consultation

Council comments

recreation.
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Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed bodies to the Preferred Options
and Policies Consultation May – July 2018
Local Authority
and the policy

Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed
bodies to the Preferred Options and Policies Consultation

Rushmoor Borough Council is supportive that Waverley Borough Council has
undertaken a review of this designation, is including a draft policy in the Local
Farnham/Aldershot Plan Part 2 and identifies the proposed area to be covered (shown in Map 16,
Strategic gap
page 92).
Rushmoor BC

Council comments

Support noted.

(Chapter 5)
Guildford BC
Gypsy, Travellers
and Travelling
Showpeople
accommodation
(Chapter 4)

The Council is concerned that the Waverley Draft Local Plan Part 2: Site
Allocations and Development Management Policies does not allocate
sufficient sites to meet the accommodation needs of Gypsies, Travellers and
Travelling Showpeople over the lifetime of the plan. The Waverley Traveller
Accommodation Assessment 2017 concludes that there is a need for:


27 additional pitches for households that meet the planning definition



24 additional pitches from unknown households



10 households did not meet the planning definition



2 additional plots for travelling showpeople.

Policies DS50-DS59 state that over the lifetime of the Local Plan the Council
will plan to deliver 43 Gypsy/Traveller pitches and 2 Travelling Showpeople
Plots. There is a disparity between the figures in the Waverley Traveller

Comments noted. The
Council does not consider it is
necessary or appropriate to
seek to meet the needs of all
Gypsies and Travellers who
may or may not meet the
definition in the PPTS. It is
considered that the Council’s
approach to draft Traveller
allocations is balanced and
proportionate based on the
evidence from our TAA.
On the basis that the TAA
forecast for travelling

Local Authority
and the policy

Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed
bodies to the Preferred Options and Policies Consultation

Council comments

Accommodation Assessment 2017 and those in the draft policy, as the plan
only makes allowance for 66% of the traveller households requiring
accommodation but of unknown planning status.

households has been met and
that there is a significant
variation in the number of
households who may fall
under the definition (between
1 and 24), the Council feels
that it is not required or
practicable to allocate sites in
full for the households who
may meet the planning
definition. Instead the Council
proposes to allocate a
proportion of sites.

The draft Waverley Local Plan allocates 43 pitches and 2 Travelling
Showpeople plots. This is a considered to be a shortfall in provision over the
Local Plan period, and also does not account for the accommodation needs
of travellers who do not meet the Planning Policy for Traveller Sites (PPTS)
definition.

Sixty four households were
identified who either were not
present during the fieldwork
period or who declined to
engage in the interview
process. The TAA refers to
these households as
‘unknowns’ – It is not possible
to tell whether all or any of
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Local Authority
and the policy

Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed
bodies to the Preferred Options and Policies Consultation

Council comments

these households meet the
PPTS definition. Using the
1.5% household formation
rate and taking account of
pitches known to be coming
vacant, the TAA indicates that
the overall level of need could
rise by up to 24 pitches. But
that is only if all 64 ‘unknown’
households do meet the
PPTS definition. The TAA
says that ORS has
undertaken over 1,500
Traveller household
interviews since the
introduction of the 2015 PPTS
definition. This work suggests
that nationally approximately
10% of households
interviewed meet that
definition. If this was reflected
in Waverley’s ‘unknown’
households, it could give rise
60

Local Authority
and the policy

Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed
bodies to the Preferred Options and Policies Consultation

Council comments

to only 2.4 further pitches.
The proposed approach as
set out in the LPP2 Preferred
Options document, is to
allocate sites for a proportion
of the ‘unknown’ households
based broadly in-line with the
locally derived proportion (as
opposed to ORS suggested
nationally derived proportion
(10%)). The proportion of
households in Waverley that
meet the planning definition is
62%. The Council therefore
seeks to allocate 66% of the
‘unknown’ households. This
equates to 16 additional
pitches.
Over and above this 66%, the
Council’s stance is that any
need arising from the
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Local Authority
and the policy

Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed
bodies to the Preferred Options and Policies Consultation

Council comments

remaining ‘unknowns’ should
be a matter left to the
planning application process,
including assessment against
LPP1 Policy AHN4.

Housing Delivery
(Chapter 4)

The Council has sought to consider the implications of the sites allocated in
the Draft Waverley Local Plan Part 2, including their location and timing, both
from the perspective of housing need and from a transport perspective
particularly given the links between Waverley and Guildford borough by road
and rail.
Policy DS4: Land at Aaron’s Hill
This area of land directly adjoins the boundary with Guildford Borough. The
Council welcomes Waverley Borough Council’s proposal to address the need
for additional housing over its Plan period on this site, and looks forward to
providing comments in the future on any development proposals for it, which
may include adjacent land within Guildford borough between Eashing Lane
and Halfway Lane, as stated in point c) of Policy DS4.
Policy AHN1 of Waverley Borough Council’s Local Plan Part 1 requires a
minimum of 30% affordable housing on sites of 11 or more dwellings in non-

Comments noted. The overall
quantum of housing
development and the spatial
distribution, including the
housing allocation for
Godalming, are set out within
the adopted LPP1. This was
supported by extensive
transport evidence, including
considering cross boundary
impacts. With regard to the
site at Aaron’s Hill, this land
was removed from the Green
Belt in LPP1 and a planning
application for housing
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Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed
bodies to the Preferred Options and Policies Consultation

Council comments

designated rural areas, or on developments that have a maximum combined
gross floorspace of more than 1,000 sq. m. This falls below the 35%
requirement in our adopted 2003 Local Plan Policy H11 (updated by our
Planning Contributions SPD), which Guildford Borough Council’s Submission
Local Plan (2017) Policy H2 (currently undergoing examination) would
increase to 40% on both rural and urban sites of five or more dwellings, or
0.17ha or more. Guildford Borough Council’s proposed Submission Plan
policy takes account of the considerable need for affordable housing in this
area and our evidence on viability of a range of site typologies across
Guildford borough to accommodate a minimum of 40% affordable housing.

development on the site has
since been approved.

If a proposal includes housing development on adjacent land in our borough,
it is therefore likely that we will seek this higher proportion of affordable
housing, subject to the scheme’s viability at the time the planning application
is assessed.
From a transport perspective, the allocation of at least 270 dwellings on this
site could create additional movements on the A3100 northbound and the A3
northbound. The Council supports the view that careful attention will be
required to ensure appropriate access and boundary treatment. The Strategic
Highways Assessment Report (2016) identifies cross boundary impacts on
roads linking Waverley to other boroughs. Tables 4.10 and 4.11 show that
between scenario 3 and scenario 5, additional headroom could be created on
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Local Authority
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Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed
bodies to the Preferred Options and Policies Consultation

Council comments

the A3100 Guildford Road, which, depending on the trip generation from the
Site Policy DS4, indicates it may be possible to accommodate additional
vehicular trips, subject to further assessment.
However, until a detailed site-specific transport assessment is undertaken on
the site, for example at the planning application stage, the Council is unable
to make any detailed comments on the impact of Policy DS4 in transport
terms.

Woking BC
Housing delivery
(Chapter 4)

Thank you for giving Woking Borough Council the opportunity to comment of
your Local Plan Part 2. The Council would like to commend you on your effort
to have an up to date development plan for your area, including seeking to
meet part of Woking’s unmet housing need. The Council participated at the
examination of your recently adopted Local Plan Part 1 and is therefore
aware that it provides the necessary strategic planning policy context for the
preparation of your Local Plan Part 2. The Local Plan Part 1 has already set
out the housing requirement for the entire plan period to include a significant
proportion (50%) of the unmet housing need arising from Woking. In this
regard, the expectation would be that the specific sites identified in the Local
Plan Part 1 and the strategic sites identified on the Local Plan Part 2 should
cumulatively be sufficient to enable the comprehensive delivery of the overall
housing requirement. Based on the information provided, I am sure that this

Support welcome
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Council comments

will be achieved. I have also looked at the detailed development management
policies, and on this occasion, I have nothing further to add. However, under
the duty to cooperate the Council would like to be continuously engaged in
the next stages of your plan making process.

Natural England
Housing site
allocations

Surrey hills Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB)
A number of the allocations have been made throughout the Local Plan Part
2 within, or in the setting of the Surrey Hills AONB. Currently Natural England
does not consider the allocation process has been informed by evidence
sufficient to demonstrate that the allocations, will not have a significant impact
on the special qualities of the AONB. We consider that the following
allocations are of particular concern:


DS10,DS11.DS13,DS15 and DS18 (Haslemere)



DS23, DS24, and DS25 (Elstead)



DS27, DS29, DS30 and DS31 (Milford)

In our review of the allocations we have referred to the Landscape Study
(2014), undertaken to assess the capacity for additional development around
existing conurbations within the Borough. In a number of cases, the
conclusions of this Study indicate that development in areas where

Comments noted. LPP2 has
changed significantly since
these comments were made.
In relation to Haslemere, four
of the five sites listed by
Natural England are no longer
proposed for allocation in
LPP2. There is still one site
on the edge of the settlement
at Red Court which is
proposed. This is because, to
date, the Council has not
been able to identify sufficient
brownfield sites to meet the
number of homes allocated to
Haslemere in LPP1.
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Council comments

allocations have been made through Local Plan Part 2, will have a negative
impact on the landscape, or that there is limited or no additional capacity for
development. This is the case for:

With regard to the sites in
Elstead, these allocations will
now be made through the
Neighbourhood Plan.



DS10 and DS15 – corresponding to parcel HE06 of the Study



DS11 and DS13 – corresponding to parcel HE07



DS18 – corresponding to parcel HE05 A



DS25 – corresponding to parcel EL01.

As such, we consider that a number of these allocations have not been made
with in line with the existing evidence or landscape impacts.
In regards to the allocations made at Milford, we consider that it has not been
demonstrated that alternative sites should be allocated in preference to those
made on the Western side of the town, so as to reduce the impact on the
AONB. In particular, the Secretts site, assessed within the Sustainability
Appraisal to have relatively greater overall sustainability than a number of the
sites eventually allocated, would likely be less damaging to the landscape
given its location outside of the AONB.

With regard to Milford, the
Council is no longer
proposing to allocate the sites
listed by Natural England,
which are within the AONB.
Instead the Council is
proposing to release land at
Secretts from the Green Belt
and to allocate that site for
housing.

Natural England understand as Competent Authority, Waverley Borough
Council have a number of issues to balance when allocating housing
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Council comments

provision. We would like to urge Waverley to reconsider whether there is the
possibility through Master planning, for development to occur at the Secretts
site, whilst not undermining the Green Belt Review and Plan Part 1. SANG
required as avoidance and mitigation for the Wealden Heaths Special
protection Area (SPA), could be placed within the strategic gap to maintain
this for example.
In order to help Waverley BC provide sufficient evidence to inform these
allocations, during a meeting on 03-07-2018 between Natural England and
Waverley BC, it was decided that officers from both organisations would
individually assess each site considered to be at risk of resulting in impacts
on the AONB through a site visit. We are of the opinion that have having
colleagues from Surrey Hills AONB Board present at these meetings would
also be essential.
Advice provided by through this process could then be submitted as
additional evidence for the Local Plan Part 2, and text and policies within the
Plan added to accordingly. This would improve the potential soundness of
this Plan going forward. It is hoped through a combination of avoidance.
Mitigation, moderation and master planning we can work together to allow
some delivery at the allocations above.
We also advise that landscape provision particularly around the major
development test, as described in Paragraphs 115 and 116 of the NPPF, will
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Council comments

need to be discussed within this document. Given the quanta of housing
proposed within the AONB and its setting through the Local Plan Part 2.
Natural England continue to have some concerns around the allocated sites
at Chiddingfold, particularly Avola Farm. We are looking to engage with the
Neighbourhood Plan group in the near future, to address those. A similar
process as discussed above to inform the evidence base would be beneficial
to all, in our opinion.
Natural England
Development
Management
Policies

We note there is currently insufficient policy within the plan to ensure that any
windfall development within the Surrey Hills AONB or the South Downs
National Park, or within the settings of these designated landscapes, does not
conflict with the special qualities of these areas.
Policy should be included which states that any development proposed within
nationally important landscape, or within the setting of these landscapes, will
need to be informed by a Landscape Character Assessment and a
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment in order to gauge the impact upon
the landscape. In absence of these assessments, the development should be
refused.
Furthermore, developments coming forward within the AONB or AONB
setting will often need to provide mitigation in order to be considered
acceptable within the landscape context. As such, policy should be included

The Council does not
anticipate significant windfall
development within the
AONB. Any proposals would
be considered against
national policy and policy RE3
of LPP1.
Policy RE3 of LPP1 is the key
policy for assessing new
development that may impact
on protected landscapes such
as the AONB.
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Council comments

which refers to the AONB management plan, and which stipulates that
landscape mitigation measures will often be necessary in order to be
considered acceptable, subject to the findings of the LVIA.
Natural England
Wealden Heaths
Phase II Special
Protection Area
(SPA)

One allocation is made for 39 dwellings at Hindhead (DS8). It is currently our
understanding that this allocation would bring the total number of dwellings
coming forward through the Hindhead Avoidance Strategy to over 100. Given
that 100 dwellings is the maximum number of dwellings considered to be
acceptable through this Strategy, the number of allocated dwellings should be
revised down, such that the 100-dwelling threshold is not exceeded. Without
such an amendment, we would not consider the Plan to be sound.
Wealden Heath Phase II SPA is designated for a number of Annex 1 groundnesting birds. It is now well-established that the population of these birds are
sensitive to recreational pressure. As such, in the absence of mitigation,
additional residential development coming forward within the vicinity of the
SPA would likely result in adverse effect on the SPA in combination.
Therefore we consider that the following allocations will require avoidance
measures through the provision of SANG or something similar in order to
avoid an adverse effect on the SPA:


DS19, DS12, DS20, DS4, DS23, DS24, DS25, DS27, DS28, DS29,

The Council recognises that
housing allocation in
Haslemere and Witley have
the potential to have an
impact the Wealden Heaths
SPA. This has been
addressed through the
Habitats Regulations
Assessment for LPP2. There
is not a defined avoidance
strategy for the Wealden
Heaths SPA, other than the
Strategy developed
specifically for the area in
Hindhead that became
available for development in
Hindhead following the
opening of the A3 Hindhead
Tunnel. This matter was also
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DS30, DS31
The following allocations may also requires SANG or something similar, and
should be informed by a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)


DS7, DS10, DS11, DS13, DS14, DS15, DS16

We consider that the text associated with each of these allocations is
amended to describe the need for SANG or similar, either through the
provision of a bespoke SANG, or through contributions to another project.

Environment

Our key comment will relate to the proposed policy wording of DM1 a) as it
appears to be inconsistent with your local plan part 1 flood risk policy and the

Council comments

addressed in LPP1, which
includes Policy NE1. The
accompanying text states that
development proposals
beyond 400m from the
Wealden Heaths SPA will be
considered on a case by case
basis as to whether a project
level HRA is required. The
text accompanying any
proposed site allocations in
Haslemere and Witley make it
clear that one requirement will
be for the development to
demonstrate that there will be
no adverse impact on the
SPA. Depending on the size
and location of the site, this
may require mitigation
measures to be provided.
Comments noted, wording will
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Council comments

Agency

paragraph 103 of the NPPF as it refers to “an unacceptable increase in flood
risk” where-as your local adopted policy and the NPPF clearly state there
should be no increase in flood risk. We would support the latter position.

be amended as appropriate.

Flood Risk
Historic England
DM1:
Environmental
Implications of
Development

Historic England
Gypsies,
Travellers and
Travelling
Showpeople

Historic England
Tourism and
Recreation

Despite mention in the supporting text (e.g. para 2.7) the policy omits any
LPP2 contains specific
reference to heritage specifically; this should be addressed by adding “historic heritage policies to address
this issue, so it is not
and heritage” before “value” in bullet point e), for instance.
considered appropriate to
alter the wording.

As with housing site allocations, these site allocations should be assessed for
potential impacts on the historic environment.

For Traveller sites, any
potential impacts on the
historic environment have
been picked up in the
Waverley Land Availability
Assessment and the Plan’s
Sustainability Appraisal.

Paragraph 6.41 – add reference to historic environment; i.e. “…give
consideration to ensuring that and development does not result in the
pollution or degradation of soil and water resources or the natural or historic
environment”, and “Tourism facilities may also provide an opportunity to

Comment noted, however the
Council do not consider
proposed amendments to
DM32 necessary as the policy
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Council comments

(DM32)

provide enhancements to the natural and historic environment”.

does not list all possible types
of tourism.

The above should be reflected in the wording of policy DM32: Tourism, Hotels
and Visitor Accommodation.

Historic England
DM2: Quality
Places through
Design

Good linkages are made between the historic environment and design in the
preamble text but not within the policy itself. A major component of good
design in historic contexts, which would include most (if not all) of Waverley’s
towns, villages and rural areas is respect and reinforcement of the character
and appearance of those places. This could be made more explicit in the
wording of the policy: e.g.

Comments noted but wording
not changed as it is felt the
policy is strong enough.

“…reinforcing local distinctiveness and landscape and historic townscape
character”;
“b) Responding to the local context and historic character by taking into
account…”;
“vii. Existing features of the site including (but not limited to) trees, historic
buildings, heritage assets, landscape form and views”.
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Council comments

Historic England

Historic England endorses the following policies but suggests some wording
changes:
DM19: Development Affecting Listed Buildings, and/or their Settings – revise
penultimate paragraph to “ Proposals which would cause substantial harm to
or loss of the heritage asset in wholly exceptional circumstances will not be
permitted…”; and revise the following sentence to read “Proposals which
would cause less than substantial harm to the significance of the heritage
asset in exceptional circumstances will be considered against the other public
benefits to be gained” - to reflect the wording of NPPF paragraph 132 .

According to the updated
NPPF (2018) the term wholly
exceptional can only be used
in relation to harm to Grade I
and II* listed buildings.
Therefore it is not considered
appropriate to amend the
wording as such.

Listed Building – amend to “A building of special architectural or historic
interest designated by the Secretary of State in accordance with s1(5)
Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990”.

Comments noted and wording
has been changed.

Heritage Assets

Historic England
Glossary

Registered Parks and Gardens – amend to “A national list compiled by
Historic England of designed landscapes, gardens, grounds, and other
planned open spaces, such as town squares identified as of historic
significance for consideration in the planning system, but without
bringing any additional special statutory protection”.
Scheduled Monument – amend to “A building or structure above or below
ground whose preservation is of national importance and which has been
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Council comments

scheduled by the Secretary of State for Digital Culture, Media and
Sport under the s1(11) Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas
Act 1979because of its historic, architectural, or traditional artistic or
archaeological interest”.

Historic England
DM4: Public
Realm (DM6)

Historic England
DM20:
Conservation
Areas

Historic England
Historic
Landscape and

Public realm in the form of streetscape character and materials is an
important component of historic character and heritage, making places
distinctive and unique: add reference to sub-paragraph “b) Ensure public
realm design takes account of the established townscape, historic character,
traditional materials and quality of the surrounding area”.

Amended as suggested, apart
from the word “traditional”.
The intention isn’t to replicate
tradition if it is appropriate to
enable change.

Reference should be made to the Council’s conservation areas appraisals /
management plans within this policy; e.g. “Development should preserve or
enhance the character of Conservation Areas as defined by
the conservation area appraisal or management plan for the area by…”.

Not all conservation areas
within Waverley have
conservation area appraisals,
it is therefore not considered
appropriate to include this
wording within the policy.

Many landscapes are of historic significance and have heritage value,
particularly ancient woodlands (which are referred to in the explanatory notes)
that are often vulnerable to development pressures and change in their
setting, and encouragement should be given to their positive enhancement.

The preservation and
enhancement of historic
landscapes, including
significant non-designated
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Gardens

Amend second bullet point to reflect this: “a) retains and strengthens
woodland, important trees, groups of trees and hedgerows; and, conserves
and enhances historic landscapes and ancient woodlands”.

sites, is addressed in policy
DM24 and therefore officers
consider that the proposed
addition to policy DM8 would
constitute repetition.

Replace “proper” with appropriate in line 1;

Comment noted and wording
changed

Settlement boundary criteria – in view of the historic nature of all Waverley’s
settlements, this dimension should be reflected explicitly in the criteria for
determining their boundaries: e.g.

Comments noted. Character
encompasses historic
character.

(Trees and
Landscape)

Historic England
DM21: Heritage at
Risk
Historic England
Chapter 3:
Location of
Development

Historic England
Historic
landscapes
(DM24)

“iv. Take into account the visual and historic character of the settlements, the
density and pattern of built development”.
Consider including two distinct policies, one for designated Registered
Parks and Gardens and another for other historic landscapes, or separate
out the aspects relating to each in the current draft policy.

In Local Plan 2002 the
designations were separated
out, but one aim of LPP2 was
a reduced number of policies
which avoided repetition.
However, upon further review,
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Council comments

officers’ note that some of the
intentions of the original
policies has not been carried
through therefore some
amendments have occurred.
Historic England
DM12:
Development in
rural areas

To reflect the supporting text (e.g. paragraph 3.31) add into sub-paragraph
Comment noted, but felt it
“b) Recognise the natural beauty and undeveloped character which is intrinsic was unnecessary to change
to the open countryside, together with the distinctive character
the wording to DM15.
and historic pattern of development…”.

(DM15)
Historic England
DM24:
Archaeology
(DM25)

Historic England
In Chapter 4:

The legal tests and controls relating to Scheduled Monuments are
significantly different from those applying to archaeological resources
generally; this policy should be revised to reflect this preferably by having a
separate policy for Scheduled Monuments preservation and another for
archaeology, or at least by separating the two strands within the current draft
policy.

Agree that the legal tests are
different, however the policy
is only related to works that
would require planning
permission which would still
need to be gained for
Scheduled Monument

Delivering New Housing - The inclusion of sites within a Local Plan
establishes locations for types of development within the authority’s

Site allocations will be
assessed against all relevant
76

Local Authority
and the policy

Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed
bodies to the Preferred Options and Policies Consultation

Council comments

Housing

administrative area. A positive strategy for the historic environment in Local
Plans can ensure that site allocations avoid harming the significance of both
designated and non-designated heritage assets, including effects on their
setting. At the same time, the allocation of sites for development may present
opportunities for the historic environment. For example, new development
may better reveal the significance of heritage assets (NPPF paragraph 137)
or may provide an opportunity to tackle heritage at risk through the sensitive
development of specific sites.

policies. A general site
allocations policy would
duplicate this and potentially
create confusion over which
other policies apply

Local plans must be prepared with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development (NPPF, paragraph 151). As such,
significant adverse impacts on the three dimensions of sustainable
development (including environmental impacts and therefore heritage) should
be avoided in the first instance. Only where adverse impacts are unavoidable
should mitigation or compensation measures be considered (NPPF
paragraph 152). Any site allocations that would result in harm to heritage
assets need to be fully justified and evidenced to ensure they are appropriate,
including mitigation or compensation measures.

The impact on the historic
environment is one the
assessment criteria in the SA.
Any site specific requirements
related to heritage matters will
be made clear in the
allocation policies for relevant
sites.

A site allocation will be expected to avoid or minimise conflict between any
heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the development of the site,
taking into account an assessment of its significance (NPPF paragraph 129).
Great weight should be given to an asset’s conservation and the more
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Council comments

important the asset, the greater the weight to the asset’s conservation there
should be (NPPF paragraph 132).
We note that Appendix 3 identifies heritage constraints in relation to a number
of sites allocations; we would expect, however, that any proposal for
development on all sites would include a robust heritage assessment (in line
with NPPF paragraph 129) to ensure that significances are recognised and
protected and, where appropriate, enhanced.
The draft LPP2 does not include an overarching policy for all site allocations
(as distinct from policies for individual sites). In our view such a single Site
Allocations policy should be added to the draft Local Plan. Such a site
allocation policy can be a positive feature of a Local Plan as it can highlight
the specific criteria against which a development needs to be judged and
thereby speed up the implementation process, providing clarity for a wide
range of audiences. It is recommended that the policy and/or supporting text
provides clear references to the requirements to preserve and enhance the
historic environment.
The policy should be detailed enough to provide information on what is
expected in terms of mitigation and enhancement measures. Design
principles are a helpful way of making development more sustainable and
acceptable. These can be set out in the policy and will guide future
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masterplans and planning applications.

Historic England
DM26:
Development
within Town
Centres (DM27)
Historic England
Chapter
1:Introduction

Town centres are invariably the historic core of the settlement and
development should be reflective of the prevailing character and form of the
historic environment; add a new bullet point along the lines of “Development
that conserves and enhances the existing character, appearance, form and
scale of the town centre”.

Comment noted but felt not to
be required.

Evidence Base – we note that there are no evidence base documents specific
to the historic environment listed or referred to on the Council’s website. Local
Plans need to be based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about
the economic, social and environmental characteristics and prospects of the
area – which would include the historic environment. In particular this up-todate evidence should be used to assess the significance of heritage assets
and the contribution they make to the environment (NPPF Paragraphs 158
and 169). A heritage SPD (or heritage strategy) brought forward in line with
paragraph 153 of the NPPF can be a useful tool to amplify and elaborate on
the delivery of the positive heritage strategy in the Local Plan and some local
planning authorities have chosen to support their conservation strategy within
the Local Plan using a topic-specific SPD.

Comments noted. The
Council does not have an
overarching Heritage Strategy
of Heritage SPD. However,
these matters are considered
carefully taking account of
existing evidence and policy,
including Conservation Area
Appraisals and the Plan’s
Sustainability Appraisal.
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Council comments

A heritage strategy, as prepared by a number of planning authorities as part
of their evidence base, can help with site allocations in terms of considering
environmental and policy constraints against the evidence in the relevant
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (ref. Planning Minister’s letter to Chief
Planners 19 December 2014 www.gov.uk/government/publications/strategichousing-marketassessments). It can identify opportunities to conserve the
historic environment, such as site allocations positively addressing heritage
assets at risk, and can help to ensure that site allocations avoid harming the
significance of heritage assets (including effects on their setting). The
heritage strategy can also be used to inform the nature of allocations so
development responds to and reflects local character.

Historic England
DM14: Reuse of
and alterations to
large buildings
(DM35)
Historic England
DM29:

It is likely that many large buildings will be of historic character, therefore add
a reference to heritage value; e.g. “In considering such proposals, the Council
will have particular regard to the impact of the development on neighbour
amenity, heritage value and parking space provision”.

Comments noted, however it
was not felt necessary to alter
the wording.

Add a reference to conservation of historic character in view of the
prevalence of advertisements in commercial town and village centres; e.g.
“Consent will only be given for the display of an advertisement which respects

Comment noted and wording
has been changed
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Advertisements

the interest of public safety, historic character and amenity”.

Highways
England

If site DS30 is a likely to be taken forwards as a preferred residential
allocation, we request that information is provided as to the proposed access
arrangements, geotechnical aspects of the development proposal and if any
noise mitigation would be required, in addition to a Transport Assessment
due to its close proximity to the A3 at Milford.

This site has been removed
from the Pre-submission
LPP2

With the specific housing and developments at Coxbridge Farm within the
Plans, for both residential and employment creation, we would welcome
some early dialogue with the Council (and prospective Developers) about
appropriate levels of healthcare infrastructure we envisage would be needed /
appropriate and some discussion on options how this might be provided. We
would be able to inform and contextualise this discussion with reference to
the prevailing and increasing capacity and accessibility concerns within
existing Farnham GP practices / surgeries.

The Council will work with the
Trust to identify any projects
for inclusion in the IDP or
related to specific
applications. Given that the
Council has since adopted the
Community Infrastructure
Levy (CIL) there may also be
scope to secure funding for
health-related infrastructure
through this source. This site
allocation has since been
removed from LPP2.

Site DS30

NHS North East
Hants and
Farnham CCG
Site allocation in
Farnham

Council comments
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Surrey County
Council
Policy DM26
Development in
Town Centre

This Policy will contribute to the overall viability and vitality of a town centre,
along with higher density housing and will therefore enhance access to local
services and facilities. Higher density housing in town centres may provide
greater opportunities for people to choose active modes of transport i.e
walking and cycling to shops etc., thereby improving health through physical
activity. Encouraging higher density housing and mixed use development in
town centres will help support Policy AHN3: Housing Types and Size as
proposals will provide more opportunities for a greater a mix of dwelling
types, sizes and tenures.

Comments noted and agreed

Policy DM26: Development within Town Centres
We suggest this policy is amended to include secure bike storage as follows:
c) Include provision of street furniture and facilities for people walking and
cycling, such as benches and secure bike storage.

Surrey County
Council
Policy DM7
Accessibility and
Transport

Parts a), b) and c) of this policy set out what the county council as the Local
Highway Authority would consider to be design requirements that are
essential for the safety of all users of the highway. The first line of the policy
should therefore be amended to read as follows:

The suggestions are agreed
and included in DM9:
Accessibility and Transport
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(DM9)

All types of development will be expected required to:….

Council comments

a) Provide safe and convenient access for all road highway users, in a way
which:
Design standards should be required to meet the needs of an increasing
elderly population and therefore c) should be amended as follows:
c) Meet the highest standards of accessible and inclusive design, including
meeting the needs of older less mobile people and those with disabilities.

Surrey County
Council
DM32: Tourism
and recreation

Tourism and Recreation Para 6.41
The following amendments to this policy are suggested:
When rural tourism facilities are proposed, developers should give
consideration to ensuring that and development does not result in the
pollution or degradation of soil and water resources or the natural
environment. Tourism facilities may also provide an opportunity to provide
enhancements to the natural environment. Many such facilities will often be in
relatively isolated locations and developers should seek to ensure sites
provide safe access inclusive to all and maximise the use of sustainable

The comments are noted but
not incorporated in the policy
as it is felt it is adequately
covered.

83

Local Authority
and the policy

Response received from neighbouring local authorities and prescribed
bodies to the Preferred Options and Policies Consultation

Council comments

transport modes, avoiding generating excessive vehicular movements, for
example by providing facilities for walkers and cyclists or providing shuttle
services to public transport hubs.

Surrey County
Council
DM18 Local Green
Space

As the education authority we have concerns that the designation of school
playing fields as Local Green Space could present a hindrance to future
programmes for school expansion schemes to support growth. We therefore
welcome the allowance made within a)iv for new buildings for community use.
We suggest that "community use" might be more clearly defined to
specifically include schools.

Comments noted. School
playing fields would not
normally be considered
suitable for designation as
Local Green Space. As Local
Green Space designation will
only be appropriate for sites
of particular importance,
school expansion may not in
itself justify the loss of LGS.

Surrey County
Council
Appendix III –
Development Site
Allocations

It is noted that some of the sites are within or adjacent to defined Areas of
High Archaeological Potential, and that many are over 0.4ha in size. With
regard to the policies set out in the Development Management Policies
consultation, these sites should be subject to appropriate archaeological
assessment and if necessary evaluation, prior to any decision on any
planning application that might be submitted. Prospective developers should

Comments noted
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be made aware of draft policy DM24 in particular.

Surrey County
Council
Policy DM19:
Development
Affecting Listed
Buildings and/or
their Settings

The requirement to submit a Heritage Statement should be extended to
include proposals that "affect or could potentially affect" a Listed Building as
well as to cover works to any non-listed structures that might materially
impact upon the fabric or setting of a Listed neighbour.

The requirement to submit a
heritage statement for
proposals affecting any
heritage asset is a
requirement in the NPPF. The
aim of this strand of the policy
is detail what would be
specifically required if the
proposal was to alter or
extend listed buildings (or
curtilage listed buildings), do
not consider it necessary to
repeat the NPPF.

Surrey County
Council
Policy DM 20:
Conservation
Areas

The requirement for Heritage Statements to be submitted in certain
circumstances should be included within this policy to ensure that locally
listed and other undesignated heritage assets can be assessed appropriately.

This requirement is set out in
the NPPF, so it is not
considered necessary to
repeat. In addition, using the
wording ‘in certain
circumstances’ would conflict
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with the NPPF (the NPPF
requires heritage statements
to be submitted for all
development affecting a
conservation area) and would
therefore weaken the
requirement.
Surrey County
Council
Chapter 2:General
Policies

It is suggested that the supporting text to Policy DM2: Quality Places
through Design be amended to specifically refer to the need for the design
of new development to meet the longer term future needs of occupants who
may wish to remain in their homes as they become older and less mobile.
The suggested additions to this paragraph are underlined and in red as
follows
Good design is also about promoting an inclusive environment that can be
accessed and used by everyone, recognising and accommodating
differences in the way people use the built environment. In addition, it
considers how a place may need to adapt over time and be resilient to
change in order to meet the changing needs of the resident population for
example enabling older people to remain in their homes and within the
community for as long as possible.

It is felt to be too specific in
terms and should be wide
enough to cover all groups of
society, not just for older
people.
The use of the word “efficient”
is compliant with the NPPF.
The issue of natural
resources is covered in Policy
DM1, so there is no need to
replicate.
The changes to f) is felt to be
too specific and it is covered
in policy AHN3 in LPP1.
There is agreement with
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Policy DM2: Quality Places through Design

amendment to g).

a) Making the most of land, and other natural resources, while being
sympathetic and responsive to the prevailing pattern of development;
e) Allowing for permeability and access throughout the site, and promoting
active travel modes and access to community facilities and employment
opportunities;
f) Facilitating opportunities for adaptable uses for various users over time,
according to the changing needs of occupants such as the ageing and
disabled population.
g) Ensuring that ancillary facilities such as bin storage, secure bike storage,
substations and utility facilities that serve new housing developments should
be designed into the proposals from the outset; and

Surrey County
Council
Policy DM22 Nondesignated
Heritage Assets
and Policy DM23

We suggest that consideration is given to the provisions included in the
recent Historic England advice and guidance regarding heritage views, vistas
and the setting of historic buildings, sites and monuments.

Comment noted
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Surrey County
Council
Policy DM3:
Safeguarding
Amenity

Suggested amendments to part 2 of policy are set out below with added
words underlined and in red:

Comment noted. However it is
felt that the existing policy
covers the aspects raised in
suggestion.

Surrey County
Council:
Policy DM4: Public
Realm

Suggested amendments to the text of the policy are set out below with added
words underlined and in red:

Historic
Landscapes and
Gardens

2. All proposals for new housing developments (across all tenures) will need
to demonstrate that they provide adequate internal and external space in
order to ensure an appropriate living environment for future occupiers
including catering for the changing needs of individuals, such as the ageing
and disabled population. To achieve this all new housing development
should:

a) Improve legibility and links to a coherent wider network by promoting
routes and wayfinding between the development and local amenities to
facilitate walking routes, including public transport stops; with consideration
for the needs of particular population such as older people with mobility
needs and those suffering from dementia.

It is felt that the policy covers
all user groups so there is no
need to be too specific.
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Reigate and
Banstead BC
General comment

Having reviewed the plan and associated documents, the Council are
satisfied that at this stage it does not have any implications for Reigate &
Banstead and raise no objections.
However, we would note that there does not appear to be any reference to
the needs of people residing in or resorting to their district with respect to the
provision of sites on which caravans can be stationed, or places on inland
waterways where houseboats can be moored, which is a requirement set out
in the Housing and Planning Act (2016) and suggest it would prudent to take
this into account.

Although these types of
dwellings are an important
source of housing in certain
suitable locations and can
tackle some of the issues with
regard to worsening house
price affordability, it is
considered that applications
for caravans and houseboats
will be dealt with under the
other development
management and housing
policies.

West Sussex
County Council

Clarification is requested as to whether the background level of growth in the
Local Plan strategic transport assessment allows for the sites proposed to be
allocated, or does the proposed level of development exceed the background
growth after setting aside committed sites? If the proposed site allocations
exceed the background growth, we request more information and evidence
as to the flow of traffic from proposed site allocations into West Sussex and
improvements required to mitigate the proposed developments.

The overall level of
development has been
assessed through LPP1.

Transport
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West Sussex
County Council

There are no requirements in the Local Plan Part 1 or part 2 or identified in
the Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2016 (IDP) for any education improvements
required to mitigate planned development. The IDP recognises there is
considerable overlap between some areas of Waverley and across the
borders with Hampshire and West Sussex and it is important when
responding to patterns of demand that regard is given to the potential impacts
on these adjacent planning areas and vice versa. We request confirmation
that education requirements, to mitigate the proposed development, can be
accommodated within Surrey.

The Council continues to work
with Surrey CC to identify any
requirements for projects to
accommodate additional
pressure on schools. The IDP
has also been updated.

Education
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Appendix 2
Initial scoping letter to stakeholders and Duty to Cooperate bodies

Friday 3rd March 2017
Dear Consultee
Consultation on Scope and Content of Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 2
Waverley’s Local Plan is being prepared in two parts. This consultation is regarding
Part 2 of the Local Plan. Part 1 of the Local Plan deals with strategic policies on
housing, employment and the environment and the allocation of strategic housing
and employment sites. Local Plan Part 1 was submitted to the Secretary of State in
December 2016 and the Council is waiting for independent examination from the
Planning Inspectorate.
Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2) deals with smaller site allocations, known as non-strategic
allocations. It will need to allocate enough sites for housing across the Borough to
accommodate sufficient dwellings to assist in meeting the aspirations of Local Plan
Part 1. The plan will also consider allocating employment sites and sites for gypsies
and travellers. It will deal with the detail of the Green Belt boundary changes
highlighted in Local Plan Part 1, as well as review other boundaries such as for
settlement boundaries, town centre boundaries and Areas of Strategic Visual
Importance, for example.
LPP2 will detail further development management policies that will be used to
determine planning applications, including policies on retail, countryside,
telecommunications, local green spaces, community facilities and health and
wellbeing. LPP2 also needs to include policies to support economic growth and to
protect our historic and natural environment.
Our timetable allows for three formal consultation stages; an ‘Issues and Options’
consultation starting in early summer, a ‘Preferred Options’ consultation towards the
end of the year, and a consultation on the ‘Pre-submission’ plan in spring 2018.
The Government’s National Planning Policy Framework encourages early and
meaningful engagement and collaboration with specific and general consultees
including neighbourhoods, local organisations and businesses. The framework says
that a wide section of the community should be proactively involved, so that local
plans, as far as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for
the sustainable development of the area.
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As part of the Council’s consultation process and in line with regulation 18 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) England Regulations 2012 (as
amended 2016), the Council wishes to engage your organisation effectively from the
outset of the local plan process. In line with the regulations, we wish to invite you to
make representations to us about what LPP2 ought to contain and also to let us
know what evidence you may have to support the plan. This consultation will form
part of the Council’s initial scoping of the LPP2 prior to the issues and options
consultation stage.
We would be grateful to hear your views on the scope and content of LPP2 by
5.00pm on Friday 31st March 2017.
How to give your views
Send us an email to: planningpolicy@waverley.gov.uk or
Write to us at: LPP2 Planning Policy Team, Waverley Borough Council, The Burys,
Godalming, Surrey, GU7 1HR.
For more information or assistance on this scoping consultation please contact
Waverley Planning Policy Team on 01483 523291 or email
planningpolicy@waverley.gov.uk.
Thanks in advance for your views on this important consultation.
Yours faithfully

Gayle Wootton

92

Recipients of the initial scoping letter

Infrastructure
Providers

Gas & Electricity

Southern Gas Network

Infrastructure
Providers

Gas & Electricity

UK Power Networks

Infrastructure
Providers

Telecoms

Orange Personal Telecommunications
Services Ltd

Infrastructure
Providers

Telecoms

Vodafone

Infrastructure
Providers

Telecoms

Vodafone & O2 (EMF Enquiries)

Infrastructure
Providers

Transport
Infrastructure

Highways England

Infrastructure
Providers

Transport
Infrastructure

Network Rail

Infrastructure
Providers

Transport
Infrastructure

Office of Rail and Road

Infrastructure
Providers

Transport
Infrastructure

Transport for London

Infrastructure
Providers

Water and
Sewerage

Thames Water

LPAs

Neighbour DtC

Chichester District Council

LPAs

Neighbour DtC

East Hampshire District Council

LPAs

Neighbour DtC

Guildford Borough Council

LPAs

Neighbour DtC

Hart District Council

LPAs

Neighbour DtC

Horsham District Council

LPAs

Neighbour DtC

Mole Valley District Council
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LPAs

Neighbour DtC

Rushmoor Borough Council

LPAs

Non-neighbour

Epsom & Ewell District Council

Public Bodies

County Council

Hampshire County Council

Public Bodies

County Council

West Sussex County Council

Public Bodies

Environment

Natural England

Public Bodies

Environment

South Downs National Park

Public Bodies

Environment

The Environment Agency

Public Bodies

Health

Farnham and NE Hants CCG

Public Bodies

Health

Guildford and Waverley CCG

Public Bodies

Health

Surrey County Council Social Services

Infrastructure
Providers

Gas & Electricity

Scottish and Southern Energy

Infrastructure
Providers

Transport
Infrastructure

Highways England

Public Bodies

County Council

Hampshire County Council

Public Bodies

County Council

West Sussex County Council

Public Bodies

Environment

Historic England

Public Bodies

Environment

Natural England

Public Bodies

Environment

The Environment Agency
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Appendix 3
Consultation responses on the scope and content of Local Plan Part 2: Non-Strategic Policies and Sites
May 2017
1. Summary of issues raised
Submitter
Hampshire County Council

Summary of representation
 Cumulative impacts on traffic from neighbouring mineral site.

West Sussex County Council

Welcome continued engagement on proposals or policies that may affect West Sussex.

Chichester District Council



Welcome continued engagement on proposals or policies that may affect the Chichester Local Plan area.

Horsham District Council



Welcome continued engagement on proposals or policies that may affect the Horsham District.

Mole Valley District Council





Welcome continued engagement on proposals or policies that may affect the Mole Valley District.
Cumulative impact of further non-strategic site allocations on roads connecting the two districts
Impact of allocating new sites for Gypsies and Travellers

Thames Water









Separate policy dealing with both ‘water supply and wastewater infrastructure’.
Separate policy dealing with both ‘water supply and wastewater infrastructure’ – suggested policy wording.
Separate policy dealing with both ‘water supply and wastewater infrastructure’ – suggested supporting text wording.
Setting of water efficiency targets in Local Plan Part 2.
Flood risk and sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)
approach to limiting the volume and rate at which surface water enters the public sewer system.
Flood Risk – Flooding from Sewers.

Historic England



A positive and clear strategy for the conservation, enjoyment and enhancement of the historic environment.
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Submitter
Natural England

Summary of representation
 The Plan’s vision and strategy
 Sites of Least Environmental Value
 Landscape
 Designated sites
 Biodiversity and Geodiversity
 Green Infrastructure
 Priority habitats, ecological networks and priority and/or legally protected species populations
 Access and Rights of Way
 Soils
 Air pollution
 Tranquility
 Water Quality and Resources and Flood Risk Management
 Climate change adaptation

Highways England



Consideration of impacts on the A3 from proposals in Waverley.

Surrey County Council








Meeting the needs for older people in the district.
Transport matters, including transport assessment work, relating to new development.
New education facilities required to meet the needs generated by new development.
Supporting economic growth and protecting our historic and natural environment.
Lack of facilities associated with office to residential conversions.
Suggested mineral and waste requirements for new sites and policies.

96

Submitter
Environment Agency

Summary of representation
 Water Cycle Study
 Water efficiency
 Water quality
 Foul drainage
 Water Framework Directive
 Local WFD projects
 Flood risk and sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)
 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) update
 Godalming Flood Alleviation Scheme
 Biodiversity – Green and Blue Infrastructure
 Biodiversity – watercourses
 Biodiversity – other issues
 Land contamination
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2. Cross Boundary Co-operation with Relevant Local Authorities - Consultation responses on the scope
and content of Local Plan Part 2: Non-Strategic Policies and Sites May 2017 – summary of responses
Submitter
Hampshire County
Council
(20-Mar-17)

Summary of representation
Cumulative impacts on traffic from neighbouring mineral site.
Frith End Sandpit at Bordon has been granted permission to extend the
approved time for the extraction of sand and clay. This mineral quarry site
close to the border of Waverley. Extraction of these minerals will cease at
the end of 2020.

Council comment
Submission on future quarry use noted
and the potential impact on traffic in the
area.

Additionally, there is a variation to a planning permission on the site which
allows the continued importation, handling and re-sale of aggregates until
31 December 2022.
Therefore, both planning applications would suggest that the site will only
be operational for another three to five years. In the meantime, it is
important to consider any cumulative impacts on traffic in particular from
the mineral site and any proposed sites.
West Sussex
County Council

Welcome continued engagement on proposals or policies that may
affect West Sussex.

No significant issues raised in relation
transport, education, minerals or waste.

(24-Mar-17)

West Sussex County Council would welcome continued engagement and
early discussion of any proposals or policies progressed that allocate or
support development close to the West Sussex border, particularly where
there could be an impact on county infrastructure such as highways and
education facilities in West Sussex.

Ongoing dialogue discussion with West
Sussex County Council and Surrey
County Council regarding crossboundary impacts and will continue to
liaise prior to the submission of the Local
Plan Part 2.

Chichester District

Welcome continued engagement on proposals or policies that may

No significant issues raised.
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Submitter
Council

Summary of representation
affect the Chichester Local Plan area.

(28 Mar-17)

This Council has not previously made formal representations in respect of
Local Plan Part 1 and therefore officers consider it unlikely that we will
submit formal comments on Local Plan Part 2. However, we would wish to
be consulted on any site allocations or policies which may have localised
cross-border impacts affecting the Chichester Local Plan area.

Horsham District
Council

Welcome continued engagement on proposals or policies that may
affect the Horsham District.

(30-Mar-17)

Thank you for consulting with Horsham District Council regarding the scope
and content of the Waverley Borough Local Plan Part 2 (LLP2). I can
confirm that after reviewing your letter and website,that we have no
detailed comments to make at this stage.

Mole Valley District
Council

Welcome continued engagement on proposals or policies that may
affect the Mole Valley District.
(in particular the cumulative impact of further non-strategic site allocations on roads
connecting the two districts and the impact of allocating new sites for Gypsies and
Travellers)

(31-Mar-17)

Mole Valley District Council appreciates the ongoing discussions that have
taken place on the Local Plan Part 1 strategic allocation on the Dunsfold
Aerodrome site (SS7). We ask that Waverley continue to take in to
account the potentially cumulative impact of further non-strategic site
allocations on roads connecting Waverley and Mole Valley District Council.

Council comment
Council will continue to liaise with
Chichester District Council
prior to the submission of the Local Plan
Part 2.

No significant issues raised.
Council will continue to liaise with
Horsham District Council prior to the
submission of the Local Plan Part 2.

No significant issues raised.
Council will continue to liaise with Mole
Valley District Council prior to the
submission of the Local Plan Part 2, in
particular in relation to Gyspy, Travellers
and Travelling Showpeople, and the
impact of further non-strategic site
allocations on roads connecting
Waverley and Mole Valley.

Mole Valley District Council are pleased to see that Gypsies, Travellers and
Travelling show people will be allocated as part of the LP Part 2.
Mole Valley District Council’s will be updating our own TAA, however it is
clear that finding sufficient land to meet the above requirement in full will be
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Submitter

Summary of representation
a significant challenge, bearing in mind the constraints, including Green
Belt and Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty which cover a substantial
proportion of Mole Valley District. Therefore, there is little realistic prospect
that Mole Valley District Council will be in a position to assist in making
provision for traveller sites to meet identified needs from other Districts.
Nevertheless, bearing in mind the nomadic nature of the gypsy and
traveller community, Mole Valley District Council would welcome on-going
discussion as to options to address this strategic issue.

Council comment
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3. Key Organisations, Agencies and Prescribed Bodies – Consultation responses on the scope and
content of Local Plan Part 2: Non-Strategic Policies and Sites May 2017 – summary of responses
Submitter
Thames Water

Summary of representation
Separate policy dealing with both ‘water supply and wastewater
infrastructure’.

(22-Mar-17)
Specific policy required to ensure such infrastructure is in place to service
development and avoid unacceptable impacts on the environment such as
sewage flooding of residential and commercial property, pollution of land
and watercourses plus water shortages with associated low pressure water
supply problems.

Council comment
Submission noted.
LPP2 now includes a proposed policy on
this (Policy DM3: Water Supply and
Wastewater Infrastructure)

Local Plan Part 2 should therefore include supporting text and policy
requiring developers to demonstrate that there is adequate water supply
and wastewater/sewerage infrastructure capacity both on and off the site to
serve the development and that it would not lead to adverse amenity
impacts for existing or future users in the form of internal and external
sewer flooding, pollution of land and water courses and / or issues with
water supply in the form of no or low water pressure.
Thames Water

Separate policy dealing with both ‘water supply and wastewater
infrastructure’ – suggested policy wording.

(22-Mar-17)
“Proposed Policy – Water Supply and Wastewater Infrastructure

Submission noted.
LPP2 now includes a proposed policy on
this (Policy DM3: Water Supply and
Wastewater Infrastructure)

Planning permission will only be granted for developments which increase
the demand for off-site water and wastewater infrastructure where:•
1. Sufficient capacity already exists; or
2. Extra capacity can be provided in time to serve the development
that will ensure that the environment and the amenities of other
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Submitter

Summary of representation
users are not adversely affected.

Council comment

In accordance with the Planning Policy Guidance, when there is a capacity
constraint and improvements in off-site infrastructure are not programmed,
planning permission will only be granted where the appropriate
infrastructure improvements will be completed prior to occupation of the
development.”

Thames Water

Separate policy dealing with both ‘water supply and wastewater
infrastructure’ – suggested supporting text wording.

(22-Mar-17)
“The Council will seek to ensure that there is adequate water supply,
surface water, foul drainage and waste water treatment capacity to serve
all new developments. Developers will be required to demonstrate that
there is adequate waste water capacity and surface water drainage both on
and off the site to serve the development and that it would not lead to
problems for existing or new users. In some circumstances it may be
necessary for developers to fund studies to ascertain whether the proposed
development will lead to overloading of existing wastewater/sewerage
infrastructure. Drainage on the site must maintain separation of foul and
surface flows. Where there is an infrastructure capacity constraint the
Council will require the developer to set out what appropriate
improvements are required and how they will be delivered.

Submission noted.
LPP2 now includes a proposed policy on
this (Policy DM3: Water Supply and
Wastewater Infrastructure)

The development or expansion of water supply or waste water treatment
facilities will normally be supported, either where needed to serve existing
or proposed new development, or in the interests of long term water supply
and waste water management, provided that the need for such facilities
outweighs any adverse land use or environmental impact that any such
adverse impact is minimised.”
Thames Water

Setting of water efficiency targets in Local Plan Part 2.

Submission noted.
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Submitter

Summary of representation

Council comment

(22-Mar-17)

Thames Water welcome the recognition of the need for water efficiency in
Local Plan Part 1, but consider that efficiency targets need to be set and
this could be done on Part 2.

Policy CC2 of LPP1 includes a water
efficiency requirement (110 litres per
person per day)

The Environment Agency has designated the Thames Water region to be
“seriously water stressed” which reflects the extent to which available water
resources are used. Future pressures on water resources will continue to
increase and key factors are population growth and climate change.
Thames Water support the mains water consumption target of 110 litres
per head per day as set out in the NPPG (Paragraph: 015 Reference ID:
56-015-20150327) and reference to this should be included in the new
Local Plan Policy.
Thames Water
(22-Mar-17)

Flood risk and sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)
approach to limiting the volume and rate at which surface water
enters the public sewer system.

Submission noted.
This issue has since been addressed in
LPP1 Policy CC4

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.
Thames Water

Flood Risk – Flooding from Sewers.

Submission noted.

(22-Mar-17)

The NPPG states that a sequential approach should be used by local
planning authorities in areas to be at risk from forms of flooding other than
from river and sea which includes "Flooding from Sewers".

Flooding issues are addressed in LPP1
Policy CC4.

When reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise that
water and/or sewerage infrastructure may be required to be developed in
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Submitter

Summary of representation
flood risk areas. By their very nature water and sewage treatment works
are located close or adjacent to rivers (to abstract water for treatment and
supply or to discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing works
will need to be upgraded or extended to provide the increase in treatment
capacity required to service new development. Flood risk sustainability
objectives should therefore accept that water and sewerage infrastructure
development may be necessary in flood risk areas.

Council comment

Historic England

A positive and clear strategy for the conservation, enjoyment
and enhancement of the historic environment.

Submission noted.

(24-Mar-17)
We would welcome the inclusion of policies for the historic environment in
in the local plan that meet the obligation for preparing the positive strategy
required by the NPPF. However,
we do not consider stand-alone policies in themselves to be sufficient. The
policies and proposals throughout all sections of the plan should be tested
against the potential effects they will have on the historic environment and
the significance of heritage assets. This, also, will be a key test of the
soundness of the plan
and the achievement of sustainable development as defined in the NPPF
when it is subject to examination.

Detailed policies about the conservation
of the historic environment, including the
Heritage Assets of the Borough are
included in LPP2.
These detailed policies are aligned to
the strategic policies as set out in Local
Plan Part 1.

A heritage SPD (or heritage strategy) brought forward in line with
paragraph 153 of the NPPF can be a useful tool to amplify and elaborate
on the delivery of the positive heritage strategy
in the Local Plan and some local planning authorities have chosen to
support their conservation strategy within the Local Plan using a topicspecific SPD.
Natural England

The Plan’s vision and strategy

Submission noted.

(27-Mar-17)

Should address impacts and opportunities for the natural environment with
particular emphasis on designated environmental assets. The plan should

These matters are addressed in both the
adopted LPP1 policies and the DM
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Submitter

Summary of representation
take a strategic approach to the protection and enhancement of the natural
environment and aim for a net gain for biodiversity considering
opportunities for enhancement and improving connectivity. Where relevant
there should be linkages with the Biodiversity Action Plan, Nature
Improvement Area, Local Nature Partnership, Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty Management Plans, Rights of Way Improvement Plans and Green
Infrastructure Strategies.

Council comment
policies proposed in LPP2.

Natural England

Sites of Least Environmental Value

Submission noted.

(27-Mar-17)

In accordance with the NPPF, the plan’s development strategy should seek
to avoid areas of high environmental value. Natural England expects
sufficient evidence to be provided, through the SA and HRA, to justify the
site selection process and to ensure sites of least environmental value are
selected, e.g. land allocations should avoid designated sites and
landscapes and should consider the direct and indirect effects of
development on land within the setting of designated landscapes.

Direct and indirect effects of
development on land within the setting of
designated landscapes have been
considered through the site selection
process, taking account of the
requirements of LPP1.

Natural England

Landscape

Submission noted.

(27-Mar-17)

Natural England expects the Plan to include strategic policies to protect
and enhance valued landscapes, as well criteria based policies to guide
development, as set out in the NPPF.

LPP1 includes strategic policies to
protect valued landscapes. The potential
impact on protected landscapes has
been taken into account in the selection
of sites for allocation in LPP2.

The plan area includes the Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Natural
Beauty/National Park. We advise the LPA to take into account the relevant
Management Plan for the area. For Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty,
the LPA should seek the views of the AONB Partnership. Development
proposals brought forward through the plan should avoid significant
impacts on protected landscapes, including those outside the plan’s area
and early consideration should be given to the major development tests set
out in paragraph 116 of the NPPF.

105

Submitter
Natural England

Summary of representation
Designated sites

Council comment
Submission noted.

(27-Mar-17)

The Local Plan should set criteria based policies to ensure the protection of
designated biodiversity and geological sites. Such policies should clearly
distinguish between international, national and local sites. Natural England
advises that all relevant Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs),
European sites (Special Areas of Conservation and Special Protect Areas)
and Ramsar sites should be included on the proposals map for the area so
they can be clearly identified in the context of proposed development
allocations and policies for development. Designated sites should be
protected and, where possible, enhanced.

These matters have been addressed
through LPP1 and its relevant strategic
policies (NE1, NE2 and NE3). An HRA
has also been produced to support the
policies and allocations in LPP2.

The Local Plan should be screened under Regulation 102 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) at
an early stage so that outcomes of the assessment can inform key decision
making on strategic options and development sites. It is likely to be
necessary to outline avoidance and/or mitigation measures at the plan
level, including a clear direction for project level HRA work to ensure no
adverse effect on the integrity of internationally designated sites. It may
also be necessary for plans to provide policies for strategic or cross
boundary approaches, particularly in areas where designated
sites cover more than one Local Planning Authority boundary.
Natural England would welcome early discussion on the Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the plan and can offer further advice as
policy options are progressed.
Natural England

Biodiversity and Geodiversity

(27-Mar-17)

The Plan should set out a strategic approach, planning positively for the
creation, protection, enhancement and management of networks of
biodiversity. There should be consideration of geodiversity conservation in
terms of any geological sites and features in the wider environment.

Comments noted. These matters have
been addressed in the strategic policies
in the adopted LPP1 and the
accompanying DM policies in LPP2.
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Submitter

Summary of representation

Council comment

A strategic approach for networks of biodiversity should support a similar
approach for green infrastructure (outlined below). New development
should incorporate opportunities to enhance biodiversity, wherever
possible.
Natural England

Green Infrastructure

(27-Mar-17)

Green infrastructure refers to the living network of green spaces, water and
other environmental features in both urban and rural areas. It is often used
in an urban context to provide multiple benefits including space for
recreation, access to nature, flood storage and urban cooling to support
climate change mitigation, food production, wildlife habitats and health &
well-being improvements provided by trees, rights of way, parks, gardens,
road verges, allotments, cemeteries, woodlands, rivers and wetlands.

Comments noted. These matters have
been addressed in the strategic policies
in the adopted LPP1 and the
accompanying DM policies in LPP2.

Green infrastructure is also relevant in a rural context, where it might
additionally refer to the use of farmland, woodland, wetlands or other
natural features to provide services such as flood protection, carbon
storage or water purification.
A strategic approach for green infrastructure networks should support a
similar approach for ecological networks, as outlined above. Evidence of a
strategic approach can be underpinned by a Green Infrastructure Strategy.
We encourage the provision of green infrastructure to be included within a
specific policy in the Local Plan or alternatively integrated into relevant
other policies, for example biodiversity, green space, flood risk, climate
change, reflecting the multifunctional benefits of green infrastructure.
Natural England

Priority habitats, ecological networks and priority and/or legally
protected species populations

(27-Mar-17)
The Local Plan should be underpinned by up to date environmental

Comments noted. These matters have
been addressed in the strategic policies
in the adopted LPP1 and the
accompanying DM policies in LPP2.
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Submitter

Summary of representation
evidence, this should include an assessment of existing and potential
components of ecological networks working with Local Nature
Partnerships, as recommended by paragraph 165 of the NPPF to inform
the Sustainability Appraisal, the development constraints of particular sites,
to ensure that land of least environment value is chosen for development,
and to ensure the mitigation hierarchy is followed.

Council comment

Priority habitats and species are those listed under Section 41 of the
Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act, 2006 and UK Biodiversity
Action Plan (UK BAP). Further information is available here: Habitats and
species of principal importance in England. Local Biodiversity Action Plans
(LBAPs) identify the local action needed to deliver UK targets for habitats
and species. They also identify targets for other habitats and species of
local importance and can provide a useful blueprint for biodiversity
enhancement in any particular area.
Protected species are those species protected under domestic or
European law. Further information can be found here Standing advice for
protected species. Sites containing watercourses, old buildings, significant
hedgerows and substantial trees are possible habitats for protected
species.
Ecological networks are coherent systems of natural habitats organised
across whole landscapes so as to maintain ecological functions. A key
principle is to maintain connectivity - to enable free movement and
dispersal of wildlife e.g. badger routes, river corridors for the migration of
fish and staging posts for migratory birds.
Where a plan area contains irreplaceable habitats, such as ancient
woodland and veteran trees, there should be appropriate policies to ensure
their protection. Natural England and the Forestry Commission have
produced standing advice on ancient woodland and veteran trees.
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Submitter
Natural England

Summary of representation
Access and Rights of Way

(27-Mar-17)

Natural England advises that the Plan should include policies to ensure
protection and enhancement of public rights of way and National Trails, as
outlined in paragraph 75 of the NPPF. Recognition should be given to the
value of rights of way and access to the natural environment in relation to
health and wellbeing and links to the wider green infrastructure network.
The plan should seek to link existing rights of way where possible, and
provides for new access opportunities. The plan should avoid building on
open space of public value as outlined in paragraph 74 of the NPPF.

Council comment
These matters have been addressed in
the strategic policies in the adopted
LPP1 and the accompanying DM policies
in LPP2.
Relevant adopted policies include LPP1
policies ST1 and LRC1

The plan should make provision for appropriate quantity and quality of
green space to meet identified local needs as outlined in paragraph 73 of
the NPPF. Natural England’s work on Accessible Natural Greenspace
Standard (ANGSt) may be of use in assessing current level of accessible
natural greenspace and planning improved provision.
Natural England

Soils

(27-Mar-17)

The Local Plan should give appropriate weight to the roles performed by
the area’s soils. These should be valued as a finite multi-functional
resource which underpins our wellbeing and prosperity. Decisions about
development should take full account of the impact on soils, their intrinsic
character and the sustainability of the many ecosystem services they
deliver.

This matter is addressed in the
Sustainability Appraisal

The plan should safeguard the long term capability of best and most
versatile agricultural land (Grades 1, 2 and 3a in the Agricultural Land
Classification) as a resource for the future in line with National Planning
Policy Framework paragraph 112 to safeguard ‘best and most versatile’
agricultural land.
Natural England

Air pollution

These matters were addressed in LPP1.
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Submitter

Summary of representation

(27-Mar-17)

We would expect the plan to address the impacts of air quality on the
natural environment. In particular, it should address the traffic impacts
associated with new development, particularly where this impacts on
European sites and SSSIs. The environmental assessment of the plan (SA
and HRA) should also consider any detrimental impacts on the natural
environment, and suggest appropriate avoidance or mitigation measures
where applicable.

Council comment
The LPP1 HRA addressed the issue of
air quality and protected sites. This was
informed by the proposed quantum and
distribution of new housing set out in
LPP1 Policy ALH1

Natural England advises that one of the main issues which should be
considered in the plan and the SA/HRA are proposals which are likely to
generate additional nitrogen emissions as a result of increased traffic
generation, which can be damaging to the natural environment.
The effects on local roads in the vicinity of any proposed development on
nearby designated nature conservation sites (including increased traffic,
construction of new roads, and upgrading of existing roads), and the
impacts on vulnerable sites from air quality effects on the wider road
network in the area (a greater distance away from the development) can be
assessed using traffic projections and the 200m distance criterion followed
by local Air Quality modelling where required. We consider that the
designated sites at risk from local impacts are those within 200m of a road
with increased traffic, which feature habitats that are vulnerable to nitrogen
deposition/acidification. APIS provides a searchable database and
information on pollutants and their impacts on habitats and species.
Natural England

Tranquility

(27-Mar-17)

The Local Plan should identify relevant areas of tranquility and provide
appropriate policy protection to such areas as identified in paragraph 123
of the NPPF.

This was taken into account in LPP1 and
determining the broad location of new
development. Site allocations in LPP2
follow the strategy and requirements of
LPP1.

Tranquility is an important landscape attribute in certain areas e.g. within
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Summary of representation
AONBs, particularly where this is identified as a special quality. The CPRE
have mapped areas of tranquility which are available here and are a helpful
source of evidence for the Local Plan and SEA/SA.

Council comment

Natural England

Water Quality and Resources and Flood Risk Management

(27-Mar-17)

Natural England expects the Plan to consider the strategic impacts on
water quality and resources as outlined in paragraph 156 of the NPPF. We
would also expect the plan to address flood risk management in line with
the paragraphs 100-104 of the NPPF.

Both of these matters were addressed
through LPP1 and its accompanying
evidence base.

The Local Plan should be based on an up to date evidence base on the
water environment and as such the relevant River Basin Management
Plans should inform the development proposed in the Local Plan. These
Plans (available here) implement the EU Water Framework Directive and
outline the main issues for the water environment and the actions needed
to tackle them. Local Planning Authorities must in exercising their
functions, have regard to these plans.
The Local Plan should contain policies which protect habitats from water
related impacts and where appropriate seek enhancement. Priority for
enhancements should be focused on N2K sites, SSSIs and local sites
which contribute to a wider ecological network.
Plans should positively contribute to reducing flood risk by working with
natural processes and where possible use Green Infrastructure policies
and the provision of SUDs to achieve this.
Natural England

Climate change adaptation

(27-Mar-17)

The Local Plan should consider climate change adaption and recognise the
role of the natural environment to deliver measures to reduce the effects of
climate change, for example tree planting to moderate heat island effects.

These matters were addressed by the
Strategic Policies in LPP1 as well as the
DM policies proposed in LPP2.

111

Submitter

Summary of representation
In addition, factors which may lead to exacerbate climate change (through
more greenhouse gases) should be avoided (e.g. pollution, habitat
fragmentation, loss of biodiversity) and the natural environment’s resilience
to change should be protected. Green Infrastructure and resilient ecological
networks play an important role in aiding climate change adaptation.

Council comment

Highways England

Consideration of impacts on the A3 from proposals in Waverley.

(30-Mar-17)

When considering proposals for growth, any impacts on the strategic road
network (SRN) will need to be identified and mitigated as far as reasonably
possible. We will support proposals that consider sustainable measures
which manage down demand and reduces the need to travel. Infrastructure
improvements on the SRN should only be considered as a last resort.

In the preparation of LPP1 the Council
has worked closely with Highways
England and the Highway Authority
(Surrey County Council) to assess
impacts on the A3 and other roads. This
evidence informed the quantum and
distribution of development set out in
LPP1. The number of homes being
allocated on sites through LPP2 is to
meet the requirement set out in LPP1.

Proposed new growth will need to be considered in the context of the
cumulative impact from already proposed development on the A3.

Surrey County
Council
(30-Mar-17)

Meeting the needs for older people in the district.

This matter has been addressed through
LPP1 Policy AHN3

The county council’s Adult Social Care and Public Health teams have been
working with boroughs and districts across the county to ensure that
meeting the needs for older people is addressed in development
management policies. Related to this is the need for the provision of
accessible community facilities and accommodation which is properly
designed to meet the needs of all within this growing sector, including
those related to extra and dementia care. Our Adult Social Care team
would be pleased to provide evidence and detailed advice on this issue.

Surrey County
Council

Transport matters, including transport assessment work, relating to
new development.

(30-Mar-17)

Our highways and transport team is liaising with your council on transport

The overall distribution of growth is set
out in LPP1 and this was informed by the
Transport Assessment work carried out
by Surrey County Council on behalf of
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matters relating to new development, including measures required to be
taken to resolve additional impacts.

Council comment
Waverley.

Strongly urge you to ensure that sufficient time is included within your
schedule to accommodate transport assessment work. This will require
liaison with our transport modelling team to make sure that the work can be
undertaken and delivered according to your requirements.
Surrey County
Council

New education facilities required to meet the needs generated by new
development.

(30-Mar-17)

On education provision too we have been working together. As you will be
aware, we would particularly seek for any development management
policies not to present a barrier to the provision of essential additional
education facilities required to meet the needs generated by new
development. Policies should be sufficiently flexible to recognise that, as a
last resort, it is sometimes necessary to extend building onto school playing
fields where there are no other options to meet the growing needs of the
community.

Surrey County
Council

Supporting economic growth and protecting our historic and natural
environment.

(30-Mar-17)

LPP2 should also include policies to support economic growth and to
protect our historic and natural environment. Our heritage team should be
very pleased to work with your officers on ensuring that appropriately
worded policies to protect the rich heritage of Waverley, particularly with
regard to archaeology, are included.

Surrey County
Council

Lack of facilities associated with office to residential conversions.

(30-Mar-17)

We are also concerned about the current lack of facilities within
developments comprising office to residential conversions – although

The Infrastucture Delivery Plan, which
was key piece of evidence supporting
LPP1, sets out requirements for
additional education infrastructure,
informed by the proposed distribution of
growth.

Comments noted. The Council has
liaised with Surrey County Council on the
development of LPP2 and the DM
policies on Heritage.

Comments noted. LPP2 includes DM
policies on amenity space for new
residential development.
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where this is permitted development, there is clearly limited opportunity for
this issue to be addressed in LPP2.

Council comment

Surrey County
Council

Suggested mineral and waste requirements for new sites and
policies.

Comments noted about taking into
account waste and minerals issues.

(31-Mar-17)

Any new sites or policies should:
1. Ensure that development takes into account the long-term need for
minerals and waste by not unnecessarily sterilising minerals
resources or constraining the effective operation of waste sites.
This should reference minerals and waste safeguarding areas
which can be found on the county council mapping
2. Ensure that policies include a requirement for sustainable
construction and encourage the recycling and reuse of materials
onsite
3. Ensure that adequate waste management facilities are provided to
service new developments including residential and commercial
developments
4. Generally, avoid policies that explicitly exclude minerals and waste
development as these are unlikely to be positively prepared.
Example would be restricting waste use on industrial estates where
waste use would be compatible i.e. the industrial estate is mainly
B2 and/orB8 use.

Environment
Agency
(31-Mar-17)

Water Cycle Study
We are aware that you are currently in the process of updating your Water
Cycle Study (WCS) evidence base for your LPP1. You should be mindful
that any additional changes promoted through LPP2 that may have an
impact on the water environment, for example additional site allocations,
may require you to update your WCS evidence again. We can provide
further advice to you on this as your LPP2 emerges.

This matter was addressed through
LPP1, including updating evidence on
water quality.
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Council comment

Environment
Agency

Water efficiency

This matter was addressed in LPP1,
including Policy CC2 and its requirement
for water efficiency.

(31-Mar-17)

The south-east is a highly water stressed region. The ‘Wey and tributaries’
Thames catchment, in which most of Waverley Borough is located (the rest
of the borough is in the South East’s Upper Aran catchment) currently has
enough water available for new abstractions. However, with pressures from
climate change and population growth, it is imperative that your LPP2 helps
to reduce residents’ and businesses’ water usage. The Wey Abstraction
Licensing Strategy can be downloaded from the GOV.UK website:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/wey-catchment-abstractionlicensing-strategy
This should form an important part of your evidence base to demonstrate
that water resources are sensitive in Waverley.
We expect a policy to be included for new developments to achieve a water
efficiency standard of 110 litres per person per day and non-residential
development to similarly achieve a BREEAM ‘excellent’ rating for water.
This is in line with the Government’s changes to Optional Housing
Standards for water efficiency:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-optional-technical-standards
New developments should seek to reduce water usage by incorporating
water-efficient devices from the outset. Such measures could include lowflow taps and shower heads, water butts and rainwater harvesting systems.
We would also strongly support a requirement for the retrofitting of existing
properties with water efficiency measures, because this will be a key way
to reduce the overall water consumption in the borough. Older properties
are often the least efficient for water use. You should consider how your
development management officers will be able to confirm that water
efficiency requirements have been complied with – we would suggest that
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developers submit a water efficiency calculator report to demonstrate
compliance, such as that shown in Appendix A of ‘Approved Document G:
sanitation, hot water safety and water efficiency:
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/sanitation-hot-water-safetyand-water-efficiency-approved-document-g

Council comment

Environment
Agency

Water quality

This matter was addressed through
LPP1, including evidence on water
quality to inform the amount and
distribution of development. Policy CC4
of LPP1 deals with Flood Risk
Management. Policy NE2 of LPP1 is also
relevant.

(31-Mar-17)

The Water Framework Directive (WFD) is the key measure for water quality
for rivers in England. The following WFD watercourses are in the Wey
catchment: Cranleigh Waters, North Wey (Alton to Tilford), Ock, Royal
Brook, South Wey (River Slea Confluence to Tilford), Truxford Brook and
Wey (Tilford to Shalford). The following WFD watercourses are in the
Upper Aran catchment: Loxwood Stream – Hambledon Tributary,
Loxwood/Chiddingfold Tributary and Loxwood Stream. Details of the WFD
status of the rivers can be found in the Thames River Basin Management
Plan (RBMP) for those in the Wey catchment and the South East RBMP for
those in the Upper Aran catchment. WFD issues are expanded upon in the
next section of this response.

LPP2 Policy DM1 also addresses the
environmental implications of
development, including pollution.

Standard development is unlikely to cause rising trends in chemicals. Any
industrial or commercial processes that discharge to ground or a
watercourse would be expected to consult us for a licence or permit.
There are three specific areas that should be addressed in your Local Plan
relating to rural/agricultural land management, drainage misconnections
and polluted surface water runoff.
Proper rural and/or agricultural land management is important to protect
water quality throughout Waverley, both for groundwater and surface water
resources. Given the rural nature of parts of the borough, this should be
addressed within your Local Plan. For example, requiring
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landowners/farmers to include appropriate buffer zones to watercourses
and fencing off watercourses so that animal stock cannot cause damage to
the banks and to reduce the chances of fish poaching.

Council comment

Drainage misconnections can occur in new developments,
redevelopments, extensions or through refurbishment. Developers must
ensure that they do not connect any foul drainage (including sinks,
showers, washing machine/dishwasher outlets and toilets) to a surface
water sewer, as this can send polluted water into watercourses. Similarly,
developers should ensure that they do not connect surface water drainage
(e.g. roof gutter downpipes) into foul sewers as this can cause overloading
of the foul sewer during heavy rainfall events. We continually work with
local water companies to identify polluting outfalls, and trace the outfalls
back to the polluting site. Site owners are expected to rectify any faults
causing pollution, and could find themselves liable to prosecution if the
work is not undertaken.
Polluted surface water flows from areas like car parks or service yards
should always have sufficient pollution prevention measures in place to
ensure the protection of groundwater and watercourses from specific
pollutants like petrol (hydrocarbons) and suspended solids. Developers
should follow the appropriate pollution prevention guidance, such as that
found on the gov.uk pages https://www.gov.uk/guidance/pollutionprevention-for-businesses when designing formal drainage for large areas
of hardstanding. Ideally, applicants should introduce more ‘surface’ or
‘green’ drainage solutions to aid improvements in water quality, such as
swales along hardstanding boundaries, or a more advanced reed bed
system for larger sites. These solutions are easier to access and maintain
than engineered solutions like petrol/oil interceptors, which require regular
maintenance to ensure they operate correctly.
Environment
Agency

Foul drainage

LPP2 includes a proposed policy on
water supply and wastewater
117

Submitter
(31-Mar-17)

Summary of representation
Some of the smaller settlements in Waverley and more rural areas may not
be connected to the main foul sewer network.

Council comment
infrastructure.

Larger settlements are connected to the main foul sewer network, and in
these locations we would always expect developments to connect to the
main network, because this is the most sustainable solution for sewerage
discharges. Applicants will need to discuss their development proposals
with the local sewerage provider to ensure that there is sufficient capacity
in the system and to determine whether there would be any additional
infrastructure needs before the development is built.
For those settlements not connected to the main foul sewer network, it is
likely that developments will require a form of non-mains drainage. In these
instances, applicants may need to seek further advice from the
Environment Agency about what solution is preferred and they may also
need to obtain an Environmental Permit for their foul drainage solution.
There is a hierarchy of foul drainage solutions:
Connection to main foul sewer – developments must connect to the main
foul sewer where possible. Non-connection must be fully justified.
Package Treatment Plant (PTP) – A non-mains solution that produces a
high quality of effluent. Can discharge to ground or to a watercourse. PTP’s
require electrical power to operate and need to be regularly maintained and
emptied of solids. PTP’s require a regular flow of sewage to keep the
micro-organisms alive and operating effectively; they are therefore not
suitable for developments that may generate variable flows (e.g. holiday
accommodation). A PTP will usually require a permit or exemption from the
Environment Agency.
Septic tank – A septic tank is a non-mains solution with a lower quality of
effluent produced than a PTP; they usually therefore require additional
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stages of treatment before discharging to the water environment. Septic
tanks do not usually require electrical power, but do need to be regularly
maintained and emptied of solids. They are suitable for developments with
an infrequent flow of sewage. A septic tank will usually require a permit or
exemption from the Environment Agency.

Council comment

Cesspool/cesspit – These are the least sustainable form of non-mains
drainage and are only generally supported as a short-term solution whilst a
more permanent non-mains solution is installed. Cesspools are a covered,
watertight tank with no outlet to the environment and no sewage treatment.
They have to be emptied by road tanker very frequently and must not be
allowed to overflow. Because there is no discharge to the water
environment, a cesspool does not require a permit from the Environment
Agency.
We would like to see these details reflected in your Local Plan so that
applicants are aware of the most sustainable options for their foul drainage
when they are not able to connect to the main foul sewer network. In
particular, we would like you to state preferably within a relevant policy that where a non-mains drainage solution is proposed, the applicant must
submit a Foul Drainage Assessment (FDA1) form with their planning
application and advise them to contact the Environment Agency for
permitting advice.
You could also reference the following advice/guidance in the Local Plan:
Planning Practice Guidance: Water supply, wastewater and water quality http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/water-supplywastewater-and-water-quality/
Foul Drainage Assessment (FDA1) form –
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/foul-drainage-assessmentform-fda1
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Council comment

Septic tanks and treatment plants: permits and exemptions –
https://www.gov.uk/permits-you-need-for-septic-tanks
Environment
Agency
(31-Mar-17)

Water Framework Directive
The Water Framework Directive (WFD) is a European Directive that seeks
improvements to the water environment - including lakes, canals, rivers
and groundwater – to ensure that they are achieving a ‘good’ overall
ecological status. The WFD sets targets for all waterbodies to achieve
‘good’ status by 2027 at the latest (unless a lower status objective is
proposed). The WFD is implemented regionally by way of River Basin
Management Plans (RBMPs). Waverley Borough is covered by both the
Thames RBMP and South East RBMP. The first RBMPs were published in
2009 and are updated every 6 years. The latest (2015) RBMPs can be
found here:
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/river-basin-management-plans2015

The requirements of the Water
Framework Directive were addressed
through LPP1 and the supporting
evidence, including policy NE2

The following watercourses in Waverley are assessed under the WFD, with
their latest (2015 – Cycle 2) ecological status or potential. Please note that
the 2016 classifications are due to be published on Catchment Data
Explorer imminently, so the classifications below are subject to change:
1. Cranleigh Waters (Wey catchment) – moderate ecological status
2. North Way [Alton to Tilford] (Wey catchment) – moderate ecological
status
3. Ock (Wey catchment) – bad ecological status
4. Royal Brook (Wey catchment) – bad ecological status
5. South Wey [River Slea confluence to Tilford] (Wey catchment) –
moderate ecological status
6. Truxford Brook (Wey catchment) – poor ecological status
7. Wey [Tilford to Shalford] (Wey catchment) – moderate ecological
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Council comment
status
8. Loxwood Stream – Hambledon Trib (Upper Aran catchment) – poor
ecological status
9. Loxwood/Chiddingfold Trib (Upper Aran catchment) – poor
ecological status
10. Loxwood Stream (Upper Aran catchment) – poor ecological status
Four of the watercourses above need to gain one descriptive class to
achieve ‘good’ status (from ‘moderate’), four need to gain two descriptive
classes to achieve ‘good’ status (from ‘poor’) and two need to gain three
classes to achieve ‘good’ status (from ‘bad’).
Waverley is located on a number of different groundwater bodies, most of
which are assessed under the WFD. The waterbodies are: Godalming
Lower Greensand (predominant groundwater body in the borough), Old
Basing Tertiaries, Alton Chalk, Guilford Chalk and Farnborough Bagshot
Beds. The Greensand and Chalk groundwater bodies are at ‘poor’ status,
whilst the Old Basing Tertiaries and Farnborough Bagshot Beds are at
‘good’ status. Groundwater status is determined by quality and quantity,
and both have to be at ‘good’ status for the groundwater body status to
achieve ‘good’ overall.
It is vital that the WFD is reflected in your LPP2. The WFD covers a wide
remit and will play a part in water quality issues, water efficiency /
consumption and watercourse management. As part of our WFD
investigations on the watercourses in Waverley, we have produced a series
of actions that need to take place on the waterbodies for them to achieve
‘good’ status. Such actions could include removal of weirs, installation of
fish passes and improvements to the morphology of the rivers. We would
strongly support a requirement for developers to carry out WFD actions
when they are developing on sites adjacent to the relevant stretches of
river. We would also support a commitment from Waverley Borough
Council to carry out such actions on your own land – perhaps these WFD
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actions could be included in your Infrastructure Delivery Plan and/or
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) list.

Council comment

Environment
Agency

Local WFD projects

Comments noted

(31-Mar-17)

The projects below are those which are currently going ahead (either
started or due to start this year). The LLP2 should incorporate the locations
and ambitions of these projects.
Cranleigh Waters Project – This project will address WFD failures in the
Cranleigh Waters catchment including habitat and morphology, diffuse
agricultural phosphate and pesticide inputs. It will work in tandem with
natural flood management (NFM) opportunities to reduce flood risk at
Bramley at the bottom of the catchment. Specific opportunities include: 2stage channelling to remediate dredged sections of the Cranleigh Waters,
riparian planting, channel narrowing and re-naturalisation identified in a
catchment walkover. It will also look to remove redundant weir structures to
improve the upstream habitat for invertebrates due to removal of the
impounding effect (impounding structures include Station Road – Bramley,
Lawshill Common, Run Common and Whipley concrete weir). This will
work with the active community group – the Cranleigh Civic Society and
Thames Water who are running a farm advice project in the catchment. It
will look for wetland and floodplain reconnection opportunities. A Thames
Water community fund bid and NFM bids are planned through the Wey
Landscape Partnership.
Wey FwD – The Wey fish pass and Wetland Delivery Project (Wey FWD)
will deliver a multi-benefit programme of works along the seven water
bodies of the River Wey corridor. It will work in partnership with the Surrey
Wildlife Trust. The relevant part of this project to Waverley is the proposed
fish pass in Godalming on the top of the Hell’s Ditch. This is proposed to be
delivered in 2017/18. This project will look for other opportunities to
address barriers to fish passage, through removing redundant structures,
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putting in fish bypass channels and installing technical fish passes. This
project is also seeking wetland creation opportunities.

Council comment

Frensham Ponds Project - This project seeks to address macrophyte and
Phytobenthos failures in Frensham Great Pond and Frensham Little Pond
through firstly addressing sewage inputs by working with Thames Water to
reduce inputs from their assets, and an advisory campaign for private
sewage treatment works operators. This will follow on from the septic tank
awareness CPAF project which will be carrying out a leaflet drop in this
area. This project will encompass an advisory workshop and one to one
advice. This will look to improve the diffuse inputs into the Frensham Great
Pond bathing water. The advisory campaign will involve advice on sewage
treatment facility maintenance, and sewage misconnections. This project
will be delivered in partnership with the Surrey Wildlife Trust.
Environment
Agency
(31-Mar-17)

Flood risk and sustainable drainage systems (SuDS)
As of April 2015, we are no longer statutory consultees for sites over one
hectare. We will no longer be providing comments on surface water
drainage proposals, unless it relates to contamination or pollution
prevention. The Lead Local Flood Authority, Surrey County Council (SCC),
is now responsible for assessing surface water drainage proposals for
major developments. Given this, we recommend that you consult with SCC
when producing your flood risk policy for their comments, particularly on
surface water, SuDS and other ‘local’ sources of flood risk.

Flood Risk Management, including the
use of SUDs is addressed in LPP1 Policy
CC4.

We would strongly support a policy requirement for developers to achieve
greenfield runoff rates, to maximise ‘green’ SuDS and to use the SuDS
heirarchy. Those SuDS that are towards the top of the heirarchy, for
example green roofs, swales and ponds, can provide other benefits on top
of their flood risk reduction capabilities, such as amenity and biodiversity
value. Applicants should ensure that they leave sufficient space on their
sites to incorporate a well-designed, appropriate SuDS scheme, which can
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also form an important part of the Green Infrastructure for their
development. The SuDS section of your policy should cover the following:

Council comment

1. SuDS should be incorporated/maximised on all developments.
Barriers to use should be fully justified.
2. Applicants should follow the SuDS hierarchy (most sustainable green/brown roofs – basins and ponds – filter strips and swales –
infiltration devices – permeable surfaces and filter drains – tanked
systems – least sustainable) and incorporate those techniques
identified as most sustainable, which also offer wider benefits (such
as biodiversity improvements, water quality improvements etc.). Any
barriers to use should be fully justified.
3. Applicants should seek to reduce surface water runoff rates to
greenfield rates where feasible, with any barriers to achieving this
fully justified.
4. Infiltration SuDS techniques should only dispose of clean roof water
into clean, uncontaminated ground. Infiltration SuDS should not be
used for foul discharges or trade effluent, and may not be suitable
within Source Protection Zone 1.
Environment
Agency
(31-Mar-17)

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) update

The SFRA has been updated to support
LPP2.

We note that your SFRA was updated in 2015. You will need to consider
whether there have been any policy changes (e.g. the updated climate
change allowances - https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-risk-assessmentsclimate-change-allowances) or detailed changes (e.g. updated modelling of
any watercourses) that may require you to update your SFRA. If you are
proposing any site allocations in Flood Zones 2 or 3, you will need to
undertake a Level 2 SFRA for those sites.
We have recently undertaken a detailed hydraulic model of the River Wey
catchment. This will provide a better understanding of flood risk in the
catchment. We are happy to share the draft outputs from the new hydraulic
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modelling with you to use in your updated SFRA.

Council comment

Environment
Agency

Godalming Flood Alleviation Scheme

Comments noted

(31-Mar-17)

The Godalming Flood Alleviation Scheme (FAS) is a partnership project
between us, you, Surrey County Council, Godalming Town Council,
Thames Water, Scottish and Southern Electricity and the Godalming Flood
Group. It seeks to address the high level of flood risk to Godalming.
Without intervention, the level of flood risk within these communities will
remain high. The preferred option for the scheme involves a flood wall
along Catteshall Road and Meadrow protecting around 70 residential
properties.
We are currently at a detailed design stage which is due to be completed in
July. The work on the detailed design of preferred option for the scheme
involving a flood wall along Catteshall Road and Meadrow in Godalming
will lead to a planning application that we hope will be submitted over the
summer, and that the construction of the scheme will commence in early
Spring 2018. The scheme will be operational for the 2018/19 winter, if
everything goes to plan and as scheduled.

Environment
Agency
(31-Mar-17)

Biodiversity – Green and Blue Infrastructure
To ensure compliance with statutory obligations regarding nature
conservation (under Article 10 of the Habitats Directive, The Environment
Act 1995 and the NERC Act 2006), we would strongly recommend that
separate policies are developed within your LPP2 for Green and Blue
Infrastructure, Biodiversity and Watercourses.

Green infrastructure is addressed
through adopted policies in LPP1,
including Policy NE2, and DM policies
proposed in LPP2.

An increase in development could result in the loss, deterioration and
fragmentation of the Borough’s Green and Blue Infrastructure (GI) network,
as well as in the loss of opportunity to expand it. This would have a
consequent effect on the network’s wildlife and recreation value, resulting
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in the loss of opportunity to offset the effects of climate change and provide
multiple benefits which support human health and well-being.

Council comment

This could be addressed by securing a separate GI and Open Space policy
which is supported by supplementary planning guidance that sets out how
the Borough’s ecological networks will be managed and enhanced. The
SPD should map existing GI and future opportunities for creating new
green spaces and linking these through green/blue corridors such as rivers,
hedgerows and roadside verges. GI should be prioritised where there are
obvious gaps between designated sites. The multifunctional uses of GI
should be discussed and ways to avoid conflicts included. It is important
that the on-going management and maintenance of GI assets ensures that
the ecological value of the asset is retained and enhanced.
This policy would support Article 10 of the Habitats Directive which
stresses the importance of natural networks of linked corridors to allow
movement of species between suitable habitats, and promote the
expansion of biodiversity.
When mapping out existing and future opportunities for GI, you should refer
to Surrey Nature Partnership’s ‘Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOA): the
basis for realising Surrey’s ecological network’ document which presents
the aims, objectives and targets for each BOA that collectively align with
those of the National Biodiversity Strategy, Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for
England’s wildlife and ecosystem services. This can be found at:
https://surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our-work/
Environment
Agency
(31-Mar-17)

Biodiversity – watercourses

This matter is addressed in LPP1 policy
NE2: Green and Blue Infrastructure

Development has the potential to impact upon watercourses and their WFD
status, either resulting in the deterioration of a quality element to a lower
status class or the loss of opportunity to reach good status. Development
can impact watercourses in several ways - encroachment/loss of river
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corridor habitat, disturbance, pollution, impacts on hydromorphology and
river processes, culverting, etc. The RBMPs requires the restoration and
enhancement of water bodies to prevent deterioration and promote
recovery of water bodies.

Council comment

These issues could be overcome by the inclusion of a strong policy
specifically relating to the protection and enhancement of watercourses
and their river corridors. This will help us and you to comply with our
legislative duties under the WFD that requires that all rivers reach good
ecological status by 2027.
We would expect a specific river/watercourses policy to be included in the
Local Plan. In particular, we would expect the policy to address the
following matters:
1. Minimum of 8 metre (m) buffer zones (ideally 10m) for all
watercourses measured from bank top to provide an effective and
valuable river corridor and improve habitat connectivity. A 5m buffer
zone for ponds would also help to protect their wildlife value and
ensure that the value of the adjacent terrestrial habitat is protected.
2. Development proposals to help achieve and deliver WFD
objectives. Examples of the types of improvements that we may
expect developers to make are: removal of obstructions (e.g. weirs),
de-culverting, regrading banks to a more natural profile, improving
in-channel habitat, reduce levels of shade (e.g. tree thinning) to
allow aquatic vegetation to establish etc. Proposals which fail to
take opportunities to restore and improve rivers should be refused.
If this is not possible, then financial or land contributions towards
the restoration of rivers would be required.
3. River corridors are very sensitive to lighting and rivers and their 8m
buffer zones (as a minimum) should remain/be designed to be
intrinsically dark i.e. Lux levels of 0-2.
4. Development adjacent to rivers may need to incorporate tree works
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Council comment
and set back buildings to increase light levels.
5. Tall buildings which would shade the river corridor/buffer zone will
need to be set back further to avoid the impact of shading. As in
Wycombe District Council’s River Wye Advice note, you could state
that ‘in terms of setting, large buildings should not be closer to the
river than their height, irrespective of the 8m buffer.’
It may be useful to include details for landowners, applicants or developers
who have a watercourse running through or adjacent to their site. Many
people believe that the Environment Agency own ‘Main Rivers’ (such as
the Wey), which is not the case. We hold permissive powers to carry out
maintenance on Main Rivers, such as weed clearance, and clearing
obstructions, culverts, and trash screens. However the owner of the site is
the ‘riparian owner’ of the stretch of watercourse running through their site
(whole channel) or adjacent to their site (up to the centre line of the
channel) – and this includes culverted watercourses. Our ‘Living on the
Edge’ document (https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/riversideownership-rights-and-responsibilities provides important guidance for
riverside owners, and they should be aware of their responsibilities and
obligations under the Thames Region Land Drainage Byelaws (1981)
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/thames-water-authority-landdrainage-byelaws).
Applicants should remove watercourses from existing culverts where this is
feasible. This will help to reduce flood risk from blocked or collapsed
culverts, and open channels are significantly easier for the landowner to
maintain. Culverts that cause blockages of the watercourse are the
responsibility of the owner to repair. Additionally, we will usually object to
planning applications that propose new culverts.
One of the reasons for WFD failure on some of Waverley’s watercourses is
fish passage. There are a number of impounding structures, such as weirs,
that block the passage of fish upstream. Most of these structures are
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redundant, with many being used for mills or existing aquaculture activities
like watercress beds. We would therefore encourage applicants to remove
existing redundant structures in channels on their land, and would strongly
resist new structures being put in place without adequate means for fish
passage. Applicants would need to speak to us if they wish to carry out any
works in the channel or within eight metres of the top of bank of a Main
River.

Council comment

Your Local Plan policy/text should also provide details of ‘buffer zones’ that
are left adjacent to watercourses. We will always ask developers to
maintain an undeveloped, naturalised, 8 metre (ideally 10m) buffer zone
adjacent to Main Rivers. We used to ask developers to maintain a similar 5
metre buffer adjacent to ‘ordinary watercourses’ when they were our
responsibility, but responsibility has now been passed to Surrey County
Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority. We ask that applicants do not
include any structures such as fencing or footpaths within the buffer zone
as it can lead a detrimental impact on the integrity of the buffer zone and
could increase flood risk - through the inclusion of close-board fencing for
example. Any works or structures that applicants intend within eight metres
of a main river will require a Flood Risk Activity Permit from us, which is
separate from and in addition to any planning permission granted. Further
information can be found at: https://www.gov.uk/guidance/flood-riskactivities-environmental-permits
Many existing areas adjacent to Waverley’s watercourses have good
quality, natural buffer zones that could be left unmanaged and undisturbed.
Some sites with lower quality stretches of marginal habitat may require
some basic riverside management, such as the removal of weeds, setback
of existing structures and planting with locally appropriate, native species.
Other sites, where the river has been modified with hard banks, concrete
channels or artificial straightening, can benefit from re-naturalising the river
to a more natural course and channel, with soft banks and re-connecting
the river to the floodplain, providing additional areas for the safe storage of
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floodwater. This can bring huge benefits in terms of helping the
watercourse to achieve its WFD objectives, for local biodiversity and as
improved green spaces for people to enjoy.

Council comment

We would like to point you towards the policies and advice that Wycombe
District Council has prepared for the River Wye as part of their Local Plan
process. In particular, policy DM15 and the accompanying text
(http://www.wycombe.gov.uk/council-services/planning-andbuildings/planning-policy/preparing-our-plans/delivery-and-siteallocations.aspx) are very positive and could be used as a framework for
your policy and text. Also, the River Wye Advice Note (linked on page 8 of
this response) provides useful guidance about why rivers and their
corridors are so important. It would be good to include something like the
text below in your Local Plan:
“In future, full advantage must be taken of a riverside setting to produce
more attractive designs, which visually enhance the area, improve public
access and offer refuge for wildlife. The construction or reconstruction of
bridges must, wherever possible, take into account the importance of
maintaining an obstruction-free bank for wildlife. Bridges should be
designed so that there is ample room for the movement of wildlife along the
edge of the watercourse. Every effort should be made to deculvert the river
where possible. In essence, development must focus around the river
corridor rather than the river fitting around the development.”
The Surrey Wildlife Trust and Environment Agency are currently in the
process of producing a Habitat Restoration Strategy for the Wey
catchment. This strategy will highlight opportunities to bring the River Wey
to good ecological status, for example by re-naturalising river banks
through removing hard engineering, encouraging natural buffer zones to
the watercourse, removing barriers to fish and eel passage, reducing
diffuse pollution and tackling non-native invasive species. A watercourses
advice note – which we would be happy to work with you to produce - could
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reference this strategy which is due to be complete by summer 2017. The
LPP2 should refer to the opportunities highlighted in the strategy when
considering site allocations.

Council comment

Environment
Agency

Biodiversity – other issues

This matter is addressed both through
the strategic policies in LPP1 (NE1, NE2
and NE3) as well as the proposed DM
policies in LPP2.

(31-Mar-17)

An increase in development could result in impacts to designated sites,
important habitats and protected/priority species not being mitigated or
compensated for with failures to deliver net gains in biodiversity. This issue
could be addressed by securing a separate Biodiversity Policy which seeks
to protect, conserve and enhance biodiversity and should include the
following:
1. A summary of the Borough’s biodiversity features and designated
sites.
2. A summary of the non-native species recorded within the Borough
and their population status/trend.
3. Potential impacts that a development can pose on biodiversity,
including disturbance*.
4. Key legislation/policy that needs to be complied with.
5. A wildlife checklist – this could support development proposals by
identifying any known or potential biodiversity interest on the site
and assessing if the development would likely harm this biodiversity
interest, or where it could create an opportunity to provide a net
gain in biodiversity.
6. Advice as to when an ecological survey might be required – i.e. if
the development proposals could potentially affect the following
habitats and species: SAC, SPA, NNR, SSSI, LWS, LNR, LGS,
Ancient Woodland, UK BAP Priority Habitats, legally protected
species, UK BAP species and species in the NERC Act – and the
level of detail that would be expected in an ecological report. We
suggest you review policy DM13 of Wycombe District Council’s
Local Plan for guidance on what to include.
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Council comment
7. An ecological survey calendar for applicants.
8. Recommendations for how to avoid, mitigate and compensate for
impacts on biodiversity and watercourses.
9. Recommendations for how biodiversity and watercourses can be
enhanced through the design of a development to achieve net gains
in biodiversity. This can range from habitat creation and the removal
of non-native invasive species to incorporating bird nesting
opportunities and green roofs into the design of new buildings.
10. Responsibilities at pre-application, application and post-application
stage.
11. Things to consider during the construction phase.
12. Ecological monitoring
*We recommend that SANGs are not designated on SNCIs or nondesignated sites that support species such as ground nesting birds that
could be disturbed by increased recreational pressure.
This Policy should also reference BS 42020:2013 (Biodiversity – Code of
practice for planning and development) and Surrey Nature Partnership’s
(SNP) ‘Biodiversity & Planning in Surrey’ manual which offers advice to
those involved in planning to ensure that development within the county
protects and enhances the biodiversity which underpins our Natural
Capital. The SNP’s manual is available here:
https://surreynaturepartnership.org.uk/our-work/
The Wey Landscape Partnership is a DEFRA funded partnership which
operates in the Waverley area. They are led by the Surrey Wildlife Trust
and have a number of project ambitions and delivery actions across
Waverley Borough. They are currently producing a catchment plan which
sets out some of these ambitions. The LLP2 should reference this plan to
consider how these ambitions could be embedded within LPP2. In addition,
it would be good to have the partnership referenced in LPP2 as a forum for
consultation.
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Council comment

A biodiversity policy will help Waverley’s Local Plan to align with paragraph
118 of the NPPF which states that if significant harm resulting from a
development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site
with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort,
compensated for, then planning permission should be refused and that
opportunities to incorporate biodiversity in and around developments
should be encouraged.
In addition, paragraph 109 of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) requires local planning authorities to aim to conserve and enhance
biodiversity when determining planning applications by minimising impacts
on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible. The
Government’s commitment to halting the overall decline in biodiversity was
also expressed in its White Paper The Natural Choice: securing the value
of nature, where planning reform is regarded as a key delivery driver. This
was followed up by an implementation plan in the reviewed national
biodiversity strategy Biodiversity 2020: A strategy for England’s wildlife and
ecosystem services. CIEEM have recently published a set of good practice
principles for helping developments to deliver biodiversity net gain which
should be referred to when considering site allocations and developing
biodiversity policies.
For biodiversity issues more generally, we would also like to offer the
following comments:
1. All new developments should provide built-in bat & bird
bricks/boxes to provide long term roosting and nesting provision.
This is something that all developments should be able to include
very easily and cheaply, but will provide nesting/roosting sites that
are more permanent and not subject to deterioration or vandalism in
the same way that those installed on trees are.
2. Protection is needed for Local Wildlife Sites (LWS) through local
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policy. These are only offered protection through the planning
system and the NPPF does not offer sufficient protection on its own.
Specific policy mention for the protection of sites of local ecological
importance including LWS should be included to ensure that these
sites are not lost through inappropriate development.
3. You should seek the creation of new habitats through the Local
Plan, and could indicate areas of the district where new habitat
creation would be particularly beneficial. New habitat creation could
also be linked to Green Infrastructure, river buffer zones, flood
alleviation schemes, SuDS schemes and the creation of resilient
biodiversity networks.
4. Existing biodiversity features should be protected and enhanced.
The Plan should stress the importance of creating resilient
biodiversity networks across the district. In particular, this will help
the district’s wildlife to move around the linked network and help
them to adapt to the impacts of climate change.
5. The importance of habitat connectivity and wildlife corridors should
be mentioned.
6. The ecosystem services and ecosystem approach should be
followed. See https://www.gov.uk/ecosystems-services for further
details.

Environment
Agency

Land contamination

This matter is addressed through LPP2
Policy DM1

Any land contamination policy should address the following matters:
(31-Mar-17)
1. Requirement for developers to submit a Preliminary Risk
Assessment (PRA) for contamination on sites where contamination
is known or suspected. PRAs and remediation strategies should be
in line with relevant guidance:
2. https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/land-contaminationtechnical-guidance
3. Developers should ensure that sites are suitable or made suitable
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for the intended use.
4. There should be no liquid discharges to ground through
contaminated land.
5. Developers should be encouraged to implement measures as
required to prevent the spread of contamination.
6. High-risk developments, such as petrol stations, should be steered
away from the highest risk groundwater areas, such as Source
Protection Zone (SPZ) 1. It would be useful to include details of the
groundwater vulnerability in Waverley, including details of what
SPZs are and what activities may or may not be acceptable in
certain zones.
7. The WFD should be linked to and promoted in the contaminated
land policy. The WFD also seeks to protect and improve
groundwater resources.
Potentially contaminative land uses generally result from industrial
processes/uses, chemicals used during those processes/uses or
agricultural uses where chemicals may have been used.
There are a number of sensitive ‘receptors’ of land contamination, such as
groundwater, surface waters or human health, all of which are affected by
different pollutants and to differing degrees. This is why it is important for
applicants to carry out a desktop study/Preliminary Risk Assessment (PRA)
to assess any sources of contamination, any pathways that could mobilise
contaminants (e.g. foundations, piling, drainage) and the sensitive
receptors that could be affected. If contamination is suspected or known,
the applicant may have to undertake further intrusive site works to
characterise and remediate the contamination, so that it no longer poses
an unacceptable risk to the receptors.
You may wish to expand the policy (or the accompanying text) to include
details of Source Protection Zones (SPZ), which are spatial areas around
public drinking water abstraction points. We will object to certain
developments, processes or land uses in SPZ1 (the area of highest risk).
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This could be clarified within the policy by adding a line, for example:
“Certain contaminative developments, processes or land uses proposed
within or in close proximity to sensitive locations, including Source
Protection Zones, may not be acceptable. Applicants are advised to speak
to WBC’s Environmental Health Team and the Environment Agency where
required.” Details and locations of SPZs and other environmental
constraints can be found on the ‘What’s in your backyard?’ section of our
website: http://apps.environment-agency.gov.uk/wiyby/default.aspx

Council comment

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) also includes a
requirement for assessments to be provided where land instability may be
an issue (see NPPF paragraphs 109 and 120-121). Certain areas of the
district may have land instability issues as a result of swallow holes, and
proposals in such locations would need to be accompanied by a suitable
Land Stability Assessment. This should also be mentioned within the
policy.
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Appendix 4
Consultation email regarding Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report April
2017

Dear consultee,
As you will know, Waverley's Local Plan is being prepared in two stages. Local Plan
Part 1 deals with strategic sites and policies and is now at examination. Local Plan
Part 2 (LPP2) will allocate non-strategic sites for housing and other uses that may be
required in the next twenty years. It will also include a new set of development
management policies.
We have commissioned AECOM to produce a Scoping Report for our Sustainability
Appraisal for LPP2. We would like your views on the document and would be
grateful to receive comments by 10th May 2017. All comments received on the
Scoping Report will be reviewed and will influence the development of the SA where
appropriate.
Please do not hesitate to get in touch should you have any queries.
Best wishes,
Gayle

Gayle Wootton
Principal Planning Officer
Waverley Borough Council
Tel: 01483 523417
www.waverley.gov.uk
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