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SA of the Guildford Borough Local Plan

Sustainability Criteria (Location in
s . Notes
objectives relation to...)

Make the best use of
previously
developed land and
existing buildings

Enhance the
borough’s rural
economy

Create and maintain
safer and more
secure communities

Achieve a pattern of
development which
minimises journey
lengths and
encourages the use of
sustainable forms of
transport (walking,
cycling, bus and rail)

Reduce waste
generation and
achieve sustainable
waste management

Maintain and improve
the water quality of
the borough'’s rivers
and groundwater, and
to achieve sustainable
water resources
management

Previously Good data exists to inform the appraisal.

developed land

No data is available to inform the appraisal of site options. It is not possible to
assume that all site options in a rural location are to be supported, from a ‘rural
economy’ perspective.

No data exists to inform the appraisal of site options. Whilst the Index of
Multiple Deprivation does identify areas of crime deprivation, this data is not
suited to appraising site options in the Guildford context.
‘A’ road
Railway station

Limited data is available to inform the appraisal;
however, the analysis under the ‘Health’ heading
(above) will also give some indication of how sites
perform in terms of walking/cycling.

It is not possible to appraise site options in terms of the potential to support
good waste management. It would not be fair to assume that larger schemes,
or residential development in close proximity to recycling centres, will
necessarily lead to better waste management.

No data is available to inform appraisal in terms of water quality or water
resource availability; however, this is not a major problem. Whilst water
pollution sensitivity may vary spatially (including issues associated with the
capacity of Waste Water Treatment Works), in the absence of a detailed Water
Cycle Study there is no mapped data. It is also the case that issues can often
be appropriately addressed through masterplanning/ design measures, and so
are appropriately considered at the planning application stage. The same can
be said for ‘drainage’. In terms of water resource availability: water resource
availability does not vary significantly within the borough, and hence need not
be a consideration here; and it is not possible to appraise site options in terms
of the potential to support water efficiency. It might be suggested that large
development schemes (i.e. developments on large sites) might be more able to
deliver high standards of sustainable design, which in turn support water
efficiency; however, this assumption will often not hold true. Finally, it is
unnecessary to appraise site options in terms of groundwater ‘source protection
zones’ and ‘primary aquifers’. The presence of a groundwater source protection
zone or aquifer does not represent a major constraint for most (non-polluting)
types of development.
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Table B: Site appraisal criteria with performance categories

Criteria (Location in relation to...)

Performance categories

R =<0.4 km
1 European Site (SPA and SAC) =<5km
G =>5km
R =<0.4 km
2 SSSI =<0.8km
G =>0.8km
R =<0.4 km
3 Designations of local importance (SNCI, LNRSs) =<0.8km
G =>0.8 km
R=>2km
: =< 2km
4 Key Employment Site — <1km
G =<0.5km
R =Zone 3
5 Area of flood risk =Zone 2
G =Zone 1
6 Area of surface water flood risk z Klis
R=>2km
. =< 2km
7 Healthcare facility. — <1km
G =<0.5km
R=>1.2km
. - =<1.2km
8 Recreation facilities — < 0.8 km
G =<0.4 km
R =>0.8km
. . =< 0.8 km
9 Town, District ,Local centre or Village Shop = < 0.4 Kkm
G =<0.2km
R=>2km
. =< 2km
10 Primary school —<1km
G =<0.5km
R=>2km
=< 2km
11  Secondary school —<1Km
G =<0.5km
R =<0.01 km
12  Registered/Historic Parks and Gardens =<0.025 km
G =>0.025 km
R =<0.01 km
13  Scheduled Ancient Monument =<0.025 km
G =>0.025 km
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Criteria (Location in relation to...)

Performance categories

R =<0.01 km
14 Areas of High Archaeological Potential =<0.025 km
G =>0.025 km
R =<0.01 km
15 Listed building =<0.025 km
G =>0.025 km
=<0.5 ha
16 [Site size] =>0.5 ha
G = > 1,000 home capacity
R = Grade 1
17  High quality agricultural land = Grade 2 or 3
= Grade 4 or higher
R = Within
18 AONB G = Outside
R =No
19  Previously developed land = Part
G =Yes
R=>2km
Un =<2km
20 ‘A’road —<1Kkm
G =<0.5km
R=>2km
. . =<2km
21 Railway station —<1Km
G =<0.5km
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Site options appraisal findings

Tables C presents an appraisal of all reasonable site options in terms of all the criteria introduced above. Table C lists site options firstly according to settlement,
secondly according to whether or not the site option in question is a proposed allocation, thirdly according to proposed use and fourthly according to capacity.

N.B. it is recognised that only limited understanding can be gained from strict GIS analysis. Equally it is recognised that presenting appraisal findings for all site
options in tabular format is in practice of limited assistance to those interested in the spatial strategy. The spreadsheet containing the underlying data is available
upon request. The spreadsheet allows for more effective interrogation of the data as it is possible to compare and contrast particular sites (that might be
alternatives) and examine sub-sets (e.g. sites around a particular settlement, or sites above a certain size threshold).

Table C: Site options appraisal findings

[N.B. Use acronyms are: Allot= Allotment; Cem= Cemetery; E=Economic; ED= Education; H= Housing; G&T= Travellers; Safe= safeguarded; RE= Recreation]

rea of Archaeological Potential

Listed building
Size of site

'Town/District/Local centre or shop
Primary school

Scheduled Ancient Monument
High quality agricultural land
Previously developed land

Surface water flood risk
‘A’ road

Healthcare facility.
Historic Parks / Garden

Key employment site
Recreation facility
Secondary school
Railway station

P ~—~
ke <
el —
g | &8¢
© - | o ]
b= [} Q2 ‘»
S £ |0 >
. S 3 %) Housing | @
(=] c =
Site name Settlement area = < _5 Use capacity .02,
8 2 |8& B
= =} O — 9
] g— et 8 o
s S | &2 8
o3 02 o
SE| § |2E 3
= 5 = 0n 5 >
o c [a) 0 = Ll
Land at Home Farm, Effingham Albury A48 (89 G&T 6 pitches
Land north east of Spoil Lane, Tongham Ash and Tongham A31 (125 Allot 0
urban area
Lakeview, Lakeside Road, Ash Vale Ash and Tongham A54 (88 G&T 4 pitches
urban area
Land to the east of White Lane, Ash Green Ash and Tongham A28 |78 29 H 62
urban area
Land to the south and east of Ash and Tongham Ash and Tongham A29 |56 H 1200
urban area
Lysons Avenue Station Road Ash and Tongham 20 E 20
urban area
. . . Ash and Tongham
Enterprise Industrial Estate, Station Road West urban area 21 E 21
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s | 5|89 8| |x|E| |&|&|&|B|8|3|Ll%|Sl2] || |8 |$
@ = |59 = z| 2 Slolc|E|6|>8|clS|E8|ale = 8
T 8 | 5T = JI5|g| 3 slel2|? | &la|e|<|5|5|8| |5 2
05| o o ) SlEIS|glL|B|Q|2|T|lL|2|s52 =2 2133
28| @ |9d el |° olE|o|l=|&lc|=|T|°|o|C|C|m|2|c|B
SE|l 5 |S¢E oln|C|=8|€|5|c|E|E|S|2|2g|elelslZ|5]|8|2
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Travellers End, Spoil Lane, Tongham Ash and Tongham 97 G&T 2
urban area
Ash and Tongham
Land at Oxenden Road, Ash urban area 86 G&T 3
Ash and Tongham
Ipsley Lodge, Hogs Back, Seale urban area 87 G&T 6
Land to the west of Ipsley Lodge, Hogs Back, Ash and Tongham 124 caT 6
Seale urban area
. Ash and Tongham
Public House, Oxenden Road, Tongham urban area 54 H 24
Ash and Tongham
Grange Road, Tongham (bounded by A331/A31) urban area 27 H 27
Land at Kingston House, Poyle Road, Tongham Ash and Tongham 28 H 28
urban area
Land to the south of Hazel Road, Ash Green Ash and Tongham 79 30 H 30
urban area
Land south of Ash Lodge Drive Ash and Tongham 31 H 31
urban area
Land near The Briars, South Lane and Grange Ash and Tongham
32 H 32
Road urban area
Land to the north west of Ash Green Road Ash and Tongham 34 H 34
urban area
Ash Vehicle Centre, Ash Church Road, Ash Ash and Tongham 53 H
urban area
. Ash and Tongham
Land to the south and east of Guildford Road urban area 33 H
Land to the East of The Street Tongham Ash and Tongham Green
urban area Belt
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Ash SANG Ash and Tongham 108 SANG [0

urban area
Ash and Tongham

Tongham Pools SANG urban area 114 SANG |0

Warren Farm, White Lane Ash Green Ash Wharf A27 H 58

Land to the east of Chilworth Chilworth 52 H 52

Land to the west of Chilworth adjoining New .

Road/ Land at Hornhatch Farm, Chilworth Chilworth 68 51 H 80

Tyting Farm SANG Chilworth 115 SANG |0

Land to the south west of Guildford at Blackwell

FarmH B Compton 109 SANG |0

Hotel Guildford Road, East Horsley East Horsley A36 |58 22 H 48

East Horsley countryside depot and BT telephone East Horsley 57 H 22

exchange, East Horsley

East Horsley and West Horsley North East/West Horsley 39 H

Land near Effingham Common Road, Lower !

Road and Water Lane Effingham 61 ED 61

Redevelopmenntof Howard of Effingham School Effingham 69 H 310

and associated land, Effingham

Land at Cobbetts Close, Worplesdon Fairlands A51 (100 G&T sgches

Four Acres Stable, Aldershot Road, Worplesdon |Fairlands A52 |96 G&T 4 pitches
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Land at Liddington Hall, Aldershot Road Fairlands 62 65 H 625

Land adjoining Fairlands Fairlands 118 Safe 0

Land to the north of Flexford Flexford 119 Safe

Land at Westborough allotments, Guildford Srlé';dford urban A21 (104 |66 Allot 0

Cinema, Bedford Road Guildford urban A2 E 0

area

North Street Regeneration Srlé';dford urban A6 20 1 E 200

Land at Guildford College, Guildford Srlé';dford urban Al18 |47 18 ED 100

Wey Corner, Walnut Tree Close, Guildford Srlé';dford urban Al4 |52 14 H 35

Land at Westway, off Aldershot Road, Guildford ;Brl:;dford urban A19 H 38

Bright Hill surface car park and Adult Education  |Guildford urban A2 |26 7 H 60

Centre area

The Plaza Portsmouth Road Srlé';dford urban Al 23 4 H 70

Land between Farnham Road and the Mount ;Brl:;dford urban A3 37 H 70

Kernal Court, Walnut Tree Close, Guildford Sri';dford urban Al3 |50 H 100

Land at Guildford Cathedral, Alresford Road Sri';dford urban Al5 |43 13 H 100
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BT Telephone Exchange, Leapale Road Srlé';dford urban A4 31 H 100
Jewsons Walnut Tree Close grlé';dford urban A5 29 10 H 125
Guildford Park car park Sr‘é';dford uban - 1r11 b7 g W 160
Land Building Guildford Railway station suldiordurban a7 24 |5 |H 350
Land between Gill Avenue and Rosalind Franklin |Guildford urban A6 H 450
Close area
Slyfield Area Regeneration Project (SARP), Guildford urban
Guildford area A24 148 19 H 1000
Gosden Hill Farm, Merrow Lane, Guildford Srlé';dford urban A25 |59 35 H 2000
Former Pond Meadow School, Guildford Srlé';dford urban A20 |46 17 H
Land south of Royal Surrey County Hospital, Guildford urban Hospital

; ) Al7 0
Rosalind Franklin Close area Dev.
Portsmouth road surface car Srlé';dford urban 21 2 E 0
Land north of Slyfield Industrial Estate Srlé';dford urban 63 121 |E 0
Tongham Triangle (Land at Grange Road, Guildford urban 55 27 E
Tongham (bounded by A331 and A31) area
Land at Walnut Tree Close (including Wey Guildford urban

52 H 14

Corner) area
Guildford Library, North Street, Guildford gr‘;';dford urban 38 H 18
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York House, Chertsey Street grlé';dford urban 28 H 20
Guildford Fire Station grlé';dford urban 45 16 H 25
Pembroke House, Mary Road, Guildford Srlé';dford urban 41 H 26
Buryfields House Guildford urban 32 H 28
area
Bishops Nissan Garage, Walnut Tree Close, Guildford urban
. 49 H 28
Guildford area
77 to 83 Walnut Tree Close, Guildford Srlé';dford urban 30 H 34
Dolphin House, North Street, Guildford Srlé';dford urban 35 H 44
Bus Depot, Leas Road, Guildford Srlé';dford urban 39 H 50
Guildford borough council offices, Millmead, Guildford urban
. 36 H 53
Guildford area
Riverside Business Park, Walnut Tree Close, Guildford urban
. 42 H 60
Guildford area
Guildford Crown Court Srlé';dford urban 33 H 94
Land at Bedford Road surface car park Srlé';dford urban 25 6 H 120
Debenhams, Guildford Srlé';dford urban 34 H 150
1 and 2 Station View Guildford urban 22 3 H 177
area
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Guildford Methodist Church Sulldford urban 40 H
Former car showroom, Aldershot Road, Guildford gr:';dford urban 51 H
Clay Lane link road, Guildford gr‘é';dford urban 121 Safe [0
Sustainable movement corridor Srlé';dford urban 122 Safe 0
Land at Gunners Farm and Bullens Hill Farm -
west of Jacobs Well and s of Saltbox Road Jacobs Well 64 37 RE 0
Land north of Salt Box Road Jacobs Well A23 |65 38 ED 0
Land rear of Jacobs Well village hall Jacobs Well 105 |67 Allot
Stringers Common SANG Jacobs Well 113 SANG |0
Burpham Court Farm SANG Jacobs Well 117 SANG |0
Merrow depot, Merrow Lane, Guildford Merrow 44 15 H 50
Whittles Drive, Aldershot Road, Normandy Normandy A50 (101 G&T 14 plots
Land rear of Palm House Nurseeries, Normandy [Normandy A49 (91 G&T 6 pitches
Land to the west of Normandy, east of Westwood Normandy 103 |44 Cem 0
Lane
Land at Wyke Avenue, Normandy Normandy 90 G&T 1
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Land to the north of Green Lane East, Normandy |Normandy 92 G&T
Land to the south east of Hunts Hill Farm Normandy 45 H 45
Land near Anchor Copse, Normandy Normandy 46 H 46
I';z;rsr(:| between Glaziers Lane and Strawberry Normandy 68 H 68
Land to the south of Normandy and north of Normandy/ Ad6 119 H 1100
Flexford Flexford
Bisley Camp, Bisley, Brookwood Pirbright 83 26 E 0
The Orchard, Puttenham (land adjoining Puttenham AS5 |94 G&T 2 pitches
Wancom)
The Paddocks, Rose Lane, Ripley Ripley A57 G&T 4 pitches
Land to east of The Paddocks, Flexford Ripley A47 H 50
Land at the former Wisley airfield Ripley A35 116 H 2100
Land at the rear of the Talbot, Ripley Ripley A45 H/E 18
Land to the west of Ripley Ripley 50 H 50
Land west of Winds Rodge and Send Hill, Send |Send Ad4 H 40
Clockbarn Nursery, Tannery Lane, Send Send A42 |75 H 45
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Garlicks Arch Copse, Portsmouth Road, Send Send A43 H 400

Tannery House, cheriton and land adjacent, Send 67 a1 E 0

Tannery Lane, Send

Land around Burnt Common warehouse, London Send 74 59 E 59

Road

Garages at Wharf Lane, Send Send 99 G&T 1

Send Send 39 H

B12 (Part of Potential Major Development Area / Send H

PDMA) - Send Marsh and Burntcommon

Land north of Send Marsh Send Marsh 120 |56 H 56

Land North East Send Marsh Send Marsh 57 H 57

Land north of the centre of Send Marsh Send Marsh 58 H 58

Land around Burnt Common warehouse, London Send Marsh 74 59 H 100

Road

Land to the east of Aldertons Farm, Send Marsh |Send Marsh 76 H 116

Send Barns Lane Send Marsh 39 H 652

Land to the north of Send Marsh Road, Send Send Marsh 120 Safe 0

Marsh

Aldertons Farm SANG Send Marsh 106 SANG |0
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Valley Park Equestrian, East Shalford Lane, Shalford AS6 |93 G&T 5 pitches
Shalford
Broadford Business Park, Shalford Shalford A34 |81 H 100
Mognt Browne, Sandy Lane, Guildford (Surrey Shalford A32 |82 23 H 116
Police HQ)
Extension of Peasmarsh Industrial, Old
Portsmouth Road Shalford 60 E 60
Il:zggto the east of Shalford, adjoining Chinthurst Shalford 53 H 53
Land south of New Pond Road, adjoining Shalford 80 H 100
Farncombe
Land to the south of Clandon station and north of
Meadowlands, West Clandon West Clandon 77 ED 0
Land to the east of Shere Road West Clandon 55 H 55
Land to the north east of Guildford - Gosden Hill West Clandon 111 SANG o
Farm, Merrow
Land to the South of West Horsley West Horsley A41 H 90
Land near Horsley Railway Station, Ockham
Road North, West Horsley West Horsley A39 |72 H 100
Land to the north of West Horsley West Horsley A40 |70 39 H 120
Land to the west of West Horsley West Horsley A38 |71 40 H 135
Bell and Colvill West Horsley A37 40
SA REPORT: APPENDICES 111

Railway station




AZCOM

SA of the Guildford Borough Local Plan

g
g | < < .|
— H -
g |82 5 2|g =
© T |e I3 o E|S 3| |2
= ) 9] k) = c —= [
8 | £ |2 = | lel 1B 18] | |B|E|E| | (S| I3
) < S | o Housing | @ = o . = =D = g
o c — n [ — S
Site name Settlement area = 5 -§ Use capacity .02, = ..—% E‘ E S B S 9 -§ % 2 %

S | 5|89 3| |8 |z|818|5(3lclele|&|2l (B |3
G s |23 a2l (Z|2] |glolEl2ls|251Sl6|8]al2 |C
o o c |[BY c 493‘;98%8?&82:#: >
o | S S = @ | 2|ln c |22 S @ S5l ® 5
O G| o n @ Q SIE|=8|12|E|2|22(L|3|5|2|5|3|a|2|F
82| & o2 sl |5|olo|s|e|e|e|8|5|6|8|clT 2|g
oE| ® | 2 E Q| x|olc|g|o|z|Elo|l=2|<c|B |8 |e|5|Z2|3=
= 5 = 0w 5 Ssln|lZzlo|e|S|lo|lo|a|lcs|lo|l|c|l|lo(N|I2O|2|-
ac|l o |»vg Ulnlnlx|c|h|T|lx o lNn|T|n Sl | T o | <

Land to the west of West Horsley (south)-West of West Horsley 73 54 H 185

Silkmore Lane and east of Ripley Lane

West Horsley (south) West Horsley 39 H

Benswood SANG West Horsley 107 SANG |0

RHS Wisley Wisley 85 25 RE 0

Former Wisley Airfield SANG Wisley 116 SANG |0

Roundoak, White Hart Lane, Wood Street Village |Wood Street A53 (95 G&T 1 pitch

Blackwell Farm, Hogs Back, Guildford Wood Street A26 |60 36 H 1800

Broadstreet and Backside Common SANG Wood Street 110 SANG |0

Russel Farm Place SANG Wood Street 112 SANG |0

Land north of Keens Lane, Guildford Worplesdon A22 |61 64 H 140

Land at Worplesdon Road, north of Tangley Worplesdon 102 |62 Cem 0

Place

Land around Merrist Wood College Worplesdon 84 24 ED 0

Land at Tangley Place Farm Worplesdon 63 Efglg & 63

Land to the east and south of Four Acre Stables

aldershot road, Normandy Worplesdon 123 Safe 0
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APPENDIX V - SPATIAL STRATEGY ALTERNATIVES

Introduction

As explained within ‘Part 1° above, a focus of work has been on the development and appraisal of spatial
strategy alternatives, with a view to informing determination of the preferred strategy.

The alternatives (in summary) are as follows -

Low growth option everywhere except at the ‘Send amber sites’, where there is

L OAN medium growth

> OAN + 3% h%vr\: grrg\\:\\/lm option everywhere except at the ‘Send amber sites’, where there is
3 OAN +12%  High growth option everywhere except Wisley Airfield and Clandon Golf

4 OAN + 14% High growth at Wisley Airfield enables the low growth elsewhere.

5 OAN + 18%  As per (4), but with high growth at the Send amber sites.

6 OAN + 27%  High growth at all locations except Clandon Golf

7 OAN +30%  High growth at all locations except Liddington Hall

8 OAN + 34% High growth at all locations

Appraisal methodology

For each of the options, the assessment examines ‘likely significant effects’ on the baseline, drawing on the
sustainability objectives identified through scoping (see Table 4.1) as a methodological framework.

Green is used to indicate significant positive effects, whilst red is used to indicate significant negative
effects. Every effort is made to predict effects accurately; however, this is inherently challenging given the
high level nature of the policy approaches under consideration. The ability to predict effects accurately is
also limited by understanding of the baseline (now and in the future under a ‘no plan’ scenario). In light of
this, there is a need to make considerable assumptions regarding how scenarios will be implemented ‘on
the ground’ and what the effect on particular receptors will be.*® Where there is a need to rely on
assumptions in order to reach a conclusion on a ‘significant effect’ this is made explicit in the appraisal text.

Where it is not possible to predict likely significant effects on the basis of reasonable assumptions, efforts
are made to comment on the relative merits of the alternatives in more general terms and to indicate a rank
of preference. This is helpful, as it enables a distinction to be made between the alternatives even where
it is not possible to distinguish between them in terms of ‘significant effects’.

Finally, it is important to note that effects are predicted taking into account the criteria presented within
Regulations.” So, for example, account is taken of the duration, frequency and reversibility of effects.
Cumulative effects are also considered (i.e. where the effects of the plan in combination with the effects of
other planned or on-going activity that is outside the control of the Guildford Local Plan).

%8 Considerable assumptions are made regarding infrastructure delivery, i.e. assumptions are made regarding the infrastructure (of all
tgpes) that will come forward in the future alongside (and to some extent funded through) development.
% Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004.
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Appraisal findings

Appraisal findings are presented below within 18 separate tables (each table dealing with a specific
sustainability objective) with a final table drawing conclusions.

The appraisal methodology is explained above, but to reiterate: For each sustainability topic the
performance of each scenario is categorised in terms of ‘significant effects (using red / green) and also
ranked in order of preference. Also, ‘ =’ is used to denote instances of all alternatives performing on a par.

Conserve and enhance biodiversity and the natural environment

Rank

Significant
effects?

Discussion

Option 1  Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8
OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +

3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

Yes

A primary consideration is the need to avoid the risk of impacts to the internationally important
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA); however, there is also a need to
consider impacts to areas designated as being of national importance (Sites of Special
Scientific Interest, SSSIs) and local importance (Sites of Nature Conservation Importance,
SNCIs). Furthermore, there is a need to consider the potential for impacts to non-designated
habitats that contribute to ecological connectivity at the landscape scale, and more generally
‘green infrastructure’ locally. With regards to non-designated habitat, evidence-base is limited;
however, the location of broad Biodiversity Opportunity Areas (BOAS) is known.

In light of these points, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

e Option 1 would involve the least ‘land take’ and hence is clearly best performing from a
biodiversity perspective; and the one site (a 100 home scheme north of Send Marsh)
delivered under this option, that is not a constant across all option, does not give rise to
concerns (from a strategic perspective). However, there remains the potential for significant
negative effects, recognising that development at the locations that are a ‘given’ - i.e.
assumed under all options, including Option 1 - will involve significant loss of greenfield land
in sensitive locations, notably:

@)

Blackwell Farm sits within the Wanborough and Normandy Woods and Meadows
(WNWM) BOA and borders Broadstreet Common SNCI;

Gosden Hill sits within the Clandon to Bookham Parkland BOA and borders two SNCls
(Merrow Lane Woodland; and Cotts Wood);

Normandy/Flexford sits within the WNWM BOA and contains ancient woodland,;
Keens Lane partially intersects the 400m SPA buffer;

sites at the Horsleys sit within the Clandon to Bookham Parkland BOA and two border the
Lollesworth Wood SNCI;

the two sites at Ash Green are within the WNWM BOA, border ancient woodland and in
one case borders the Ash Green Wood SNCI;

the small site supported to the southeast of Flexford sits within the WNWM BOA and
would result in the loss of the Little Flexford SNCI; and

the mixed use site at Send Marsh / Burnt Common includes two small patches of ancient
woodland, and also a stream that forms part of the River Wey (plus tributaries) BOA.

e Option 2 gives rise to limited concerns over-and-above Option 1. Most notably, a stream
runs along the edge of one of the two additional sites supported at Send Marsh (the northern
site within the ‘triangle’). This stream is identified (along with a buffer either side) as forming
part of the River Wey (plus tributaries) BOA.

e Option 3 gives rise to notable concerns over-and-above Option 2. Whilst both additional
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sites — i.e. Liddington Hall and the additional extension to Tongham - border an SNCI,
neither falls within a BOA. Liddington hall is notable for bordering an SNCI (Broadstreet
Common) along a considerable portion of its boundary, and also for being within possible
walking distance (but well outside the 400m buffer) of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.

e Option 4 gives rise to concerns, as Wisley Airfield is constrained from a biodiversity
perspective — given that parts are adjacent to the SPA and also that the majority60 is
classified as an SNCI - however, there are mitigating factors. Most notably, there is a
commitment to use the northern part of the site (i.e. that part that falls within the 400m SPA
buffer) for Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspce (SANG), in order to minimise recreational
impacts to the SPA. Also, there is some uncertainty regarding the role of the SNCI plays, in
terms of ecological networks locally (as the findings of survey and review work are awaited).

e Option 5 gives rise to limited concerns over-and-above Option 4 (see discussion of the
issues associated with the three Send Marsh sites, under Options 1 and 2).

e Option 6 gives rise to notable concerns over-and-above Option 5 (see discussion of the
issues associated with the additional extension to Tongham, and the issues associated with
Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

e Option 7 gives rise to notable concerns over-and-above Option 5, as this option would
involve allocation of Clandon Golf (albeit Liddington Hall would not be allocated), which is
somewhat constrained on the basis that more than 50% of the site borders an SNCI (in fact
three separate SNCIs, all falling within the North Downs Scarp and Dip BOA). It is noted that
Clandon Golf is relatively distant from the SPA; however, the site would intersect the 5km
SPA buffer (and hence mitigation would be necessary).

e Option 8 gives rise to notable concerns over-and-above Option 7 (see discussion of the
issues associated with Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

In conclusion, the degree of impact increases in-line with the quantum of growth / number of
sites supported, with one exception - namely it is not possible to differentiate between Option 6
(High growth at all locations except Clandon Golf) and Option 7 (High growth at all locations
except Liddington Hall). Itis also possible to conclude that there is something of a ‘jump’ in the
degree of impact between Option 3 (High growth option everywhere except Wisley Airfield and
Clandon Golf) and Option 4 (High growth at Wisley Airfield enables the low growth elsewhere),
recognising that Wisley Airfield stands out as more constrained than other sites in contention.

With regard to effect significance, it is appropriate to conclude that all options would lead to
significant negative effects. It might be suggested that low growth (e.g. Option 1), or any
Option not involving Wisley Airfield (i.e. Option 1, 2 or 3), would avoid significant negative
effects; however, it is not clear that this is the case given the extent of biodiversity sensitivities.
It is not even clear that planning for ‘below OAN’ (i.e. a level of growth dismissed as
unreasonable, and not reflected in the alternatives) would enable significant negative effects to
be avoided, given that unmet needs would have to be met elsewhere in the HMA (or further
afield in the Surrey vicinity), where broadly equivalent biodiversity sensitivities are to be found.

% The northern part of the site is an SNCI. The southern part of the site, which is not an SNCI, is that part of the site that has been
added since the time of the 2014 consultation.
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Mitigate climate change through reducing emissions of greenhouse gases

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8
OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +

3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%
Rank 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Significant
effects? g

Car travel is a key issue in that it has a major bearing on per capita CO, emissions; however,
this matter is best considered below under ‘Transport’. It is therefore appropriate to focus here
on matters relating to per capita CO, emissions from the built environment.

The potential for new development to incorporate low carbon / renewable energy infrastructure
(district heating, in the Guildford context),”" and achieve high standards of sustainable
design/construction, is linked to a number of factors, which enables differentiation of the spatial
strategy alternatives. Specifically, the scale, mix and density of a scheme has a bearing, and
the potential to deliver district heating is also enhanced where a scheme is located close to a
source of heat. The Council has established® that district heating options should be explored
at: residential only developments of at least 50 dwellings per hectare and/or 300 dwellings; (b)
residential only developments of 35 dwellings per hectare or above located near a source of
heat (or an existing district heating scheme that can be tapped into); and (c) mixed
developments of 50 dwellings or more that include either two or more non-residential uses or a
single use that would generate significant heat.

In light of these points, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

e Under Option 1 the average size of schemes would be relatively low (particularly given no
development at Wisley Airfield scheme), and the one site (a 100 home scheme north of
Send Marsh) delivered under this option, that is not a constant across all option, would likely
not give rise to any opportunities. With regards to development at the locations that are a
‘given’ - i.e. assumed under all options, including Option 1 — some points to note include:

o Development within Guildford Town Centre and the Guildford Urban Area will capitalise
on particular opportunities established by the Guildford Renewable Energy Mapping
Study. Specifically, the study identified five ‘heat priority areas’ focused on Central
Guildford, the Royal Surrey County Hospital and University of Surrey’s Stag Hill Campus
and adjacent industrial estates.

o The scale of development at the two major urban extensions to Guildford — Blackwell
Farm and Gosden Hill — gives rise to considerable opportunity (to achieve high standards
of sustainable design and construction, and deliver a high quality district heating
scheme). The Blackwell Farm site is located close to a heat priority area; however, it is
unlikely to be the case that this results in particular opportunity.

o Similarly, the scale of development at Normandy/Flexford and at the 400 home Send
Marsh scheme (which also benefits from being mixed use) will give rise to opportunity.

Discussion

e Option 2 gives rise to notable opportunity over-and-above Option 1, as the two additional
sites supported are adjacent (together comprising a triangle of land to the west of Send
Marsh), hence it is fair to assume that a delivery of a district heating network could be
coordinated across the two sites (albeit the two sites are in separate land ownership).

®1 District heating is the provision of heat to more than one dwelling from a central heat source. It is best suited to areas of high density
living and especially in mixed use developments that spread the demand for heat during the day. Where there is a source of excess
heat e.g. from a manufacturing plant, they are especially effective. District heating typically delivers carbon savings through the
efficiency of scale, but where is can be combined with a low carbon heat source it can provide even more carbon savings. District
heating is a form of ‘decentralised energy’, i.e. energy that is generated near where it is used, rather than at a large plant further away
and supplied through the national grid. Energy can refer to electricity and heat, but there is a focus on heat in Guildford.

2 The Guildford Renewable Energy Mapping Study (2015 is available at: http://www.quildford.gov.uk/article/14418/Guildford-
Renewable-Energy-Mapping-Study. Also, the Council collaborated with the Carbon Trust in 2016, when finalising thresholds.
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e Option 3 gives rise to notable opportunity over-and-above Option 2, as Liddington Hall and
the additional extension to Tongham would both be large enough (c.600 homes) to deliver a
high quality district heating scheme. It is also noted that another large allocation is adjacent,
hence it is fair to assume that a delivery of a district heating network could be coordinated
across the two sites (albeit the two sites are in separate land ownership).

e Option 4 performs well, as the average size of schemes would be relatively high, a scheme
at Wisley Airfield. There should be the potential to deliver an ambitious district heating
scheme as part of a 2,100 home scheme, albeit there is uncertainty given competing funding
priorities.

e Option 5 arguably gives rise to some opportunity over-and-above Option 4 (see discussion of
the issues associated with the three Send Marsh sites, under Options 1 and 2).

e Option 6 gives rise to notable opportunity over-and-above Option 5 (see discussion of the
opportunity associated with the additional extension to Tongham, and the opportunity
associated with Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

e Option 7 perhaps gives rise to some opportunity over-and-above Option 6, as this option
would involve allocation of Clandon Golf in place of Liddington Hall. Whilst both sites are
well above the 300 home threshold identified by the Council, it is fair to assume that Clandon
Golf could be associated with opportunity over-and-above Liddington Hall as it would involve
400 additional homes and would also be a mixed use scheme (beneficial, as heat demand is
spread across the day).

e Option 8 gives rise to notable opportunity over-and-above Option 7 (see discussion of the
opportunity associated with Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

In conclusion, the potential to reduce average per capita CO, emissions from the built
environment increases in-line with the quantum of growth / number of sites supported. This is
because the additional sites that come into play, as the total quantum figure increases, tend to
be large sites, where there will be good opportunity to achieve high standards of sustainable
design and construction; and deliver a high quality district heating scheme.

With regard to effect significance, it is not possible to draw strong conclusions, recognising
that climate change mitigation is a global issue.
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Create and sustain vibrant communities

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8
OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +

3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%
Rank 3 8 3 1 3 3 1 3
Significant No Yes No Yes No Yes No
effects?

The sustainability objective here is to “Create and sustain vibrant communities”, a broad
objective that overlaps considerably with a number of other sustainability objectives including
those relating to ‘Health’, ‘Housing’, ‘Poverty and social exclusion’, ‘Transport’, ‘Safety and
security’ and ‘Rural economy’. Given the need to avoid overlap and repetition, it is appropriate
to focus here on the matter of community infrastructure (capacity / access).

In light of these points, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

e Option 1 is a low growth option; however, a range of community infrastructure objectives
would still be achieved through delivery of the strategic sites that are a ‘given’, i.e. assumed
under all options, including Option 1. Notably (leaving aside matters associated with
Guildford Town Centre), strategic community infrastructure will be delivered through
development at —

o Normandy/Flexford (a well located secondary school, to serve the west of the borough; a
local centre, necessary as existing village services/facilities have experienced viability
issues problems; a care home; travelling showpeople plots; a village green; extensive
open space (SANG within c.1km); and strategic enhancements to bus / cycle networks).

o Gosden Hill (a secondary school; a local centre; traveller pitches; extensive open space
(SANG); and transport infrastructure that contributes to the Guildford Sustainable
Movement Corridor, including a rail station).

o Blackwell Farm (a local centre; traveller pitches; extensive open space (SANG); and
transport infrastructure that contributes to the Guildford Sustainable Movement Corridor,
helping to facilitate the new rail station, and increasing accessibility to key destinations

Discussion including the Hospital).

However, Option 1 would give rise to challenges, particularly in relation to secondary school
provision, given the absence of a second strategic scale scheme in the east of borough.

e Option 2 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 1, as the two additional sites
supported are at Send Marsh, a location in the east of the borough without a local centre.
The small local centre at Send would be 1-2km distant, and Ripley District Centre would be
under 3km distant.

e Option 3 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 2, as the two additional sites
supported - Liddington Hall and the additional extension to Tongham - would not be large
enough (at ¢.600 homes) to deliver strategic community infrastructure (e.g. a local centre).
However, it is noted that both are well-located in certain respect. Specific points are —

o Liddington Hall is in proximity to several local centres in northwest Guildford, with
Worplesdon Road, Stoughton within 400-800m (i.e. walking distance); and Guildford
Town Centre would of course be accessible.

o A southern extension to Tongham would be within easy walking distance of a small local
centre, with higher order services/facilities accessible to the west in Aldershot (including a
secondary school c.1.5km distance via an A331 walking/cycling underpass, and
Aldershot Town Centre ¢.3.5km distant). Another large allocation is adjacent; however,
fragmented land ownership would likely hinder delivery of strategic community
infrastructure (i.e. there would be ‘piecemeal’ growth, an issue at Ash/Tongham).

e Option 4 performs well, as a 2,100 home Wisley Airfield scheme would support the
achievement of certain community infrastructure objectives, and equally delivery of the sites
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discussed above (i.e. three sites at Send Marsh, Liddington Hall and an extra southern
extension to Tongham), each of which is non-ideal from a community infrastructure
perspective, would not be necessary. In particular, a secondary school at Wisley Airfield
would provide for sufficient school capacity for needs arising from the planned development
of the site and, in combination with the school at Gosden Hill, provide for the additional
educational need arising in the eastern part of the borough. Wisley Airfield is relatively
remote from a town centre; however, Ripley District Centre would be c.1km of the edge of
the site (albeit considerably more distant from the site’s centre point).

e Option 5 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 4 (as the three additional Send
Marsh sites would not deliver strategic community infrastructure, and Send Marsh does not
have a local centre — see discussion under Option 2).

e Option 6 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 5 (see discussion of the issues
associated with the additional extension to Tongham, and the issues associated with
Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

e Option 7 gives rise to notable opportunity over-and-above Option 6, as Clandon Golf is
significantly larger than Liddington Hall, resulting in an increased likelihood of strategic
community infrastructure delivery. Notably, site promoters have proposed a secondary
school and an extension to the adjacent Park and Ride. However, with regards to secondary
school provision, Surrey County Council considers that a combination of secondary schools
— one at Gosden Hill and one at Wisley airfield - is preferable to one at Clandon Golf.

e Option 8 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 7 (see discussion of the issues
associated with Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

In conclusion, Options 4 and 7 are best performing as there will be a focus at strategic-scale
schemes, each able to deliver a local centre and other strategic community infrastructure, and
there will be a clear strategy in place for secondary school provision. Under Option 7 there is
some uncertainty regarding precisely what the strategy for secondary school provision would
involve, as there would be three sites in the east of the borough each able to deliver a
secondary school, but there can be certainty that a strategy could be established.

The worst performing option is Option 2, as high growth at Send is not to be supported from a
communities perspective, particularly if it is the case that there is a risk of a shortfall in
secondary school provision in the east of the borough. Other options are more challenging to
differentiate with any certainty.

With regard to effect significance, it is possible to conclude that the best performing options
would result in significant positive effects, particularly given the potential to deliver new
secondary school provision; whilst the worst performing option would result in significant
negative effects, particularly given new secondary school provision issues.
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Maintain Guildford borough and Guildford town’s competitive economic role

Rank

Significant
effects?

Discussion

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8
OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +

3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%
8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Yes No Yes

The sustainability objective here is to “Maintain Guildford borough and Guildford town’s
competitive economic role”, a broad objective that overlaps with the ‘Employment’ related
objective (“Facilitate appropriate employment development opportunities to meet the changing
needs of the economy”) that is a focus of separate discussion below. Given the need to avoid
overlap and repetition, it is appropriate to focus here on the matter of housing growth quantum,
and the implications for Guildford’s economic role, leaving matters of spatial distribution for
discussion under the ‘Employment’ heading, below.

The primary source of evidence is the West Surrey Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA), which gives consideration to the question of whether a quantum of housing should be
delivered over-and-above that needed to meet demographic needs (517 dpa), in order to meet
economic growth objectives (i.e. ensure sufficient local workforce, given employment growth
forecasts and a need to avoid unsustainable commuting). Ultimately, the conclusion reached
is that there is a need for an economic ‘uplift’, i.e. the Guildford OAN figure of 693 dpa, that is a
main output of the SHMA, does reflect an economic uplift.

The SHMA is clear that ‘ThJousing provision below [OAN] could potentially constrain economic
growth locally”, given that there is little or no potential to reduce out-commuting (“given
economic and housing market dynamics in the area and its relationship to London we do not
consider that any substantive clawback of out-commuting would be realistic”). As such, any
option that would result in a risk of not delivering OAN over the plan period performs poorly
from a perspective of wishing to capitalise on economic growth opportunities.

With regards to the gquestion of whether delivering above OAN is an option with merit, from an
economic perspective, the main point to make is that there is merit on the basis that Woking is
set to ‘under-supply’ housing — i.e. not meet its OAN figure, as established by the SHMA — and
hence there is set to be an under-supply of housing at the wider Housing Market Area (HMA)
scale. The quote used above (“Housing provision below [OAN] could potentially constrain
economic growth locally”) relates to the HMA rather than Guildford Borough specifically.

It might also be suggested that delivering above the OAN figure could provide for a useful
contingency, should it transpire that the economic growth forecasts used as the basis for
establishing OAN were conservative; however, it is not clear that this an argument holds sway.
The authors of the SHMA were able to draw on recent studies examining three workforce
employment forecasts, before arriving at a best fit forecast for Guildford and Woking. For
Guildford the forecasts indicate that workplace employment is anticipated to grow by between
0.6% and 1.1% per annum; whilst for Woking the forecasts indicate that workplace
employment is anticipated to grow by between 0.6% and 1% per annum. For Waverley, three
scenarios were considered that result in more markedly different results (employment growth of
between 0.2% and 1% per annum); however, this in itself does not give cause for concern.

In conclusion, higher growth options are to be supported given the likelihood of housing
undersupply within the HMA, which is also a functional economic market area.

With regard to effect significance, it is fair to conclude that Option 8 would result in significant
positive effects as there would be certainty of OAN being met within HMA, and therefore
economic opportunities realised within the sub-regional Functional Economic Market Area
(FEMA). Equally, Options 1 — 4 would result in significant negative effects as OAN would not
be met within the HMA (on the assumption that Waverley is not likely to meet all of Woking’s
unmet housing need), and hence economic opportunities not realised within the FEMA.
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Facilitate appropriate employment development opportunities to meet changing needs

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8
OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +

3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%
Rank 6 7 8 2 4 4 1 3
Significant Yes Yes No Yes No
effects?

The sustainability objective here is to “Facilitate appropriate employment development
opportunities to meet the changing needs of the economy”, a broad objective that overlaps with
the ‘Economy’ related objective (“Maintain Guildford borough and Guildford town’s competitive
economic role”) that is a focus of separate discussion above. Given the need to avoid overlap
and repetition, it is appropriate to focus here on the matter of housing growth distribution, and
the implications for employment opportunity, leaving matters of growth quantum for discussion
under the ‘Economy’ heading, above.

In light of these points, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

e Option 1 is a low growth option, that would result in a shortfall of employment floorspace.
New floorspace would be delivered at sites that are a ‘given’, i.e. assumed under all options,
including Option 1 (specifically, 47,000m” floorspace will be delivered across the Blackwell
Farm and Gosden Hill sites; 3,000 m? will be delivered in Guildford Town Centre; 8,500m?
within the Guildford Urban Area; and 7,000m? as gart of a smaller mixed use scheme at
Send Marsh); however, there would be a 4,300m” shortfall (in the absence of a Wisley
Airfield scheme).

e Option 2 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 1, as the two additional sites
supported at Send Marsh would not be likely to deliver employment floorspace. One of the
sites in question has been promoted as mixed use in the past; however, there can be no
certainty that it would deliver employment under this current scenario, which would involve a
mixed-use scheme virtually adjacent (7,000m2 employment floorspace). The risk under this
option, and other options discussed below, is that there would be insufficient local

: : employment opportunities for the borough's resident workforce, leading to unemployment
Discussion  ang/or unsustainable out-commuting. It is recognised that residents of the additional
housing developments at Send Marsh would live in very close proximity to employment
opportunities; however, this is a more minor consideration (i.e. there is a need to consider

access to employment at the wider scale, recognising that people will commute to work).

e Option 3 gives rise to notable concerns over-and-above Option 1, as the two additional sites
- Liddington Hall and the additional extension to Tongham - would not deliver employment
floorspace. Again, the risk is that there would be an inbalance between the size of the local
workforce and the number of job opportunities, leading to unemployment and/or
unsustainable out-commuting. It is recognised that Liddington Hall is in close proximity to
employment growth areas within and around Guildford, and that residents of Tongham will
often ‘look west’ towards employment growth areas in the Blackwater Valley; however, there
is a need to take these as more minor considerations, for the purposes of appraisal.

e Option 4 performs well, as a 2,100 home Wisley Airfield scheme would deliver 4,300m?
employment floorspace, thereby enabling the Council to deliver on its target (as established
by Employment Land Needs Assessment, ELNA). Wisley Airfield’s location on the A3
makes it a viable location for employment growth, albeit it is recognised that its more rural
location means that it is less functionally linked to a growth town (i.e. Guildford or Woking)
and that the workforce may need to commute relatively far (on average) to reach the site.

e Option 5 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 4 (as the three additional Send
Marsh sites would not deliver employment floorspace).

e Option 6 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 5 (as neither the additional
extension to Tongham, nor Liddington Hall, would deliver employment floorspace).
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e Option 7 gives rise to opportunity over-and-above Option 6, as Clandon Golf would deliver
additional employment land (assumed to be viable, despite its location away from the A3). It
is fair to assume that higher housing growth aligned with higher employment growth is to be
supported at Guildford (given the town’s designation as one of the four ‘Growth Towns’
within the ‘Enterprise M3’ Local Enterprise Partnership’s area); however, it is recognised that
higher growth gives would give rise to issues of traffic congestion (plus other issues beyond),
which in turn would have a bearing on economic activity.

e Option 8 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 7 (see discussion of the issues
associated with Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

In conclusion, Option 7 performs best as higher housing growth aligned with higher
employment growth is to be supported at Guildford (from a pure national/regional economic
growth perspective, leaving other considerations aside). Option 4 also performs well, whilst
other options perform less well as there would be an undersupply of employment floorspace
and/or the possibility of an imbalance between workforce and jobs locally.

With regard to significance, Options 4 and 7 would lead to significant positive effects as
established economic growth targets/objectives would be realised whilst; whilst Options 1-3
would lead to significant negative effects on the basis of the contrary argument.
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Reduce the risk of flooding and the resulting detriment to the public... the economy and the environment

Rank

Significant
effects?

Discussion

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

No

Flood risk in the borough is primarily associated with the floodplain of the River Wey, which
passes through the centre of Guildford Town, and does not impinge on any of the sites that are
‘variables’ across the alternatives.

Of the sites that are a focus of this current appraisal, the only points to note are that streams
run along the edge of one of the Send Marsh sites (Options 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8) and similarly a
stream runs along the edge of the Wisley Airfield site (Options 4-8). In neither case is it likely
that flood risk will be an issue in practice, as there will be the potential to leave areas at flood
risk as open space

In conclusion, it is not possible to differentiate the alternatives.

With regard to effect significance, none of the options are predicted to result in significant
effects. Whilst it is the case that the flood risk zone does impinge on a number of the sites that
are a ‘given’ under all of the options, those sites are supported on the basis of having passed
through ‘the sequential test, i.e. it has been determined that there is no potential to meet
needs at alternative locations (after having taken into account potential for mitigation). Notably,
a sequential approach to flood risk management has meant the need to limit growth in the
Guildford Town Centre to some extent.
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Facilitate improved health and well-being of the population, including... reducing inequalities in health

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

Rank

Significant

effects? N

The sustainability objective here is to “Facilitate improved health and well-being of the

population, including enabling people to stay independent and reducing inequalities in health”,

an objective that overlaps considerably with a number of other sustainability objectives

including those relating to ‘Communities’, ‘Housing’, ‘Poverty and social exclusion’ and

‘Transport’. Given the need to avoid overlap and repetition, there is no potential to differentiate

the alternatives in terms of ‘health’. The following are issues, but do not enable differentiation -

a. Access to a GP surgery — All of the sites that are a focus of this appraisal (i.e. are a
variable across the alternatives) would enable access to a GP surgery, and there |s Ilttle
potential to conclude on the ability of surgeries to accept additional patients or expand

b. Royal Surrey County Hospital - Whilst an aim of the plan is to support the functioning of the
Hospital the alternatives currently under consideration have little or no bearing. Whilst
Blackwell Farm is supported by the Hospital, it is a constant across the alternatives.

c. Health deprivation — Whilst the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) ‘Health and Disability’

Discussion domain dataset shows there to be some notable concentrations of poor health, there is little

spatial correlation with the sites that are a focus here.®

d. Active travel — It might be suggested that sites on the edge of Guildford (e.g. Liddington
Hall and Clandon Golf) would support walking/cycling to reach employment, services,
facilities etc, whilst Wisley Airfield stands out as performing poorly in this respect; however,
there is little certainty. All sites would support access to high quality countryside, and all
strategic scale schemes would ensure access to high quality open space, in the form of
SANG (with Wisley Airfield standing out as performing well in this respect, as its proximity
to the SPA means that it must deliver enhanced SANG).

e. Air quality — There are no designated air quality management areas (AQMAS) within
Guildford Borough, and whilst there are recognised air quality issues at Guildford Town
Centre® and Wisley,? it is not possible to conclude that any option leads to impacts.

In conclusion, it is not possible to differentiate the alternatives, nor is it possible to conclude
on effect significance (recognising the wide-ranging nature of health determinants).

® For example, the GP surgery at Send is at the southern extent of the village, potentially within walking distance of the two larger site
options at Send Marsh (Options 2, 3, 5, 6, 7, 8); residents at a south Tongham extension (Options 3, 6, 7, 8) would be c. 1.5 km from
a GP surgery in Aldershot (accessible by walking/cycling via an A331 underpass), with a proposed new GP surgery at Ash/Tongham
closer (potentially under 1km); and there is a strong commitment to deliver a new GP surgery as part of a strategic scheme at Wisley
Airfield (as evidenced by the recent planning application, and more recent discussion with the developers). Residents of Wisley
Airfield would also be within ¢.3 - 3.5km of a GP surgery at East Horsley (understood to have capacity to expand).

® perhaps most notably, a southern extension to Tongham would be in proximity to an area of relative deprivation. It might be
suggested that there is an argument to avoid growth that would put additional strain on local services/facilities (e.g. GP capacity);
however, there is not a strong case to be made. The site is not adjacent to the area of relative deprivation, and the area of relative
deprivation is not within the bottom performing 20% of areas within Guildford (rather, it is within the second ‘quintile’).

® It is not possible to establish which sites could increase car movements through air pollution hotspots within Guildford Town Centre.
% A recent report -  www2.quildford.gov.uk/councilmeetings/documents/s4684/Item%2006%20-%20Air%200Quality%20-
%?20Background%20Information%20for%20the%20Scoping%20Document.pdf — shows NO, concentrations at Wisley to be above
statutory limits and to have been increasing at a faster rate than at any of the other 14 monitoring locations within the borough (see
figure on page 3 of the report). As such, there is a need to consider the possibility that a development at Wisley Airfield would result
in sensitive receptors (particularly school children, recognising the proposal to deliver a secondary school) within an air pollution
hotspot. However, it is not possible to draw strong conclusions without further investigation. A relatively small part of the site will be
adjacent to the A3 (only the western extent, recognising that the northern part of the site must provide SANG), and even here it is fair
to assume that there will be a landscape buffer that acts to ensure that residents (a school in this location being highly unlikely) are
not at risk. Air pollution decreases quite rapidly away from the source, as evidenced by a review of the extent of designated air quality
management areas elsewhere — see uk-air.defra.gov.uk/agma/maps. For example, at Addlestone (north of Woking), where the M25
passes through a residential area, the AQMA extends c.50 either side of the motorway (albeit mitigation measures are likely in place).
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Protect, enhance, and where appropriate make accessible... archaeological and historic environments...

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8
OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +

3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%
Rank 1 2 3 3 5 6 7 8
Significant
effects? g

A primary consideration is the need to avoid impacts to listed buildings and their setting;
conservation areas (within which there will typically be a concentration of listed buildings).
Guildford has over 1,000 statutory listed buildings (as well as over 200 locally listed buildings),
40 conservation areas, eight historic parks and gardens (as well as 52 locally important parks
and gardens) and 24 scheduled ancient monuments.

In light of these points, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

e Option 1 is a low growth option and hence is best performing (albeit in certain circumstances
development can support the achievement of historic environment objectives); and the one
site (a 100 home scheme north of Send Marsh) delivered under this option, that is not a
constant across all option (specifically, it would not be delivered under Option 4), does not
give rise to particular concerns. A listed building is located a short distance to the west and
a cluster of listed buildings (surrounding a small common) is located a short distance to the
east; however, it is not clear that there is the potential for impacts to setting, as there are
buildings likely to provide screening.

e Option 2 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 1, most notably because the
northern-most of the two additional sites (which together form a triangle of land between
roads, to the west of Send Marsh) contains a listed building (New Barn Nurseries; grade 2
listed). Also, there is a cluster of listed buildings a short distance to the northwest, and given
slightly rising land there is the possibility of impacts to setting.

e Option 3 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 2, most notably because the
south of Tongham site would border six listed buildings (all grade 2) plus several locally
Discussion listed buildings. Also, the Liddington Hall site borders one listed building.

e Option 4 gives rise to concerns, as the Wisley Airfield site abuts the northern extent of the
Ockham Conservation Area, although it is noted that there is only one listed building in this
part of the conservation area (grade 2 listed). Also, another listed building is located close to
the site’s south-eastern extent, at Martyr's Green; and there is a likelihood of significant
increases to traffic through the Ripley Green and Ockham Conservation Areas (the former
being associated with a high concentration of listed buildings).

e Option 5 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 4 (see discussion of the issues
associated with the three Send Marsh sites, under Options 1 and 2).

e Option 6 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 5 (see discussion of the issues
associated with the additional extension to Tongham, and the issues associated with
Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

e Option 7 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 5, as this option would involve
allocation of Clandon Golf (in place of Liddington Hall), which is adjacent to Clandon Park
(which contains listed buildings) and located on rising land. There is also a cluster of listed
buildings ¢.350m to the west, which includes the Grade 2* listed Clandon Park Gate House,
and West Clandon Conservation Area is located to the east (unlikely to be impacted).

e Option 8 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 7 (see discussion of the issues
associated with Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

In conclusion, it is clear that Option 1 (lowest growth) is best performing, whilst Option 8
(highest growth) is worst performing. The degree of impact generally increases in-line with the
quantum of growth / number of sites supported, although it is not possible to differentiate
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Option 3 (higher growth at Send Marsh and an additional extension to the south of Tongham)
and Option 4 (Wisley Airfield, but nil or low growth at other locations)

With regard to effect significance, it is not possible to conclude significant negative effects.
The discussion above identifies the possibility of impacts to a very small proportion of the
borough’s conservation areas and listed buildings. It is recognised that a number of the
locations that are a constant across the alternatives will also impact (e.g. there are two
conservation areas designated at the Horsleys, albeit away from proposed sites); however, it
remains the case that a relatively small proportion of the borough’s assets will be impacted,
and it is not possible to conclude that there will be in-combination effects (i.e. that the impact to
historic character as a whole locally will be significantly greater than the sum of its parts).
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Provide sufficient housing... taking into account local housing need...

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8
OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +

3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%
Rank 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
Significant
effects? Vs wEs

In line with para. 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), local planning
authorities should: “use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as
far as is consistent with [principles of sustainable development].” As such, a Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) study was completed for the housing market area (HMA), which
comprises the three West Surrey authorities of Guildford, Woking and Waverley.

The SHMA established an objectively assessed housing need (OAN) figure for the HMA, and
was also able to go a step further by establishing an OAN figure for each of the three
component local authorities. The OAN figure is primarily a reflection of demographic
projections, with upward adjustments made in order to deliver: economic growth (recognising
limited capacity to support in-commuting); improved affordability; and student housing.

In light of these points, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

e Option 1 - With nil ‘buffer’ there would be a high risk of not delivering OAN, as there would
be a relatively high reliance on large (‘strategic’) sites that are inherently at risk of delivering
slower than anticipated (or, indeed, not delivering at all in the plan period).

e Option 2 - Would put in place a small buffer, resulting in a slightly reduced risk of under-
supply, relative to Option 1. Furthermore, this option benefits from an increased focus on
smaller sites (at Send Marsh), which are likely to be deliverable in the early part of the plan
period (an important matter, as there would otherwise be a dip in the housing trajectory in
the early part of the plan period, given a reliance on strategic sites).

Discussion Option 3 - Would involve a significantly increased buffer, relative to Option 2, leading to a

strong likelihood of providing for OAN over the plan period.

e Option 4 - Would involve a slightly increased buffer, relative to Option 2; however, there
would be an increased reliance on larger sites and hence there would be a likelihood of
undersupply within the early part of the plan period.

e Option 5 - Additional small sites at Send Marsh would reduce the risk of undersupply in the
early part of the plan period, relative to Option 4. The buffer would increase beyond that
needed to ensure that Guildford’s OAN can be met, meaning that land would be available to
meet a proportion of unmet needs arising from elsewhere within the HMA.

N.B. Guildford Borough has not been formally asked by either of the two other authorities
within the HMA to meet unmet needs arising from within their areas; however, it is apparent
that there is a risk of undersupply in Woking; and it is not possible to assume that Waverley
is better placed than Guildford to meet Woking’s unmet needs.

e Options 6 and 7 - Would involve an increased buffer, and therefore land would be available
to meet a higher proportion of Woking’s unmet needs.

e Option 8 - Would involve an increased buffer, relative to Option 7, and therefore land would
be available to meet a higher proportion of Woking's unmet needs. Assuming that meeting
Guildford’'s own needs requires ‘OAN + 14%’, then planning for ‘OAN + 34%’ would mean
planning to meet ¢.87% of Woking’s unmet need.®’

In conclusion, higher growth options are to be supported, from a ‘housing’ perspective, given

%7 Alternatively, there is an argument to suggest that Scenario 8 (OAN + 34%) would meet all of Woking’s unmet need. This is on the
basis that under this scenario Guildford would not need a 14% (1,940) buffer, as there would be additional small sites delivered.
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the importance of putting a buffer in place, in order to maximise the likelihood of Guildford
delivering on its OAN figure, and given the likelihood of housing undersupply within the HMA.

There are other considerations — e.g. the need to ensure a robust housing trajectory (‘five year
land supply’) across the whole plan period, the need to support larger (or, at least, ‘more
viable) sites where there is greatest potential to deliver a high percentage of affordable housing
and the matter of delivering housing at locations within the borough where need is highest) -
however, these are secondary issues for the purposes of this appraisal (given limited evidence,
e.g. in relation to how housing needs vary within the borough).

With regard to effect significance, it is fair to conclude that Options 3-8 would result in

significant positive effects as there would be certainty of OAN being met within HMA; whilst
Options 1-2 would lead to significant negative effects on the basis of the contrary argument.
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Minimise use of best and most versatile agricultural land and encourage contaminated land remediation

Rank

Significant
effects?

Discussion

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

No

The ‘Agricultural Land Classification Provisional (England) dataset, available at magic.gov.uk,
shows the majority of agricultural land in the borough to be ‘grade 3’, with some small patches
of higher quality ‘grade 2’ land and notable areas of lower quality ‘grade 4’ and ‘non-
agricultural’ land (e.g. areas associated with heathland commons, and the North Downs
escarpment, are classified as ‘non-agricultural’). However, it is important to be clear that this
data-set is of a very low resolution (e.g. some relatively large villages are not even recognised
as ‘urban’ on the map), and hence is not suitable for differentiating sites / site-specific
alternatives at the borough-scale. Also, the dataset does not distinguish between ‘grade 3a’
and ‘grade 3b’, which is a notable omission given that the NPPF classifies ‘best and most
versatile’ agricultural land as that which is either grade 1, grade 2 or grade 3a.

The most reliable dataset is the ‘Post 1988 Agricultural Land Classification (England) dataset,
also available at magic.gov.uk, which is suitable for differentiating site options at the borough-
scale, and does distinguish between grade 3a and grade 3. However, because surveying land
using the ‘post 1988’ criteria involves fieldwork, the data is very patchy. Within Guildford
Borough the main area of land that has been surveyed is to the west of Guildford (including
Blackwell Farm), finding primarily grade 3b and limited grade 3a and grade 2.

Also, there is the potential to undertake desk-top survey of specific sites, thereby reaching a
conclusion on agricultural land quality (distinguishing between grade 3a and 3b), but without
the certainty that comes from field survey. The Council has commissioned such a desk-top
study of all site options that are relevant to this appraisal. Focusing firstly on the sites that are
a ‘variable’ across the alternatives, desk-top study finds that -

e Small site to the north of Send (all options other than Option 4) = Grade 2 or 3a

Sites to the west of Send (all options other than 1 and 4) = Grade 3b (most), 2 or 3a (east)
Land south of Tongham - Grade 3b

Liddington Hall - Grade 3b

Clandon Golf - Grade 3a (most) and 3b (northwest)

o Wisley Airfield - The agricultural part of the site is primarily 3a and 3b, with some grade 2.
On this basis -

e Option 1 - performs well as it would involve the least amount of land-take; however, the one
site (a 100 home scheme north of Send Marsh) delivered under this option, that is not a
constant across all option (specifically, it would not be delivered under Option 4) is ‘best and
most versatile’ (BMV) land.

e Option 2 - would involve additional loss of agricultural land, with some additional BMV loss.

e Option 3 - would involve additional loss of agricultural land; however, the additional land lost
would not be BMV.

e Option 4 - would likely involve similar loss of agricultural land, given that c.30ha of the Wisley
Airfield site comprises hard-standing.

e Option 5 - would involve additional loss of agricultural land, with some additional BMV loss
(Send Marsh)

e Option 6 - would involve additional loss of agricultural land; however, the additional land lost
would not be BMV (Liddington Hall and south of Tongham)
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e Option 7 - would involve additional loss of agricultural land, and the additional land lost would
be BMV (Clandon Golf)

e Option 8 - would involve additional loss of agricultural land; however, the additional land lost
would not be BMV (Liddington Hall)

In conclusion, it is clear that Option 1 (lowest growth) is best performing, whilst Option 8
(highest growth) is worst performing. The degree of impact generally increases in-line with the
quantum of growth / number of sites supported, although it is not possible to differentiate
Option 3 and Option 4. Whilst Option 4 would involve additional housing, c.30ha would be on
brownfield land at Wisley Airfield.

With regard to effect significance, it is difficult to conclude significant negative effects even
taking into account the extent of agricultural land lost across the sites that are a ‘constant’.
There will be significant loss of grade 3a land (i.e. BMV land), but very limited loss of higher
quality grade 2 land and seemingly nil loss of grade 1 land. It is noted that a number of the
major greenfield sites that are a constant will avoid loss of BMV, notably: Blackwell Farm
predominantly is predominantly 3b; land around Ash and Tongham is predominantly grade 3b,
with smaller areas of grade 3a and 2; and the Normandy/Flexford strategic site is seemingly a
mix of 3a and 3b, possibly with some grade 4.
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Conserve and enhance landscape character

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

Rank 1 2 4 3 5 6 7 8

Significant

effects? No Yes No Yes

Landscape was a major consideration (i.e. ‘constraint’) taken into account by the Council when
developing reasonable alternatives (see discussion in Chapter 6, above), recognising that
there is a need to avoid greenfield development within the AONB (which covers the southern
half of the borough) and avoid loss of Green Belt (which covers 89 per cent of the borough), in
particular Green Belt that is high sensitivity (i.e. contributes to the nationally established Green
Belt purpose:s).68 Also, there is land adjacent to the AONB that is currently designated as an
Area of Great Landscape Value (AGLV), and which is also a significant constraint (particularly
given a commitment by Natural England to undertake an AONB boundary review, and given an
independent study that has identified candidate sites within Guildford to add to the AONB).
Finally, there is a need to recognise that all landscapes within Guildford will have an identified
character, with varying degrees of importance and sensitivity. A landscape character
assessment (LCA) study does examine all landscape parcels in Guildford; however, there is
limited potential to draw upon it for the purposes of this current appraisal. The LCA to a large
extent seeks to guide the direction of future change or evolution through development or
management, by indicating sensitivities that should be considered, and providing the most
positive opportunities for change and minimising negative impact.

In light of these points, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

e Option 1 would involve the least ‘land take’ and hence is clearly best performing from a
landscape perspective; and the one site (a 100 home scheme north of Send Marsh)
delivered under this option, that is not a constant across all option, does not give rise to
concerns (from a strategic perspective). Send Marsh falls within the Ockham and Clandon
Woodland Rolling Countryside character area, which is an extensive area, with Send Marsh
at its northern extent, identified as having ‘moderate’ condition and strength of character, in
the Guildford Borough context. The LCA references Send Marsh only once, stating: “This
looser, later form of disparate development dilutes the more typical local character of the
area, as within Send and Send Marsh.”

Discussion

e Option 2 gives rise to some concerns over-and-above Option 1 - see discussion of Send
Marsh above. All three sites at Send Marsh are amber-rated Green Belt, i.e. no more
sensitive than other Green Belt locations under discussion here; however, there is another
consideration - specifically, the need to maintain a landscape gap between Send and
Guildford, given that the Gosden Hill scheme will extend Guildford in the direction of Send
Marsh. In this light, Option 2 performs poorly

e Option 3 gives rise to notable concerns over-and-above Option 2, as Liddington Hall
comprises red-rated Green Belt, and the ‘south of Tongham’ site comprises AGLV (plus the

% The Green Belt and Countryside Study (GBCS) assesses all Green Belt and countryside land beyond the Green Belt and identifies
potential development areas (PDASs) that could potentially be developed should there be insufficient land within the urban areas,
without harming the main purposes of the Green Belt. The purpose of this study was to identify a wide range of spatial options for
subsequent consideration through the Local Plan process against a wider set of planning and sustainability considerations. The study
consists of a number of volumes, but most relevant are: Volume Il (and addendum), which identifies PDAs around the urban areas;
Volume lll, which identifies small-scale PDAs around the villages; and Volume V, which identifies major PDAs around villages, a
potential new settlement at Wisley airfield and reconsiders Countryside beyond the Green Belt. The draft Local Plan (2014) treated all
PDAs as reasonable options for development regardless of the extent to which the land parcel within which it sits scored against
Green Belt purposes. However, following the feedback from consultation, the Council determined the need to give weight to the
sensitivity of the Green Belt parcel within which each PDA is located. Whilst PDAs have been identified on the basis that they would
not fundamentally harm the main purposes of the Green Belt, there would nevertheless be, in relative terms, more harm caused by
allocating sites within land parcels assessed as contributing more towards the purposes of the Green Belt.
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GBBS has established that this land does serve some Green Belt purposes — medium
sensitivity).

e Option 4 would involve more housing than Option 3, but would give rise to significantly fewer
concerns as Wisley Airfield would be developed in place of sites at Send, Liddington Hall
and Tongham. Wisley Airfield comprises amber-rated Green Belt; however, it cannot be
considered particularly sensitive from a landscape perspective. The LCA (2007) references
‘intensification of use at Wisley Airfield’ as ‘force for change’, but gives little indication that
development could impact on the Ockham and Clandon Woodland Rolling Countryside
character area.

e Option 5 gives rise to limited concerns over-and-above Option 4 (see discussion of the
issues associated with the three Send Marsh sites, under Options 1 and 2).

e Option 6 gives rise to significant concerns over-and-above Option 5 (see discussion of the
issues associated with the additional extension to Tongham, and the issues associated with
Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

e Option 7 gives rise to notable concerns over-and-above Option 5, as this option would
involve allocation of Clandon Golf (albeit Liddington Hall would not be allocated), which
comprises red-rated Green Belt and AGLV (and borders the AONB). Having said this, it is
noted that the LCA does not reference this golf course as a particular asset within the
Merrow and Clandon Wooded Chalk Downs character area, whilst it does reference nearby
Guildford Golf Course (Merrow Downs) as characteristic.

e Option 8 gives rise to notable concerns over-and-above Option 7 (see discussion of the
issues associated with Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

In conclusion, the degree of impact increases in-line with the quantum of growth / number of
sites, with the exception that Option 3 (development of sites at Send, Liddington Hall and
Tongham) performs worse than Option 4 (development at Wisley Airfield, negating the need to
develop sites at Send, Liddington Hall and Tongham), despite Option 4 involving higher
growth.

With regard to effect significance, it is appropriate to conclude that options impacting on
AONB and/or AGLV would result in significant negative effects. It is recognised that sites that
are a constant under all of the options would result in some impact to AGLV and AONB
(Blackwell Farm) and loss of red-rated Green Belt (Normandy/Flexford); however, efforts have
been made to limit impacts as far as possible. Notably, the extent of Blackwell Farm has been
reduced since the 2014 Draft Plan proposal, in that the site now only intersects the AGLV to a
very small extent (albeit development will necessitate widening of an access road through
AGLV and AONB).
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Reduce poverty and social exclusion for all sectors of the community

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

Rank

Significant
effects? e

The sustainability objective here is to “Reduce poverty and social exclusion for all sectors of
the community”, an objective that overlaps considerably with a number of other sustainability
objectives including those relating to ‘Communities’, ‘Health’ and ‘Housing’. Given the need to
avoid overlap and repetition, there is no potential to differentiate the alternatives in terms of
‘Poverty and social exclusion’. This conclusion is reached recognising that the following issues
do not enable differentiation of the alternatives -

e Whilst the Index of Multiple Deprivation (IMD) dataset shows there to be some areas of
relative deprivation within Guilford, only one ‘output area’ (in the Park Barn / Westborough to
the west of Guildford Town Centre) is within the bottom 20% of output areas nationally, and it

Discussion is not clear that any of the greenfield allocations will directly support regeneration
initiatives.®*

e Whilst it is arguably the case that any option not involving a Wisley Airfield scheme would
result in a Traveller pitch provision shortfall, it is possible that certain other options would not
be able to meet the provision target. Whilst it is generally the case that larger schemes are
best able to integrate Traveller pitches, there are exceptions (e.g. a small 40 home scheme
at Send, which is a constant across the alternatives, will deliver Traveller pitches; albeit this
is Council owned land).

In conclusion, it is not possible to differentiate the alternatives. With regard to effect
significance, it is possible to conclude that any effects are likely to be relatively minor.
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Make the best use of previously developed land and existing buildings

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

Rank

Significant
effects? Mg

Of the greenfield site options that are a focus of this current alternatives appraisal, it is only

Wisley Airfield that is partially brownfield. As such, it is possible to conclude that options

involving a Wisley Airfield scheme perform relatively well; however, this is a relatively minor
Discussion issue and hence it is determined not appropriate to differentiate the alternatives solely on this

basis.

In conclusion, it is not possible to differentiate the alternatives, nor is it possible to conclude

on effect significance.
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Enhance the borough’s rural economy

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

Rank

Significant

effects? N

Of the site options that are a focus of this current alternatives appraisal, it is Wisley Airfield that
is located in a rural location (away from a village); however, it is difficult to conclude how it
might impact on the rural economy. On the one hand, employment space, jobs and a new
local centre will be created, but on the other hand traffic on rural roads can impact on rural
businesses. Wisley Airfield is surrounded by a number of small villages without a local centre,

Discussion that will benefit from access to a new local centre; however, it does not seem that any of the
surrounding villages are particularly isolated (e.g. Ockham has access to Ripley District Centre
and East Horsley Local Centre). The hamlets to the east of Wisley Airfield are perhaps most
‘rural’.

In conclusion, it is not possible to differentiate the alternatives, nor is it possible to conclude
on effect significance.
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Create and maintain safer and more secure communities

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

Rank

Significant N/a

effects?

This objective is not applicable to the current appraisal, given that the alternatives are
concerned with creating new communities rather than redeveloping urban areas / regenerating
existing communities. Whilst it is fair to say that new communities will enhance the vitality of
adjacent/nearby communities, it is not possible to draw conclusions in relation to
safety/security. Another issue locally is pedestrian, cyclist and road traffic; however, it is again
not possible to draw strong conclusions (see additional discussion below, under ‘Transport’).

Discussion
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Minimise journey lengths and encourage use of sustainable forms of transport (walking, cycling, bus, rail)

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8
OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +

3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%
Rank 1 1 3 4 5 7 6 8
Significant
effects? Mg

Traffic is a key issue locally, both on strategic and local roads (where a range of ‘hotspots’
have been identified); hence growth options must be scrutinised in terms of the potential to
support modal shift (i.e. walking cycling and use of public transport, rather than reliance on the
private car), minimise worsened traffic along key routes and at key junctions and deliver
required upgrades to transport infrastructure.

Development of the sites that are a constant across the alternatives will act to support the
achievement of transport objectives - most notably urban extensions to Guildford at Blackwell
Farm and Gosden Hill, which will support delivery of two new rail stations and more generally a
‘sustainable movement corridor’ through Guildford. The question, therefore, is the extent to
which each of the options that is a focus of appraisal here will support or hinder efforts.

In light of these points, the relative merits of the alternatives are as follows:

e Option 1 - A low growth option and therefore performs well, given that Guildford is a
constrained location (certainly in the regional context, and potentially in the sub-regional
context; albeit it is recognised that parts of Waverley - including the Dunsfold Aerodrome site
that is under consideration for significant growth - are not well connected).

e Option 2 - Performs broadly on a par with Option 1, on the basis that Send Marsh is not
particularly constrained from a transport perspective. It is perhaps worth noting that
residents would have good opportunity to make use of the new Park and Ride facility, set to
be delivered as part of the Gosden Hill scheme.

e Option 3 - Performs worse than the two options already discussed. This is on the basis that

Discussion there would be a step-change in total growth quantum (1,200 homes), and neither site is
particularly well located from a perspective of wishing to encourage modal shift (e.g.
Liddington Hall is located away from the Guildford Sustainable Movement Corridor).

e Option 4 - Performs poorly, from a transport perspective, given Wisley Airfield’s relatively
isolated location. It is recognised that the scale of the scheme would enable good potential
to provide a high quality bus service in perpetuity and deliver some cycle route
improvements to important destinations, and it is recognised that the orientation of the
Guildford Sustainable Movement Corridor supports growth at Wisley; however, relatively
high car dependency can still be anticipated. There is also the potential for this scheme to
worsen traffic conditions on the Strategic Road Network which could affect road safety.
However, there are planned upgrade works in the vicinity of the site.®

e Option 5 gives rise to limited concerns over-and-above Option 4 (see discussion of the
issues associated with the three Send Marsh sites, under Options 1 and 2).

e Option 6 gives rise to concerns over-and-above Option 5 (see discussion of the issues
associated with the additional extension to Tongham, and the issues associated with
Liddington Hall, under Option 3).

e Option 7 performs better than Option 5, as Clandon Golf is probably to be preferred to
Liddington Hall, from a transport perspective. The site is further from the Town Centre, and
is not within the Sustainable Movement Corridor (as per Liddington Hall); however, there
would be the potential to support and enhance the adjacent Park and Ride.

e Option 8 gives rise to concerns over-and-above Option 7, on the basis that this is the highest

% The Department of Transport’s Road Investment Strategy (RIS) for the 2015/16 — 2019/20 Road Period 1 includes a long term
funding commitment to provide additional capacity at M25 Junctions 10-16 and M25 Junction 10/A3 Wisley interchange.
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growth option and the location of the additional site that would be delivered (Liddington Hall)
is not ideal, from a transport perspective.

In conclusion, the degree of impact increases in-line with the quantum of growth / number of
sites supported, with two exceptions: 1) It is not possible to differentiate Options 1 and 2; and
2) Option 7 (Clandon Golf) performs better than Option 6 (Liddington Hall) despite involving
higher growth (i.e. 400 additional homes).

With regard to effect significance, it is difficult to draw strong conclusions in the absence of
detailed transport modelling evidence.”” There are previous transport assessments - most
notably, the Options Growth Scenarios Transport Assessment Report (Surrey County Council,
January 2014) (OGSTAR) - however, these do not enable strong conclusions to be drawn
either. OGSTAR assessed a range of such growth scenarios, of which ‘Scenario 7’ was the
highest growth option; however, this scenario did not bear close resemblance to any of the
options considered here, and more-over it is not clear that transport infrastructure upgrades
could not mitigate the impacts of OGSTAR Scenario 7. On balance, it is appropriate to
conclude that scenarios involving a level of growth above the Council’s preferred option (i.e.
Options 5-8) could potentially lead to significant negative effects, as necessary measures to
mitigate impacts are currently unknown.

™ A new Strategic Transport Assessment is currently being prepared by Surrey County Council.
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Reduce waste generation and achieve the sustainable management of waste

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8
OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +

3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%
Rank
Significant Nfa
effects?
. . This objective is not applicable to the current appraisal. It should be possible to
Discussion

manage waste sustainably under any reasonably foreseeable scenario.
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Maintain and improve the water quality... and achieve sustainable water resources management

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option4 Option5 Option 6 Option 7 Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% 12% 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%

Rank

Significant

effects? N

Water quality and resource issues locally are discussed within the Guildford borough
‘Environmental Sustainability and Climate Change study. The study explains that the South
East is a region that experiences serious water stress, with the European Environment Agency
classifying the South East and London among areas in the EU with the least available water
per person. Furthermore, Thames Water’s Draft Water Management Plan 2015-2040 is clear
that the situation could get worse, particularly given that the London zone deficit is predicted to
increase from 35 to 367 megalitres per day; and also given increased water demand from
bathing, watering of gardens and from cooling systems.

However, having made these points, it is not clear that it is possible to draw the conclusion that
lower growth in Guildford is to be supported from a water resources perspective. This is on the
basis that any unmet housing need will have to be met somewhere locally, and other
authorities are constrained to an equal or similar extent.

With regards to water quality, it is not clear that there are any sensitivities associated with the
site options in question that would enable the alternative scenarios to be differentiated.

e There should be the potential to deal with surface water runoff through sustainable drainage
Discussion Systems, although it is perhaps worth highlighting the concentration of growth at Tongham

that would occur under Options 3, 6, 7, 8.

¢ No major waste water infrastructure ‘pinch points’ are known of, albeit Thames Water have
stated (through representations) in relation to a number of sites that: “We have concerns
regarding Wastewater Services in relation to this site. Specifically, current wastewater
network in this area is unlikely to be able to support the demand anticipated from this
development. Drainage infrastructure is likely to be required to ensure sufficient capacity is
brought forward ahead of the development. In the first instance a drainage strategy would be
required from the developer to determine the exact impact on our infrastructure and the
significance of the infrastructure to support the development. It should be noted that in the
event of an upgrade to our assets being required, up to three years lead in time will be
potentially necessary for the delivery of the infrastructure, alternatively the developer may
wish to requisition the infrastructure to deliver it sooner. We are also likely to request a
Grampian planning condition to ensure the infrastructure is in place ahead of occupation of
the development.”

In conclusion, it is not possible to differentiate the alternatives; and with regard to effect

significance, significant negative effects are not predicted.
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Summary spatial strategy alternatives appraisal findings

Rank of performance / categorisation of effects

Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3 | Option 4 | Option 5 | Option 6 | Option 7 | Option 8

OAN OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN + OAN +
3% A 14% 18% 27% 30% 34%
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Rank of performance / categorisation of effects

Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3 | Option 4 | Option 5 | Option 6 | Option 7 | Option 8

In conclusion, having ranked the performance of the alternatives in terms of each of the sustainability
topics, and also identified/evaluated significant effects -

e There is a strong argument for ruling out the ‘bookend’ options, notably -

o Option 1 - which performs poorly in terms of socio-economic objectives, with a number of significant
negative effects predicted; and

o Option 8 - which performs poorly in terms of environmental objectives, and in terms of transport, with
a number of significant negative effects predicted.

¢ The mid-range options are all associated with pros and cons, and necessitate close consideration.

Focusing on the mid-range options, points to note are -

¢ Communities - Option 4 (the preferred option) and Option 7 (high growth strategy including Clandon
Golf) perform well as there will be a focus at strategic-scale schemes, each able to deliver a local centre
and other strategic community infrastructure; and able to deliver secondary school provision.

e Economy - The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) is clear that housing under-delivery
within the West Surrey Housing Market Area (HMA), which is also a Functional Economic Market Area
(FEMA), could result in economic growth opportunities going unrealised; hence options not making a
contribution to meeting Woking’s unmet housing need would result in significant negative effects.

o Employment - Option 7 performs best as higher housing growth aligned with higher employment growth
is to be supported at Guildford, from a pure national/regional economic growth perspective (leaving
aside other, wider ranging considerations e.g. traffic congestion). Option 4 also performs well, whilst
other options perform less well as there would be an undersupply of employment floorspace and/or the
possibility of an imbalance between workforce and jobs locally.

e Housing - Higher growth options are to be supported given the importance of putting a buffer in place, in
order to maximise the likelihood of Guildford delivering on its Objectively Assessed Housing Need
(OAN) figure, and given the likelihood of housing undersupply within the HMA (arising from Woking).

e Landscape - Generally, the degree of impact increases in-line with the quantum of growth / number of
sites, with the exception that Option 3 (development of sites at Send, Liddington Hall and Tongham)
performs worse than Option 4 (the preferred option); with significant negative effects predicted where
there would be a high risk of significant impacts to the AONB and/or AGLV.

e Transport - Generally, the degree of impact increases in-line with the quantum of growth / number of
sites supported, with two exceptions; notably, Option 7 (Clandon Golf) performs better than Option 6
(Liddington Hall). With regard to effect significance, it is difficult to draw strong conclusions in the
absence of detailed transport modelling evidence (a new Strategic Transport Assessment is currently
being prepared, which will take account of proposed mitigation measures, e.g. junction upgrades);
hence uncertain (amber) effects are predicted.

As such, it can be seen that there is no clear best performing, or ‘most sustainable’, option. Rather, there
is a need to establish a preferred approach after having determined how best to ‘trade-off between
competing objectives, and in-light of wide ranging perspectives.

SA REPORT: APPENDICES 142





