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Introduction

In line with the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 Regulations
and Planning Policy Statement 12 (PPS12) ‘Creating Local Development
Frameworks’, the Council is required to prepare a Statement of
Compliance upon the submission of each Local Development Document
(LDD).

The Statement of Compliance states how the arrangements for public
consultation have met the requirements of both the Regulations and the
Council’'s Submission Draft Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)
(which has recently been examined and found to be ‘sound’ by the
Planning Inspectorate).

The SCI sets out the Council’s proposed standards in relation to informing
and consulting the community in preparation of all Local Development
Documents. It aims to ensure that all sections of the community and other
interested parties have the opportunity to get involved from the earliest
stages of planning policy preparation.

This draft Statement of Compliance sets out details of public consultation
undertaken by the Council in the preparation of the Draft Design and
Sustainability Supplementary Planning Document (SPD). It sets out:

)] the names of any person who the authority has consulted in
connection with the Draft Design and Sustainability SPD
i) how these persons were consulted

iii) a summary of the main issues raised in the consultations
iv) how the issues raised have been addressed within the draft SPD

Background to the Draft Design and Sustainability SPD

The Draft Design and Sustainability SPD aims to ensure that new
development in the Borough is designed and constructed in order to
ensure that it responds to its local context in order to provide a high quality
built environment and that it minimises the impact on the environment.
This is particularly key at present, in the context of climate change and the
need to reduce the impact of new development on the natural
environment.

The draft SPD provides additional guidance to supplement policies in the
Adopted Basingstoke and Deane Local Plan (1996-2011). In particular, it
supports policy E1 (Development Control) and will assist with policy
implementation through ensuring developers and other interested parties
understand how to achieve high quality design which minimises the impact
on the environment.
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Who will be consulted on the Draft SPD and Sustainability Appraisal

Basingstoke and Deane’s Submission Draft SCI sets out a list of statutory
bodies specified by the Regulations and Government Guidance, that
should be consulted in the preparation of LDDs.

Consultation on the Draft Design and Sustainability SPD and SA will
include the following:

- Specific consultation bodies which includes the statutory
consultees, Government Agencies, adjacent local authorities
and utilities

- Town and Parish Councils

- The Home Builders Federation and Building Research
Establishment

- Local stakeholders, including the Village Design Groups and
Basingstoke Heritage Society

- Those who responded to the Issues and Options consultation
on the Draft SPD

- The Climate Change Panel

- Elected Members and Council officers.

Formal public consultation on the Draft Design and Sustainability SPD
and SA is proposed to take place during February / March / April 2008.
Copies of the draft SPD and SA will be made available for public
inspection at the following locations:

- Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Offices, Parklands
Reception, Civic Offices, London Road, Basingstoke

- Basingstoke Library, 19/20 Westminster House, Festival Place,
Basingstoke

- Chineham Library, Chineham District Centre, Chineham,
Basingstoke

- Kingsclere Library, The Village Club, George Street, Kingsclere

- Overton Library, High Street, Overton

- South Ham Library, Paddock Road, South Ham, Basingstoke

- Tadley Library, Mulfords Hill, Tadley

- Whitchurch Library, Bell Street.

A copy of the draft SPD and SA will also be made available on the
Council’'s website at:
www.basingstoke.gov.uk/planning/localplan/spd/Design+and+Sustainabilit

y+SPD.htm
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A formal notice of public consultation will also be published in the following
local newspapers:

- Basingstoke Gazette
- Andover Advertiser
- Newbury Weekly News

Initial Consultation

Previous consultation on the emerging Design and Sustainability SPD and
SA has included the following:

)] Consultation on the Scoping Report for the Sustainability Appraisal
i) Consultation on the Issues and Options

Both the SA Scoping Report and the Issues and Options were available
for public consultation between 5 January 2007 and 16 February 2007.

SA Scoping Report

The Scoping Report forms the first stage in the production of the SA for
the Design and Sustainability SPD. The SA provides an assessment of
the economic, social and environmental effects that are likely to arise from
the implementation of the SPD.

The aim of the Scoping Report is to ensure that the relevant sustainability
issues are considered in the production of the draft SPD.

The Scoping Report was sent to the three statutory consultees (English
Heritage, Environment Agency and Natural England) and key local
stakeholders. Responses were received from the Environment Agency
and Natural England and a summary of their comments is provided below,
in addition to any changes made as a result.

Environment Agency

The Environment Agency (EA) suggested the inclusion of several further
documents, including both national guidance and their own publications in
respect of groundwater protection, which have now been included within
the draft SA. In addition the EA made specific comments in respect of the
baseline indicators, the sustainability issues and the SA objectives, all of
which related to water quality, land contamination and flood risk, and
which have been taken into account in preparing the draft SA.

Natural England



4.7  Natural England welcomed the production of the SA and noted that SAs
are an important element of the new approach to planning and will help
better integration of sustainability issues during the preparation of other
documents.

Issues and Options

4.8 The Issues and Options paper for the emerging Design and Sustainability
SPD sought to clarify a number of important issues, including:

- the scope of the proposed SPD

- the degree of detail to be included within it

- how to make better use of land / materials

- what elements of design should be covered

- should existing design guides prepared by the Council be
updated and attached

- what forms of renewable energy to include

- the inclusion of specific targets / thresholds

- how assessments should be undertaken

4.9  During the consultation period, a total of 32 responses were received,
including 3 responses from other Business Units within the Council. Of
the 29 external responses received, these consisted of Parish and Town
Councils, statutory consultees, utility companies, environmental groups,
developers / agents and private individuals.

4.10 The table below sets out details of those who responded and provides a
reference number for each. This reference number is referred to in the
subsequent tables which are based around the issues and questions
raised in the Issues and Options document which was published in
January 2007.



Reference
Number

Name / Organisation

(1)

Internal response — not included

Internal response — not included

Tadley Town Council

Newnham Parish Council

Thames Water

Network Rail

C Kauntze-Cockburn

Southern Water

@OO\ICDUW-&OO’IG
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RPS Planning and Development

10 Monk Sherborne Parish Council

11 Silchester Parish Council

12 Hampshire County Council — Minerals and Wastanie
13 Charles Planning Associates (on behalf of Artlemes Wessex Limited)
14 Baughurst Parish Council

15 Oakley and Deane Parish Council

16 East Woodhay Parish Council

17 North Waltham Parish Council

18 Hampshire County Council — Estates Department
(19) Internal response — not included

20 Heather Rainbow

21 CTC

22 CBRE CB Richard Ellis

23 Basingstoke Alternative Action Group

24 Natural England

25 Sherfield-on-Loddon Parish Council

26 Countrywatch

27 Basingstoke Friends of Earth

28 Old Basing Parish Council

29 Hurstbourne Priors Parish Council

(30) Internal response — not included

31 Environment Agency

32 Mapledurwell and Up Nately Parish Council




Resp no

| Comment

| Officer response

Issue 1 — Is SPD needed?
Which option do you prefer and why?

7,17, 18, Prefer option of a formal document (rather thani@elen a case by case basis) to give | Noted

21, 23 weight, provide consistency and keep all the infone place.

3 Support option (i) Noted

4 Needed for consistency and clarity Noted. It is intended that the draft SPD will betten to

ensure clarity and aid understanding

10 Option (i) preferred as case by case assessomapen to interpretation and Noted
inconsistency; and less likely to support the asmeent of objectives.

11 Design guidance very helpful as alternativeigdievelopers to present numerous Noted
unacceptable proposals.

13 A formal SPD will provide a clear approach tsida issues. However, it is essential thgtNoted. However, an adopted SPD is a material
officers / Members are aware of content and statoslation to DC, ie it remains consideration and it will be necessary to takeatstent
supplementary to policies in Local Plan. SPD wilt be directly applicable to all into account in determining any planning applicasio
circumstances and officers / Members should be etet its advice isn’t always of
relevance.

14 option (ii) - allows for individuality in certaisituations Noted. However, it is felt that thesen over-riding need

to ensure consistency

15 (i) case by case is unworkable Noted

16 (i) Need to provide support to policy to aiceimretation, but qualified as subject to Noted
modification at any point in time in the light di@nges in PPS documents

20 Support option i. Advice on environmental desgyohanging rapidly and is complex, sg Noted. Itis intended that the SPD has been writech
SPDs allow issues to be better understood by thpglying for planning permission. Thethat it sets out the basic principles of design and
main document should provide the principles anditptoi further sources for best practicesustainability and refers to other documents faaitie

22 There may not be a need for an SPD on Desigisasthinability. It may be difficult to | Noted. It is acknowledged that the scope of tlippsed
cover all of the issues relevant to design ancasility in one document. As every SPD will be wide. However, it is considered tovital that
development is different, it may be more approprtatprovide advice on a case by case all of this info is set out in an up-to-date adapti®cument.
basis.

24 Welcome the production of the SPD — will be Hitient way of helping to ensure the Noted
sustainability objectives are met.

25 (i) formal SPD because local towns and villagiishave their own opinions. Noted

26 (i) will provide clear and consistent advice avill be a material consideration. A Noted. It is intended that the document will rety
reference section would reduce the size of the mhagument. referenced documents.

27 (i) guidance needs to be consistent and a foBRal is more likely to carry weight Noted

28 Better that guidance is available in advanceate time and ensure consistency / Noted

transparency.




[Respno | Comment | Officer response

29, 32 Support option i)to provide a standard amtsistency which has been absent from Noted
decisions applied in this parish. Also less sdopenisinterpretation.

31 A formal document would be the better optiorithdugh possibly becoming outdated, | Noted
will add significant weight to sustainable develapr The SPD should be a live
document allowing for the replacement of oldereci& with future good practice.

Issue 1 — Is SPD needed?

Is there an alternative option which would resunlaidegree of consistency across the Borough?

4 | doubt it. Noted

7 To remove all village SPBs, thus providing propeatection to rural villages. Noted. However, this is not within the scope a$ tBPD
Development to be concentrated in true brownfigkssnot just by reclassifying rural and will be addressed in other documents in the.LDF
gardens.

16 (i) Need to provide support to policy to aiceimretation, but qualified as subject to Noted
modification at any point in time in the light di@nges in PPS documents

23 There does not appear to be an alternativeoretisat could be applied consistently Noted

25 No, because towns and villages will have thein opinions. Noted

26 (i) should be used as a matter of course wbesudting with applicants on a case by casbloted
basis.

28 No Noted

29, 32 Application of common sense and proper looakultation by officers, in considering the Noted. All comments received are given full coersation
comments of parish councils which are best placathtierstand local circumstances. | by officers and responses are reported to eleciemibérs.

Issue 1 — Is SPD needed?

Is it feasible to cover all design and sustaingbifisues in one document?

4,17 It should be - need to use plain Englisharald being 'wordy' and be clearly indexed. Noted

7 Yes Noted

10 There are a number of related documents andigmlivhich could supplement the SPD.| Noted. The proposed SPD has been drafted in thiser.
These would not need to be replicated in the SR2duid be referenced with only the
specific context of how they apply to the SPD idgd in the main document.

13 Range of issues could be better addressed theoagmpendium approach rather than gridoted. The proposed draft SPD will provide an alter
single document. This would enable a series afimels to be prepared which would framework and the supporting documents which siebéh
together comprise the SPD, but individually retatspecific areas (eg householder, majathis will provide the detail.
devt, sustainable construction)

14 Yes, a good idea providing the indices are rigladand understandable. Noted

16 Probably not, but the supporting documents shbelpublished as sub-documents of an Noted
overall SPD so that they are read in this contettt appropriate cross references.

18 Support separation of design from sustainab#isythese require significant coverage apdNoted. However, it is considered that the issdaiesign
may create an over long document. Also it may riedue updated independently, with | and sustainability are so closely linked that teeguld be
sustainability being updated more often as it igawlving field. considered in one document, applicable to all dgpmknt.

21 It is not possible to cover all transport issinesne document. An SPD would need to Noted. SBB has been drafted to provide references




[Respno | Comment | Officer response
give an overview of transport infrastructure prpies and philosophy with full references more detailed documents, and it is intended to tgpda
to more detailed documents. In addition a docurgesihg examples of good and bad | references to ensure that they do not become dated.
practice in the Borough or Hampshire would be vexlpful.
23 Yes, it is feasible to cover the issues andaogtin an understandable format by referringNoted
to supporting documents
25 No, as local towns and villages will have ttwim opinions Noted. The SPD has been drafteddavdbr
consideration of local issues.
26 No, however, it should be possible to produc8RB that covers all the main issues and Noted
refers to an appendix or other documents to progidéance in more detail.
28 Yes. Your outline document goes a long way toea@ this. Noted
31 It should be possible to cover the key sustdihalssues in one document, but this Noted
depends on scope of the term sustainability. Naea separate document has been
produced covering landscape and biodiversity whalid have formed part of this
document. The separation of these issues will ntakelocument easier to produce and
use.
Issue 2 — Making better use of land
Category A — efficient use of land / character ésu
3,4,7, 10,| (i) To ensure consistency Noted
28, 29
13 SPD should include guidance in relation to thective of making better use of urban | Noted. The draft SPD makes reference to the adivice
land. However, this should reflect PPS3 and naiusgly restrictive. PPS3.
14 (i) each case is individual and should be @ssksn merit Noted. However, it is necessary suena degree of
consistency.
15 Guidance needed on A Noted. It is intended that further guidance os thill be
provided in a supporting document alongside the.SPD
16 (i) If policy E1 is followed, there should be need for specific guidance, other than Noted
VDSs in the case of rural areas. PPS3 does noyithat all developments should achievye
or exceed 30 dwellings per hectare.
17 (i) To ensure the use of brownfield sites andimise greenfield sites Noted
18 (i) is preferred as guidance provides greatasistency — support useful guidance as londNoted. The various design guides and appraisalsals
as it recognises that the character of some aseasponsible for poor sustainability, and that are used as a part of the decision makingessoc
that it may not be appropriate to replicate thartelster’ of some areas, rather to encoura@her considerations will be taken into accourtluding
development with more sustainable characteristiegthan design terms. It would also bgsustainability and renewable energy proposals.
helpful if the guidance recognised that largerliofi edge developments may have the
potential to create their own character.
23 All 3 options as these are equally important Noted
24 Support the production of guidance to help enthe efficient use of land and respect theNoted
land’s character
25 A(i) because over-crowding can create as maolyl@ms as it solves. Noted




[Respno | Comment | Officer response
26 A(i) clear and consistent advice is requiredtanefficient use of land but that higher Noted
densities should be respectful of the area’s clarac
28 A(i) Better that guidance is available in adwate save time and ensure consistency and\oted
transparency.
32 Support Ai) Area’s character is very importaNeed to enhance or support, not detract. Noted

Issue 2 — Making better use of land
Category B — Guidance on sub-division of dwellings

3,4,7,10, | (i) For clarity and consistency and to providearfework for the assessment of cases, | Noted. Itis intended that further guidance wél frovided

14, 15, 17, | which would include the implications of sub-divisiproposals. on sub-divisions in a supporting document to th® SP

26, 28, 29,

32

23 All 3 options as these are equally important Noted

Issue 2 — Making better use of land

Category C — Guidance on tall buildings?

3,4,7 (i) For clarity and consistency Noted

10 (i) a city-scape skyline emerging from the esa#iy rural environment is inappropriate. | Noted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to fdenti
Height restrictions and control would be importamaivoid over-height buildings from some of the key issues associated with tall buiglin
being visible from rural areas and on the apprdaand past the town from trunk roads| together with references to more detailed guidance.
which would create a negative landmark and pooeggperception of the area.

14 (i) Tall buildings should only be permitted (@ndjuidelines) in urban areas Noted

17 (ii) difficult to establish meaningful guidanase the impact of the building’s height is Noted. The provision of general guidance on theigsues
dependent on its environment will ensure that account is taken of the local esrwinent.

18 (i) Would support guidance that sets out hoeréate greater identity to existing and newNoted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to fdenti
neighbourhoods at different scales and levels. diligance should recognise that height some of the key issues associated with tall bugslin
can have a positive visual impact. It would alsdeneficial if the guidance recognised| together with references to more detailed guidance.
that perceived height can differ from actual heigimd that simplistic requirements to
replicate storey heights of an existing area mait lbpportunities unnecessarily. It may
therefore be more beneficial to concentrate thdande on spatial definition rather than
height.

23 All 3 options are equally important Noted

26 C(i) Clear and consistent advice is requiredthatthe visual and environmental affect pfNoted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to tréffiisc
tall buildings will be assessed by the LPA.

28 C(i) Better that guidance is available in adwatacsave time and ensure consistency andNoted
transparency.

29 Support option Ci) if, as we believe, tall biuilgs do not always improve the view and | Noted
environment.

32 Support Ci) Need to keep developments underaont Noted

Issue 2 — Making better use of land?
Question 2 — Should all schemes be built to 30 kitvggd per hectare?




[Respno | Comment | Officer response

3, 4,7, 10, | There should be scope to be more flexible to sgllcharacteristics Noted. Itis proposed thatdétailed guidance which will

11 sit within the framework of the SPD will provideace in
respect of density, in the context of characteraigpls,
such as the Urban Character Study for Basingstoiedtee
VDS documents.

13 PPS3 is clear on 30 dwellings per hectare amésldhould aim to achieve this where Noted. Through the use of the Urban CharacterySiud
practicable. However, this is a guide until locahsdity policies are in place. Should LPAsBasingstoke and the various VDS documents, itteitied
wish to plan for lower densities, this will needite justified through the advice in PPS3| that account will be taken of local circumstances.
Borough should aim for 30dph, with flexibility tespond to individual circumstances. | However, the density guidance in PPS3 will alsa ey

consideration.

14 More scope allowed, particularly in rural areas Noted

15 Density decided by split of housing type Noted

16 Be more flexible — if PPS3 is followed there wddbe no need for specific guidance othelNoted. Through the use of the Urban CharacterySiud
than VDSs in the case of rural areas. PPS3 ddaempty that all developments should | Basingstoke and the various VDS documents, ittenitied
achieve or exceed 30 dwellings per hectare. that account will be taken of local circumstances.

However, the density guidance in PPS3 will alsa lkey
consideration.

17 Need to retain flexibility and building density Noted.

18 We would support guidance that sets out a gendeato achieve a minimum of 30dph, | Noted. Through the use of the Urban CharactenSiud
with the option for exceptions to this, but witletbnus on the developer to prove why | Basingstoke and the various VDS documents, ittemitied
30dph is unachievable, before such exceptionsarsidered. that account will be taken of local circumstances.

However, the density guidance in PPS3 will alsa lkey
consideration.

23 There should be scope to be flexible especihgn constrained by infrastructure. Noted. Theag tve a need to include a degree of
flexibility. However, the onus will be on the déaper to
demonstrate why suitable densities are not beihgpaed.

25 No, because the basic infrastructure is alreadier pressure and needs to be consideredNoted. The infrastructure needs of a developméiht w
first of all always be taken into account through the planninoggss

and appropriate improvements will be sought whieeg t
are needed to meet the additional needs of new
development.

26, 28 There should be more scope to be more fietdreflect local character especially on | Noted. Through the use of the Urban CharacterySiud
sites of less than 1 hectare and ‘back garders.site Basingstoke and the VDS documents, it is intentad t

local character will be taken into account.

29 Keep developers on as tight a leash as possible. Noted

32 Need scope for local characteristics. Inappatgdensities could severely change an | Noted. This is the approach that is proposed tiirahe

area.

use of the Urban Character Study and the variouS VD
documents.

Issue 2 — Making better use of land?




Resp no

| Comment

| Officer response

Question 3 — Further guidance on achieving highityudevelopments at an appropriate density?

4 The question is not clear, but probably Noted

7 No Noted

10 No familiarity with the existing guidance onghso cannot comment Noted

11 Yes Noted

13 Any guidance relating to density should be pregan accordance with PPS3 paras 45-bNoted. The proposed SPD and linked documentsitdade

This seeks to encourage locally derived assessofieensity where necessary and account the advice in PPS3 and other Government
appropriate, providing the approach remains flexdhd accords with objective of makirjgguidance.
best use of urban land / buildings in sustainatdations.

14 No, not convinced that this would have the @ekeffect Noted

16 No take each application in relation to its jgatar situation Noted. However, it is considetkdt there is a need for
consistency across the Borough.

17 Yes, VDS and Urban Character Study of Basingstok Noted

18 Describing the character of existing areas,asibey have special qualities that should bdoted. Any design guides / appraisals will be aered as

protected (and are recognised through a designasiot necessarily useful or helpful asa part of the DC process. However, account willdben
it may imply that the character should be replidatéew developments should always | of the national planning advice in order that thesm
involve appraisals of the context (as set out kional guidance) and should be more | appropriate proposals are permitted.

specific and relevant than area descriptions ofasttar. If Character Studies are

undertaken, care should be taken not to use theaptizate unsustainable forms of

development, as many existing forms of developriveBasingstoke have issues of

unsustainable layouts, indefensible space andegaraient living.

23 There should be additional guidance on conservateas, heritage sites, AONBs etc. Noted. Betaidvice is already provided on conservat
areas and the AONB through the appraisal docunaemts
management plan.

25 Not until the basic infrastructure requiremeares met. Noted

26 VDSs and the Urban Character Study should peogiddance but further guidance shoul®Noted. It is proposed that the urban CharactedysSuill

be provided for areas not covered by these. cover all of the residential areas of the town,|sthi
conservation areas and VDS documents cover matieof
other settlements in the Borough.

28 Yes Noted

29 Yes, if that guidance is respected and policed. Noted

31 The environmental issues with increased desstieuld also be explained including: Noted. It is not proposed to include this levetletail in

* Less space to manage surface water runoff (potéatiacrease flood risk)

< Taller buildings generally require deeper foundagi@possible impacts on
groundwater quality)

< Potential for remediation of land affected by comitzation from its previous use(s)

e Taller buildings near watercourses may create sigagthich will have an adverse

the draft SPD, but to refer to separate advicechvhi
addresses these and other issues.

affect on biodiversity

on



[Respno | Comment | Officer response
e Sub division of units, or higher densities in tlafiplain can put additional residents
at risk from flooding.
With increased densities in the form of flats,écbmes more feasible for incorporation of
green roofs (living roofs) which offer many envirnantal benefits.
32 Yes, subject to local approval. Noted
Issue 2 — Making better use of land?
Question 4 — Guidance on how density will be agzkaslight of market needs
4 No, markets are continually changing Noted
7 Yes Noted. However, following investigations, it isnsidered
that market assessments are beyond the scope drfathe
SPD and that the market will change too rapidlgrider to
provide up-to-date information.
10 Market needs along should not be allowed tandedir drive these assessments, without| Noted
consideration of the maintenance of local charattes or the amenity of the existing
population
13 Should a range of densities be introduced, tiress be justified in accordance with the | Noted
advice in para 46 of PPS3. In relation to housiegand and need, it is vital that the
council provides guidance on how this will be gagideand assessed, in order to ensure|
appropriateness and robustness.
14 Yes, uniformity would help Noted
16 No, market needs should not be a reason fonpigrecisions. This is distinct from needNoted
for affordable housing which should relate to logeéd, eg parish basis.
18 Would prefer guidance to be given on a siteitgytsasis through pre-application Noted. It is not proposed to include market basshdce in
discussions, as this type of guidance should kespi¢cific, accommodate changing needthe draft SPD.
and enabling flexibility.
23 Density requirements can be highlighted by,nmtitdriven by, market needs. Noted
25 Not until the basic infrastructure requiremeares met Noted
26 The Council’'s housing mix policy should provigigidance. Density requirements shouldNoted
be assessed using this and A(i) B(i) and C(i) abnwemarket conditions.
28 Yes. However, market needs should be the lebstant factor. It's not always 'market | Noted. It is not proposed to include market basshdce in
needs' but 'market want'. This is not always snatde. the draft SPD.
29 Only if market needs cannot be satisfied elsesvhe Noted
32 Not at the expense of communities already &stadal. Noted

Issue 3 — Making better use of homes / buildings
Question 1 — Is it viable to construct buildingshafiexibility to accommodate alternative uses?

3,7,26,28

Yes

Noted. However, given the difficulties of providiadvice
to change between uses and the uncertainty aroilingew

needed in the future, no guidance is proposedisristue.




[Respno | Comment | Officer response

4,10, 15, | Very difficult. How can a designer allow for neadsl0 years? Would be overly compleXoted.

16, 25 and have minimal impact

11 Not often Noted.

14 Providing these uses are from the same useeslasder eg B1 Noted. However, given the diffieglof providing advice
to change between uses and the uncertainty aroilingew
needed in the future, no guidance is proposedisnisiue.

17 Significant change in the use of domestic dwglls not common enough to warrant extraoted

costs in design simply to provide for flexibilitjvay be realistic in the case of industriall/
office / agricultural buildings

22 It is not viable or realistic to insist that @épers construct buildings with the flexibility | Noted. Accordingly, such advice has not been jledi

to accommodate alternative uses. In most casesewiable, developers will seek to
achieve the flexibility to accommodate more tham ase in a building. It is up to the
developer to assess this potential, not the laghlogity to insist on a building that is
suitable for a number of uses through the planeysgem.

23 Yes, it should be realistic to construct buitdirwith flexibility to accommodate Noted. However, given the difficulties of providiadvice

alternative uses as this is the most sustainalae go to change between uses and the uncertainty aroilingew
needed in the future, no guidance is proposedisristue.

24 Supports the provision of as much informatiop@ssible to help achieve the sustainableNoted. However, given the difficulties of providiadvice

use of materials and buildings to change between uses and the uncertainty aroilingew
needed in the future, no guidance is proposedisnsiue.

29 Support option i) in order to prevent abuse é&yetbpers. Noted. However, given the difficultdgroviding advice
to change between uses and the uncertainty aroilingew
needed in the future, no guidance is proposedisnsisue.

31 Buildings designed to be easy to switch use foffioe to residential should not be Noted

constructed in the floodplain. We would not wistoffer false hope to site owners that
the change of use of buildings to a higher vulniditalis acceptable in an area liable to
flood.

32 Planning needs to control alternative uses aliyefFlexibility is ok provided it is Noted

contained. Cannot allow free rein to unscrupulderelopers.

Issue 3 — Making better use of homes / buildings

Question 2 — What characteristics would enabledingk to be easily converted?

4 Home owners have been quite adept at changinghii@es to meet their needs — no Noted

guidance is needed

14 Brownfield sites with surplus buildings Noted

17 One for the architects Noted

23 Stronger shell / lighter portioning enables easonversion Noted

25 None Noted

26 Modular construction with means of easily chaggir moving modules Noted

28 Location of bathroom/toilet facilities. Possilebetra facilities on ground floor to Noted




[Respno | Comment | Officer response
accommodate the elderly and infirm.
29 Flexible interiors, though residential buildirgfould not be capable of being converted to Noted
other uses so long as the residential marketlis, twghich seems to be likely for the
foreseeable future.
32 Extensions, attic conversions but anticipateth wirong foundations and structures. Noted

Issue 3 — Making better use of homes / buildings
Question 3 — To what extent should guidance beexdf2

4 Best guidance would be to recommend use, whessilge, of recycled materials and Noted. Given the complexity of the issue and the
construction (both design and material choice) wiviould aid recycling at the top end of auncertainty around what will be needed in the fituo
building’s life guidance is proposed on this issue.

14 Designating sites in the first place Noted

16 No guidance Noted

17,23 Guidance for industrial / office / agricuiband need to comply with the regulations and | Noted
codes of practice

26 (i) but restrict advice to re-use for the sammppse eg residential Noted

28 As far as possible but allowing for flexibilityhere there is a specific need. Noted

31 If an approach is adopted to promote building&lvare easy to convert we would wish tg Noted. However, this is beyond the scope of tioppsed

see guidance that this would not be acceptablecsimsaat risk from flooding.

SPD.

Issue 4 — Making better use of materials
Question 1 — is the SPD the right place to proadece on re-use of materials? Does this duplicate
advice in the Minerals and Waste Development Fraonkwv

3 Is this adequately covered by existing documents? Noted. It is proposed to provide a brief summarthie
draft SPD and to provide a link to the HCC Minerahsl
Waste Development Framework.
4,10, Yes, option (i) is the better option toueel bulk, reference should be made to the relevantNoted. This is the approach that has been takevafd in
documents, such as the minerals and waste devehdframework, with a short summary | the draft SPD.
of the main points. Do not replicate detail in 8eD.
7,14, 23, Yes. Noted. It is proposed to provide a brief summarthie
24, 25, draft SPD and to provide a link to the HCC Minerahsl
26, 27, Waste Development Framework.
28, 29,
31
13 Not the appropriate place to provide adviceadaction, use and reuse of building materiald\Noted. It is considered that any advice on theatars is
except where directly relevant to material planringsiderations (eg visual amenity). Othdvetter placed in the appraisal documents and used i
issues, such as source of materials are coveredthuther legislation and regulations and attaching conditions, where appropriate.
should not be duplicated.
15 No Noted
16 (i) Option (i) is too prescriptive Noted
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32

Not necessary beyond mentioning existing guidarrecycled materials should be VAT
exempt to encourage use.

Noted

Issue 4 — Making better use of materials
Question 2 — What level of detail should be providee-use of materials

4,7,10, 13

Reference should be made to made teetbvant documents, such as the Minerals and
Waste Development Framework, with a short summétigemain points.

Noted. This is the approach that has been taksvarfd in
the draft SPD.

15 Enough already Noted
16 None Noted
17 The advice needs to be as detailed as possibhefer to specific materials, local sourcesNoted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to pravid
etc, but must be kept up-to-date basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati
23 Detail is needed to comply with regulations eifeg onsite works Noted. The proposed SPD has tesfted to provide a
basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati
25 As much as is required / needed Noted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to pravid
basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati
26 Sufficient to ensure that maximum re-use andllobaracter is achieved Noted. The proposed Sf3béen drafted to provide a
basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati
27 This would depend on the size of the developmEnt large developments, a high level Noted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to pravid
of detail should be provided as they will be hawvanigigger impact in terms of material | basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati
use. High targets should be set for developets ovitsite waste segregation compulsory/
28 As much as possible allowing for flexibility wieethere is a specific reason. Noted. The prop&8dd has been drafted to provide a
basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati
29 General guidance Noted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to mavid
basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati
32 Make it a financial advantage. Noted. However, this is beyond the scope of tladt GPD.

Issue 4 — Making better use of land
Question 3 — Should specific information be prodide just general guidance with links to other sear
of information?

3 Specific information should be provided Noted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to pravid
basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati

4,7,10, 11,| General guidance with lines / references to soutesore detailed information Noted. The propoSED has been drafted to provide a

13, 14, 23, basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati

25

20 General guidance with links to sources of dedkihformation including CAT (Centre for| Noted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to pravid
Alternative Technology). Any guidance which isgivshould not preclude the use of | basic summary with links to more detailed inforroati
more unusual materials as suggested by this engigegharity or bodies recommended
by it.

26 Specific information including ecohomes standard Noted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to incate

references to the Code for Sustainable Homes, which
replaces for the previous Eco-Homes standards.
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27 Specific guidance should be provided. The Cibshould aim to set developer targets foNoted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to pravid
the reuse and recycling of material on site. Tleeegood deal of external information | basic summary, with links to more detailed inforimat
available to developers and this is becoming areagingly important issue in the
construction sector. A Hampshire wide policy slddu implemented to ensure
consistency.
28, 29, 32 General guidance with links. Noted

Issue 5 — Reducing the need to travel by unsuditEimaodes
Question 1 — Is there potential overlap with otthecuments produced by the Council and the highwa

authority

3 Is this adequately covered by existing documents? Noted. It is considered that adequate guidana@éady
provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
guides.

4 Of course! Best approach is to make referen&eygoints and give references to Noted. Itis considered that adequate guidana&éady

appropriate documents. provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
guides.

10, 26 Make reference to other documents and gogamd how they apply to the SPD but dg Noted. It is considered that adequate guidana&éady
not replicate the detail in the SPD provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi

guides.

13 Yes, the HCC's MASS document sets out highwdyie, and Govt's new DB32 is likely Noted. It is considered that adequate guidanatésady
to be published in March 2007, superseding MASSthinbasis, adequate guidance provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
either already exists or will be published shordigd its not therefore necessary to repeatguides.

14 No Noted. It is considered that adequate guidana@éady
provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
guides.

15, 17 Yes Noted. It is considered that adequate guidanagéady
provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
guides.

16 Option (ii) avoids replications Noted. Itis considered that adequate guidana&éady
provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
guides.

18 Support a progressive, joined up approach titatporates good urban design and Noted. Itis considered that adequate guidana&éady
sustainability principles in a single transportifesed document, that addresses the Mahpabvided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
for Streets guidance to be published in March 2007. guides.

20 Endorse everything said by the CTC. When gghiouses, developers should be Noted. Itis considered that adequate guidana&éady
encouraged to describe the walking and cyclingomgtias well as the usual car based ongsovided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi

guides.

21 Preferred option is to produce a relatively fooieerview with full references and Noted. It is considered that adequate guidana@éady

supporting documents. This is particularly impottaith respect to cycling as most

provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi

engineers have never received training in desighiglways, cycle paths etc. Cycle

guides. In addition, HCC's cycle parking standgydsvide
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Friendly Infrastructure (CFI) published in 19968l as relevant and as up to date to-daydetailed guidance on what level of cycle parking is
as when it was first published, but how many haenst. It is not just the road necessary for new developments.
infrastructure that is important. Fear of thefy@ng to deter many from taking the
bicycle so there must be safe garaging in all hoanelsat “trip generators”.
Detailed info. needed to provide attractive cyt¢taage in right locations.
22,23 If this is to be included, the Council stibehsure that it does not simply reproduce or | Noted. It is considered that adequate guidana@éady
over complicate the advice in existing Council doemnts on accessibility. provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
guides.
24 Support any measures that promote sustainaivel tand reduce the need to travel Noted. Itisicered that adequate guidance is alread
provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
guides.
25 (i) such advice should be provided by the seller developer or estate agent. Noted. It isidensd that adequate guidance is already
provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
guides.
27 It is important that detailed advice (or betteguirements) be included in the SPD. In | Noted. Itis considered that adequate guidana&résdy
particular encouraging the use of public transpad cycling/walking whenever possiblel. provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
As well as improving the quality of life (more otammunity and healthier people) it alsayuides.
has a significant effect on reducing carbon emissio

28 (i) See reply to issue 4. Public transport p@eicularly important aspect, particularly in | Noted. It is considered that adequate guidana@ésady
villages. However, it should not be forgotten thati cannot stop people using cars. It's| provided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
not practical to say no parking areas / restrietegs, it does not work. guides.

29 Support option i) but must take account of latadumstances. For example we had an | Noted. It is considered that adequate guidana@éady

application modification to reduce the number akpay spaces in a development 2 mileg
from the nearest bus service on the grounds tiggilpeshould be encouraged to use puk
transport!

sprovided through the LTP, BEST and the variousgtesi
liguides.

Issue 6 — Design considerations
Question 1 — Are there any parts of existing degigidance which are particularly useful?

3,7, 13, 26,| Option (i) — do not rely on existing design guides. Noted. It is proposed to undertake a review ofgtes
27, 28 guides in order to ensure that they reflect besttare and
the latest guidance/
4,10 No comment Noted
14 When allied with VDS, helps determine our viemsplanning applications Noted. The Borough Cdutmmsiders VDS documents if
determining planning applications.
16 Design Guide 2 - Extensions, BOLI, East WoodWiB5. Option (i) make reference to | Noted.
relevant authorities / documents to avoid unnecgshaplication of information in the
SPD.
18 (i) would suggest that it may be beneficial¢parate design from sustainability Noted. Howeités,considered to be important to cove

the issues of design and sustainability in one oo,
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given the close links between the two areas.

20 There should not be too slavish adherence tmsand fitting in with traditional styles. It Noted. It is recognised that the incorporatiomesfewable
is important that houses with an unusual appeardnedo their eco friendly design shouleénergy features may mean that the external appeadn
not be discouraged. E.g. Houses using passivelsedding can look very different or buildings may differ from typical designs.
buildings with “living” roofs with plants on them.

22 The Council already has a significant amourttesign guidance available and we agree Noted. It is intended that the design guides bellreplaced
this should be updated regularly. We are concetimetdadditional design guidance in theover time in order to provide a comprehensive &gy ¢o
form of proposed SPD may replicate existing guigamsulting in too many documents | use document beneath the SPD.
advising on the same issues and over-complicatiegystem.

23 All parts of the design guidance are helpful ahduld be linked and updated to Central| Noted
Government regulations and other local authorisst peactice where appropriate.

25 (i) only if consultation between borough anddbtown / village councils is thorough andNoted. It is proposed to update the existing degigides
agreements are adhered to to ensure that they reflect best practice. Thikimélude

consultation with parish and town councils.

29 Only if they are adhered to and applied consikte Noted. The guides would be material consideratioribe

determination of planning applications.

31 We would support the review of the existing desjuides. The sections contained withifNoted
the existing Sustainable Design and Constructiggptmentary Planning Guidance are
useful allowing easy reference to the relevanticest
We would support a checklist based on an expartditinese headings.

Issue 6 — Design considerations

Question 2 — Is there an absence of design guidameay specific subject?

4,10, 24 No comment Noted

13 No particular absence of design guides Noted

16 Measures at the design stage to minimise the toegark vehicles on the highway Noted. Suchessare addressed in the HCC publication

‘MASS’

20 There should not be too slavish adherence tm&iand fitting in with traditional styles. If Noted. Itis recognised that the incorporatiomerfewable
is important that houses with an unusual appeardnedo their eco friendly design shouleénergy features may mean that the external appeamn
not be discouraged. E.g. Houses using passivelsedding can look very different or buildings may differ from typical designs.
buildings with “living” roofs with plants on them.

23 Visual design and cultural design guidance ngéede Noted. Visual guidance and appraisals of exishirgas

will be provided to support the SPD.

32 Lack of sensible flexibility e.g. Policies H16caH16. Noted. However, these are not policies carrently

adopted plan prepared by the Borough Council.

Issue 7 — Renewable Energy
Question 1 — Is there any need for guidance onaygeneration?

2,3,14

All renewable energy options should béuihed in the document to allow choices to be
made on their feasibility for each site. Guidasbeuld be included on current

Noted. The proposed SPD has been drafted to ativeir
the main renewable technologies available in summar

technologies with links to other documents to miaat-finding easier.

form, with links to more detailed sources of infation.
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4 There is a need for further guidance, but it fhoe at option (ii) level. Technology and | Noted. The SPD is not prescriptive about which
costs are rapidly changing, the SPD should nobbetescriptive, rather to set objectivestechnologies to use and this is left to the disonesf the
such as the Merton Rule and let developers pickettienology developer / agent.

10 Yes, to maximise and encourage projects whigl hagenuine net overall benefit Noted

11 Not strong enough — should expect to see emanmgiynisation / water saving on all new | Noted. The proposed SPD incorporates a requirefaent
construction and micro-generation on larger develents larger developments to meet a certain standartdimg

level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes.

13 In response to all 4 questions, it is prudentie Council to await the final version of the¢ Noted. However, given the Government'’s strong giew
PPS on Climate Change. It would not be appropt@pejudge the outcome of the the issue of climate change and the pressing reedstre
current consultation debate. In any event, anycadshould be limited to planning that developments in the Borough are designed tomise
matters. Any issues that are more appropriatelyess$eéd through other legislation or the impact of climate change, it is necessary taged
regulations, such as building regulations, shouoldoe repeated within a planning policy| with the SPD.
document.

15 Technology of whatever form is moving very rdpiand flexibility in need updating Noted. It is hoped to achieve this by includinguanmary
needed of the key points and referring to more detailgdrimation.

16, 17 Favour option (iii) Noted

19 Generally guidance should help provide a framkwbwhat is expected, why and how it Noted
can be applied.

20 It is important that best practice is adopted. Noted

22 Question whether it is appropriate to set sjetEfgets on the use of energy saving Noted. However, the draft PPS and Code for Suesbéén
measures and reduction of carbon in a planningmeott Technology is advancing Homes provide clear guidance on what LPAs should be
rapidly and using different energy saving measwi#ide different for each development seeking in new developments and, in so doing,sétthe
proposal. For example, it may not be physicallggilnle to provide on a new building a | range of technologies that could be used. It{s no
sedum roof that assists sustainable drainage assveblar power panels and a wind prescriptive as to which techniques should be used.
turbine. The Borough's guidance on energy savingsomes should take the lead from
government guidance and set objectives that arpregtriptive but instead promote the
consideration of different options.

23 There is a need for micro-generation guidandiey(see climate change SIP) Noted. The Goviresaaly considering relaxing planning
rules with regard to micro-generation and the pseploSPD
is generally supportive of measures to introduah su
features.

24 Renewable energy is an important part of plagfon sustainability and welcome the Noted

provision of detailed advice on micro-generation

25 (i) only after local consultation Noted. However, it is considered to be usefulrtvjule a
summary of all the main forms of renewable energy.

26 Yes, energy conservation, renewable sourcesesfig generation and reduction of carbpiNoted
footprint must be a major feature in this SPD. [Bupoption (i)

27 (i) Yes, details of all the key sources of migeneration should be included. If we're | Noted. The draft proposed SPD includes a requintifoe

going to be serious about tackling climate charighealocal level, then a Merton + rule

larger developments to meet level 3 of the Code for
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has to be applied — eg all new developments haliave 20-30% of their energy Sustainable Homes / very good BREEAM standardsséh
generated by renewables. Use of CHP has to syrémegéncouraged for similar reasons| involve significant reductions in CO2 emissions pamed
(and extra credit will be given to developers fus}. to the Building Regulations.

28 (iif) Don't know enough to comment. Noted

29 Yes, anything which will encourage reduced epeansumption / alternative green megnsoted
of generating energy.

32 Yes. Noted

Issue 7 — Renewable Energy

Question 2 — If the SPD is to selective in its cage of micro-generation, what areas should it

concentrate on?

2,4 All renewable energy options should be inctlioiethe document to allow choices to be| Noted
made on their feasibility for each site. Guidasheuld be included on current
technologies with links to other documents to miaat-finding easier.

10 No comment Noted

13 In response to all 4 questions, it is prudentiie Council to await the final version of the Noted. However, given the Government’s strong gienw
PPS on Climate Change, prior to considering thiugien of any guidance of these the issue of climate change and the pressing meexsure
matters. It would not be appropriate to prejudgedbtcome of the current consultation | that developments in the Borough are designed tomise
debate. In any event, any advice should be lintiigglanning matters. Any issues that dréhe impact of climate change, it is necessary tzged
more appropriately addressed through other le@slatr regulations, such as building | with the SPD.
regulations, should not be repeated within a plagpiolicy document.

14 Wind and solar power and greywater recycling Noted

17 Solar panels are less intrusive to the environiiean wind turbines Noted

20 It is important that the SPD provides outlinédgnce on all of the key sources of micro{ Noted. The SPD has been drafted to incorporatef #ile
generation including wind, solar power and CHPliniuig the benefits and the main main sources of renewable energy, with links td bes
considerations of each. Some details also woalddpful when comparing say differentpractice guidance.
types of solar heating and also different energyaste methods. It is essential to provide
linked documents, web pages etc. Water powerdthan method which has not been
included.

23 SPD should comprehensively cover micro-genaratio Noted

27 If it has to be selective, then it should coiceda on those modes of energy generation| Noted
that have a good pay-back time and reduce carlmidgi output significantly (eg CHP
and solar heating)

29 The cleanest. Noted

Issue 7 — Renewable Energy
Question 3 — Are there any characteristics of mgeneration which need special consideration?

4 Environmental impact should be monitored andremvinental impact assessment must p&loted. This is something that will be considenmetbking
considered forward and implementing the SPD.
10 The net total life impact ad the impact to nbiglrs and the local environment Noted. This isething that will be considered in taking

forward and implementing the SPD.
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23 No particular micro-generation forms need speciasideration Noted
26 Each site has different characteristics. Camaiibn of the most suitable source of enerigMoted. The SPD has been drafted such that ittis no
generation will vary from site to site. SPD shodétail the different types of micro- prescriptive as to which technologies should be
generation available and considerations to be takeraccount before utilising the choserimplemented.
form.
27 CHP should be standard in most significant sizasl developments. CHP is not Noted. The potential for CHP will be consideredhgsart
necessarily renewable (most CHP plants are gat) finat the energy efficiencies of the Core Strategy DPD.
achievable are very high (up to 90% ). Examplesadready working, eg Woking,
Southampton, Portsmouth.
28 Don't know enough to comment. Noted
Issue 7 — Renewable Energy
Question 4 — Are there any other forms of microggation to be included?
Issue 8 — Water use and efficiency
Which option do you support — (i) provision of gaitte on water conservation or (ii) no guidance?
2 As much guidance and information as possible lshoei provided Noted
3,7,8, 10, | (i) Including use of water butts, low water usageleances etc Noted. Guidance has been providedl S and green
15,19 roofs, in addition to requiring that level 3 of tBede for
Sustainable Homes be achieved, which requirecctrédin
levels of water usage be achieved.
4 (i) We need to get the message clearly acrossvihaeed to conserve water resources aftbted. The Council is working closely with the et
reduce the consequent sewerage load. suppliers and the Envt Agency to ensure that tiesses
are considered.
5 Generally support this section as Thames suppakipromote the efficient use of water | Noted
and the recognition of it as a precious naturaduese.
11 Not strong enough — should expect to see emangiynisation / water saving on all new | Noted. It is proposed to require new developmentaeet
construction and micro-generation on larger develents level 3 of the Code for Sustainable Homes or BREEAM
standards, including water minimisation.
13 Generally supportive of energy conservationwater efficiency, it is wholly Noted. Guidance has been provided on SUDS anahgree
inappropriate for the SPD to seek to set out guidautside of the planning system. roofs, in addition to requiring that level 3 of tbede for
Water conservation is set out in the Building Ratiahs and through taxation, use Sustainable Homes be achieved, which requirecctrédin
restrictions and education. levels of water usage be achieved.
14 Imperative with threat of global warming, drotigtc. Noted
17 If guidance is produced (even if it restateslgnce from water companies) householdersNoted
may appreciate that saving water is not simply g@nimprove the profitability of water
companies.
20 Guidance needs to be given with links to suppgihformation as there are many Noted
methods which people have not heard of (examplenyi Guidance should not
discourage more innovative and unusual approaches.
22 Question whether it is appropriate to set sjetEfgets on the use of energy saving Noted. Wewedhe draft PPS and Code for Sustainabl

D
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measures and reduction of carbon in a planningmeati Technology is advancing Homes provide clear guidance on what LPAs should be
rapidly and using different energy saving measwi#ide different for each development seeking in new developments and, in so doing,sétthe
proposal. For example, it may not be physicallggilnle to provide on a new building a | range of technologies that could be used. It{s no
sedum roof that assists sustainable drainage assveblar power panels and a wind prescriptive as to which techniques should be used.
turbine. The Borough's guidance on energy savingsomes should take the lead from
government guidance and set objectives that arpregtriptive but instead promote the
consideration of different options.

23,24 Water conservation is an important parustainable planning and the SPD is a suitableNoted. Guidance has been provided on SUDS anch gree
place to promote water conservation roofs, in addition to requiring that level 3 of tBede for
Sustainable Homes be achieved, which requirecctrédin
levels of water usage be achieved.
25, 26 (i) Conservation of water resources is beéagrof most utmost national importance for | Noted. Guidance has been provided on SUDS andh gree
everyone. roofs, in addition to requiring that level 3 of tBede for
Sustainable Homes be achieved, which requirectrédin
levels of water usage be achieved.
27, 28, 29, | (i) The southeast already suffers from water-slgmda It is extremely important that Noted. Guidance has been provided on SUDS anahgree
32 detailed guidance is provided on the conservatfomader resources and such guidance| roofs, in addition to requiring that level 3 of tBede for
should certainly include grey water usage etc. Sustainable Homes be achieved, which requirescdrédin
levels of water usage be achieved.
31 With the growing pressure on aquifers and riversupply water in drought conditions weNoted

believe it is vitally important to provide guidanoe measures to conserve water resour

Ces.

Issue 9 — Surface water drainage
Question 1 — Which option do you support and why?

|92)

would not object to option (ii) as we consider thierim Code of Practice for SUDS
provides comprehensive guidance. We are suppatitiee objectives of SUDS.
However, they require long term maintenance. Faitf the SUDS could lead to
inundation of foul sewers with surface water rufebfe to the resulting pressure and the

2 The document should include the Council’s exggmnta for the provision of SUDS Noted. The dra®C5provides a basic summary of SUD
and provides links to best practice guidance.

3,4,15,17, (i) Noted

25

5 Thames Water recognises the environmental antbetioc benefits of SUDS. However, | Noted. Reference is made to the Interim Code attitre
these are not appropriate for all areas, for exarmpas with high ground water levels of and to the need for early consultation with relévan
clay soils which do not allow free drainage. Skaaklude the following in the SPD: 'It is stakeholders (including water companies) to enthatthe
the responsibility of a developer to make propewjsion for surface water drainage to | site and approach is sustainable and maintenance is
ground, water course or surface water sewer. #tmaot be allowed to drain to the foul | considered.
sewer, as this is a major contributor to sewerding.'

8 It is difficult to choose a preferred option vatit knowing the details of option (i). We | Noted. Reference is made to the Interim Code attitre

and to the need for early consultation with relévan
stakeholders (including water companies) to enthatthe
site and approach is sustainable and maintenance is

> considered.

interconnected nature of the sewerage system.gbesiust be appropriate for the
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location, including factors like topography, rurf-cdtes and ground conditions. Where
SUDS are not appropriate, alternative arrangenrantt be made for surface water
drainage, which should not be drained to foul wa&wers as this will increase the risk of
foul water flooding.

13 In relation to both questions, it is considetteat the SPD should only refer to the Noted. This is the approach that has been tak#dreidraft
Council’s aspirations in relation to SUDS with appriate links to guidance, as such as tH&PD.

Interim Code of Practice.

14 (i) Highways Agency can't cope as it is — angnfaf improvements via developers wou|dNoted
be useful.

16 (ii) plus indicating that design statements $tholemonstrate water conservation Noted. However, these requirements would neeeto b
measures, taking into account local drainage aeraegts and soil type. addressed under the requirements of the Code for

Sustainable Homes / BREEAM.

20 The SPD should refer to the Interim Code otfra for SUDS but also briefly state the | Noted
borough’s expectations where they differ from thteiim code. When a better code
arises, this should be used.

22 Question whether it is appropriate to set sjetEfgets on the use of energy saving Noted. However, the draft PPS and Code for Suesbéén
measures and reduction of carbon in a planningmeatt Technology is advancing Homes provide clear guidance on what LPAs should be
rapidly and using different energy saving measui#i$e different for each development seeking in new developments and, in so doing,@étthe
proposal. For example, it may not be physicallggilnle to provide on a new building a | range of technologies that could be used. It{s no
sedum roof that assists sustainable drainage assveblar power panels and a wind prescriptive as to which techniques should be used.
turbine. The Borough's guidance on energy savingsomes should take the lead from
government guidance and set objectives that arpregtriptive but instead promote the
consideration of different options.

23 Council’'s expectations for SUDS in new developta@éeed to be set to mitigate effects|dfloted. The requirement for SUDS will help to reeltice
climate change. impact of development on climate change. Howevés,

fundamental that a raft of measures be implemetoted
mitigate the effects of climate change.

24,25 SUDS make an important contribution to snatde development and welcome Noted
information relating to the council’s expectatigetating to the provision of SUDS.

26 (i) Basic guidance is not adequate. Develogleosild be in no doubt about what the Noted. However, it would be inappropriate to imEitoo
Council requires. much detail in the document due to concerns thatnlay

date in time. It is therefore proposed to proadarief
summary with links to best practice.

27 (i) This is extremely important, especially wilte increased risk of flooding that will Noted
occur in the years to come due to climate change.

28 (i) See reply to issue 8. No mention is madsesfage disposal and where the water thalNoted. This issue is being addressed through taeiV

results from this is to go. Should this be undediversity?

Cycle Study being undertaken by the Council withrers
including Environment Agency, Natural England aratev
companies.
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29 Support option i) and police them. Noted
31 As many SUDS schemes involve discharges of sisater to ground, and indirectly to| Noted. The Borough Council recognises the imparaof
groundwater, these systems should also be viewggtinontext of groundwater groundwater and the impact of SUDS and consideatsthie
protection. Groundwater is an important resouratia the source of drinking water for | most appropriate option is to provide a basic surgroh
Basingstoke residents. Large areas of the Borbegtithin source protection zones. SUDS and to refer to the Interim Guidance. Furtieee,
advice is given that the developer contacts theaBé\
Where the construction of balancing ponds are ase8ustainable Urban Drainage Systewater bodies at an early stage of the design psoces
(SUDS) the design should maximise on the bioditersilue that open water can provide
and include shallow margins where native margitehts should be planted. In addition The documents referred to have been added to the SA
the profile of the bed should vary with shallowasén places to create a varying depth
profile. This will promote greater diversity obfla and fauna. The Interim Code of
Practice provides valuable information of SUDS.wdwer, it would be preferable for the
Council to produce its own local guidance taking iaccount wildlife habitats, ground
conditions and groundwater protection. Traditigmakd systems should be avoided in
favour of SUDS which create wildlife habitats antprove water quality. These features
generally involve the use of surface flow routedbeathan piped systems (e.g. swales,
balancing ponds, etc.)
Documents to consider:
-CIRIA C697 The SUDS manual
-C698 construction manual
32 Support option i). Ensure this is complied with Noted
Issue 9 — Surface water drainage
Question 2 — Does the Interim Code of Practice igesufficiently local guidance?
4 | believe so, if not it should be revised Noted
14 Yes Noted
23 No. The Interim Code of Practice needs moraildet Noted. However, the Borough Council doeshmsote
sufficient detailed knowledge to prepare additicaiice
and to keep it up to date. It is therefore monerapriate to
refer to national guidance.
26 The National SUDS Code of Practice is a usafidegybut unlikely to provide sufficient | Noted. Early consultation with the EA and watedies is
guidance on local conditions. advised in the draft SPD.
28 Do not feel qualified to comment. No experieatés application. Noted
29 Probably not Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have

sufficient detailed knowledge to prepare additicahlice
and to keep it up to date. It is therefore mongrapriate to
refer to national guidance.

Issue 10 — Targets
Question 1 — Which option do you support and why?
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2 Targets are necessary to drive improvementshieytghould not be unrealistic and Noted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link
therefore unachievable providing a negative outcosiethe very least follow the nationalimprovements in new development to national targats
targets making any adjustments for local circuntstan standards. For new development (other than sroalés

the draft SPD seeks Level 3 of the Code for Suabdén
Homes and ‘very good’ BREEAM. These levels include
targets that exceed existing Building Regulatiouisare
considered realistic and achievable.

3,7 0] Noted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link
improvements in new development to national targats
standards.

4 (i) A one size fits all approach is not practieaénd could result in missed opportunities|ifNoted. The levels set out in the draft SPD aretas the

some areas and far too costly / stringent rulegher areas. achievement of an overall score under the Code for
Sustainable Homes / BREEAM that allows some fldijbi
subject to meeting certain minimum standards.

10 (ii) Local targets based on national targets$ dolapted to reflect the already strong Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have
performance of the Borough and to exceed nati@mgkts where feasible. sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmal

targets.

11 (i) If we are going to spend time / public mortlegn let it be on how to meet the targets| Noted. The draft SPD uses standards in the Cade fo
not on excuses not to. Sustainable Homes / BREEAM both of which makeegcl

what is needed to achieve a certain standard.

13 In relation to all three questions, the Coushiuld await the conclusion of the current | Noted. However, the draft PPS on Climate Change is
consultation process in relation to the PPS inoraensure the approach taken is material planning consideration and paragraph &f1#e
reflective of national advice. document states that pressure to halt plan-makitibitis

finalised should normally be resisted.

14 (i) Imperative with threat of global warmingodght etc Noted. The approach of the draft SPD sk
improvements in new development to national targats
standards.

15 (i) Borough targets should match Governmeninggst Noted. The approach of the draft SPD isrtk li
improvements in new development to national targats
standards.

16 (i) In line with the requirements of the SEPla Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have
sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmal
targets.

17 (i) Unless the target is all embracing andlgaseasured it can lead to bureaucracy andNoted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link

high costs and often encourage unintentional belaviLeave the measurement to thoseimprovements in new development to national targats
who set the targets. standards that can be more easily implemented and
measured.

18 (i) As these type of targets whether natiamaiocal are borough targets (not developer Noted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link

requirements) and should be covered elsewhere (g icore strategy) rather than in

improvements in new development to national targats
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SPD. The SPD should only be providing guidanceifipgo development / developers. standards angliges guidance specific to development
developers.

20 Do not want any new houses, as by definitioy ttenot be sustainable, and resources| adeted. However, Government planning policy in PRS1
already overstretched. However well designed, heusing development means the that LPAs should plan to meet the expected neeads fo
destruction of valuable land and countryside aisd laf animals and plants therefore any housing and other development in a way that igi With
targets must be the highest achievable. the principles for sustainable development in tie U

strategy.

23 Reproduce all national targets to demonstratkttie council is forward thinking and is | Noted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link
concerned about climate change. improvements in new development to national targats

standards.

24 Support the creation of targets and standartslfpachieve objectives and monitor Noted
success.

25 (i) Local ability to provide must vary, directéy local needs. Noted. However, the Borough Cibaioes not have
sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmal
targets.

26 (i) Provided that local targets are no lessittie national ones with an aim to be more | Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have

ambitious where possible. sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmal
targets.

27 Taking into account local circumstances and sieedld be used as an excuse not to tak@&oted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link
the sort of action to reduce CO2 levels that isiiregl. The problem of climate change i$ improvements in new development to national targats
so severe that | would favour following (or excegflinational targets. standards.

28 (ii). 'Blanket' targets are less likely to béigwed. Targets must be achievable within theNoted. However, the Borough Council does not have
local context. sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtaal

targets.

29 Support option ii) if they are an improvementrational targets, otherwise option i). Noted. ldoear, the Borough Council does not have
sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtual
targets. The approach of the draft SPD is to link
improvements in new development to national targats
standards.

32 Support option ii). Local circumstances havbdaonsidered. Noted. However, the Borough Cdalegs not have

sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmal

targets.

Issue 10 — Targets
Question 2 — If local targets are set, how shoudy e derived?

4,32 Via consultation Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have
sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmyal
targets.

10 Local targets based on national targets, byitaedao reflect the already strong Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have

performance of the borough and to exceed nati@ngéts where feasible

sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmyal
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targets.

14 By monitoring initially and implementation with3 year timeframe Noted. However, the Boroughr€dwoes not have
sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmyal
targets.

15 Via the Government Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have
sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmyal
targets.

16 Test that new buildings conform with best pictit the time and incorporate building | Noted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link

regulations in line with issue 11 option (iv) improvements in new development to national targats
standards.

23 No local targets, as there cannot be cannaidz toncessions without the implementatioNoted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link

of a national simultaneous policy. improvements in new development to national targats
standards.

25 By co-operation Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have
sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmal
targets.

26 Using the national targets as a baseline thiaug lscal circumstances and advances in | Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have

technology to improve targets where practicablecdl targets should be regularly updatesufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtogal
to reflect advances in technology. targets.

27 Follow what other local authorities such as Wgkhave done. They achieved a 77.4% | Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have

reduction in CO2 emissions. sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmyal
targets.

29 By insisting on cleaner generation and useedrar fuels. Higher targets for towns and Noted. However, the Borough Council does not have

large villages than for rural areas with inadequmaitielic transport.

sufficient detailed knowledge/expertise to devdtmyal
targets.

Issue 10 — Targets
Question 3 — If no targets are set how should @sgym implementing the SPD be monitored?

4,23, 27 Targets are needed Noted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link
improvements in new development to national targats
standards.

17 Data evaluation of planning applications. Ea#ibn of data generated by national and | Noted. However, it is considered that this apphoaould

regional bodies (eg water companies) not be sufficient to monitor implementation of tBEBD

18 Through performance standards Noted. The approach of the draft SPD is to link

improvements in new development to national targats
standards.

Issue 11 — Performance standards
Question 1 — Which option do you prefer and why?

2

Should follow the example of Merton and applygiostandards

Noted. The draft SPD uses the Codguiiainable
Homes to apply performance standards to new resden
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| Comment

Officer response

development given it is a national standard prepbyethe
Government with the construction industry andKksliy to
be made mandatory in the future The similar BREEAM
method is adopted for non-residential developmé&ihie
standards proposed in the draft SPD (Level 3 of0bée
and BREEAM ‘very good’ for other than small-scale
development) are considered to strike the righdroze
between improved sustainability performance anddsteds
that are realistic / achievable.

Noted. However, it is considered that without dids in
the SPD there would be insufficient guidance for
developers and agents.

(iv) A significant amount of research has gone the preparation of the codes and it
would be a waste of scarce resources if BDBC tioetinvent the wheel

Noted. The approach of the draft SPD is to useCide
for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM to measure the
sustainability performance of new development.

7,23, 28,
29, 32

(ii)

Noted. However, it is considered that the appraddhe
Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM (that provid
an overall assessment of the sustainability perdoia of
new development across a range of performanceantdsd
is preferable to separate standards.

D

(ii) and provision of separate performance stesglan use of water

Noted. However, it is congidehat the approach of the
Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM (that provid
an overall assessment of the sustainability pedoa of
new development across a range of performanceatds)d
is preferable to separate standards. Both incinde
assessment of water consumption.

D

11

(ii) If we are going to spend time / public mgriken let it be on how to meet the targets
not on excuses not to.

Noted. However, it is considered that the appraddhe
Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM (that provid
an overall assessment of the sustainability perdoia of
new development across a range of performanceastdsd
is preferable to separate standards. Both of wimigke it
clear what is needed to achieve a certain standard.

D

13

(iv) Most issues will only be applicable at stnction stage and building regulations
therefore represent the most appropriate meansrfat, which should not be duplicated
in planning policy.

Noted. This is the approach taken in the draft SPD

14

(ii) Easier to interpret and action

Noted. However, it is considered that the appraddhe
Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM (that provid
an overall assessment of the sustainability perdoia of

D
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new development across a range of performanceatds)d
is preferable to separate standards.

15 (iv) Must link to national standards Noted. This is the approach taken in the draft SPD

16 (iv) Rely on standards that are known and unidedsby the construction industry; are | Noted. This is the approach taken in the draft SPD
measurable and supported by national guidelines

17 (i) As other options would not be cost-effectiveption (iv) is probably a noble alternative = NbteHowever, it is considered that option (iv) is

preferable.

18 (iv) Will provide a consistent approach and oraai standards will be better understood byNoted. However, it is considered that option {&)
developers. Also address issue 13 as they aréarBgupdated. Assume (ii) relates to thepreferable.

Milton Keynes approach in the checklist in theilDBRhich appears to be simple, user
friendly and has benefits to applicants of smaligplications. (ii) may have relevance in
this context - would welcome more detail on whaisthoptions would entail.

24 Support the creation of targets and standartislfpachieve objectives and monitor Noted
success.

25 (i) Guidelines must be drawn up if only indica Noted. However, it is considered that option {&v)

preferable.

26 (ii) To minimise the amount of energy consuntatbon dioxide emissions and water Noted. However, it is considered that the appraddhe
used, it is necessary to have a target for eaityutHowever, some flexibility should be | Code for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM (that provid
allowed because some sites will be able to excargets where others can’t. Existing | an overall assessment of the sustainability perdoa of
systems can be used as a guide. new development across a range of performanceantdsd

is preferable to separate standards. Within thdeGlere
are minimum standards for energy and water congompt

27 | would favour option (ii). CO2 emission momitay would be the best option (to Noted. However, it is considered that the appraddhe

encourage use of CHP). A problem with option {§i}hat if a developer was very good
e.g. conserving water they might be somewhat fethefhook of reducing CO2 emission

aCode for Sustainable Homes and BREEAM (that provid
s5.an overall assessment of the sustainability perdioica of
new development across a range of performanceantdsd
is preferable to separate standards.

D

Issue 11 — Performance standards
Question 2 — Do the existing performance measurerystems cover all of the issues that should be

covered?

4,16, 25 Believe so and if not, they are likelotoupdated. Noted

13 Existing performance measures cover all releissnies Noted

14, 29 No Noted. However, it is considered that the new Clode
Sustainable Homes and BREEAM adequately cover the
main issues of sustainability performance of neidngs.

23 No, measurement systems should include watewastk recycling Noted. However, it is considdtet the new Code for

Sustainable Homes and BREEAM adequately cover the
main issues of sustainability performance of neddmgs,

including water use and waste recycling.
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32

Care needs to be taken to consider the settiallthese modern measurements. Histor[cNoted. The draft SPD states that in certain cistamces it

and cultural buildings and settings need to beggtet too.

may not be possible to meet these standards, ththegh
onus will be on the applicant to demonstrate this.

Issue 12 — Level of emissions and consumption
Question 1 — Which of the above levels should beuseé why?

2,25 Aim for the highest reasonable / possible Noted. The draft SPD uses the Code for Sustainable
Homes / BREEAM to apply performance standards t@ ne
development. Both of these assessment systems cove
carbon dioxide emissions / energy use and water
consumption. With regard to residential developevel
3 of the Code will be sought for other than smedis
development. This requires at least a 25% impraveron
carbon dioxide emissions compared to Building
Regulations and a minimum standard of water consomp
of 105 litres per person per day. These minimwndards
of performance are considered to strike the rigitétce
between improved sustainability performance ine¢hesy
areas and standards that are set at realisticslevel

3 (1) As above

4 Rather poor performance — ie percentage redufrtiom what baseline? Prefer the concephs above

of best practicable means

7,29, 32 (i) 25%, (ii) 20%, (iii) 125 litres As above

14 (i) — 25% - reduced emissions will have a knookeffect nationally and globally As above

20 In view of climate change and its many consegegnwe cannot afford to have anything As above

but the most challenging targets ie 25% reducticenissions minimum. More than 20%
of energy provided by on-site renewable sourcesgjmam water consumption of 125
litres / person / day.

23 All of the above should be set (including wated waste recycling) at the higher base | As above

level figure as they won’t be achieved in practce may hit lower targets.

26 Carbon emissions may be the Govt's preferredhooedf measurement but the Council | As above

should be encouraging all forms of renewable geiverand efficiency savings. All the
above options should be used to minimise the Bdrsugarbon footprint. If the targets
above are realistic, then (i) should be 25%, (iy@and (iii) 125 litres.
27 Option (i) is preferred, though these % redurcfigures should be made incrementally | As above
more strict in the future (and the base line shdaldhigher). Developments should aim to
be made carbon neutral whenever possible. If ngtipwere chosen then (a) the %
should be higher (some councils specify 30%) aaditshould be given for the use of
CHP systems, but | would still favour option (i).
8 Support option (iii). The maximum consumptioh@at in the SPD should be realistic and  Noteds tionsidered that the standard of 105 I/h/d ung

ler




D

[Respno | Comment | Officer response
enforceable by the planning authority. We estintlaéé¢ a saving of 8% below current Level 3 of the Code is realistic and enforceable.
average use could be achieved through meteringwfmoperties and incorporation of
water efficient fittings and appliances, equatiod 88 I/h/d. Southern Water has no power
to enforce water efficiency to levels that coulthiage 125 I/h/d. Govt consultation on
water efficiency looks to introducing new regulaso Higher levels of efficiency may be
achievable depending on the outcome. The Cod8ustainable Homes was published in
Dec 06 and sets a mandatory minimum standard ofitt88 per person per day for a
sustainability rating of 1. We support this, pd®dl it can be enforced by the planning
authority.

5 (iii) But not sure how this would be implementeaiv and in the future, once developmeptNoted. The limitations of the planning system witgard
is completed to ensure levels are maintained. té#ted above, no legislation exists to mak® the use and maintenance of appliances that are m
developers install energy /water efficient produatd prevent retro-fitting. energy/water efficient are recognised. The assassm

systems referred to in the draft SPD seek to emagmuthe
use of such appliances by ensuring they are fittedw
development.

9 Object to the 10% or more of energy requiremantse provided from on-site renewablesNoted. The draft SPD uses the Code for Sustainable
Whilst it is right that these are considered, thkguld not stifle regeneration. It has yet toHomes / BREEAM to apply performance standards te n
be demonstrated that end purchasers pay highes, @wst such initiatives are often a cost development. These systems include flexibilityaakow
to the developer, which are not taken into accautand costs. Specific requirements | standards relating to carbon dioxide emission&fgnuse
could make some schemes unviable and as a residlingosites may not come forward. | are met. The draft PPS on Climate Change provides
Where difficult sites are being regenerated antsca® significant, other issues may be| support for seeking on-site renewable energy irstsutbial
more important, eg contamination clean ups andddtale housing. The viability of new development.
delivering schemes must be a priority. We objedirty specific requirement of renewable
energy provision unless the viability issue is maldar in the policy.

11 In relation to both questions, the Council sHawait the conclusion of the current Noted. However, the draft PPS on Climate Change is
consultation process in relation to the PPS inor@ensure the approach taken is material planning consideration and paragraph @ftte
reflective of national advice. document states that pressure to halt plan-makitiitis

finalised should normally be resisted. It is cdesed that
the approach taken in the draft SPD is consistéhttive
clear trend of national advice.

16 Shouldn’t this be achieved by building to thettend most energy efficient standards off Noted. This is the approach taken in the draft SPD
construction as required by national and not Istahdards.

18 Use existing standards — if levels are set, weldvanticipate that a financial assessment Noted. This is the approach taken in the draft SPD
would be undertaken to justify what levels can lygp®rted by various types / sizes of
development in order to set informed levels.

24 Support the creation of targets and standartislpachieve objectives and monitor Noted
success.

Issue 12 — Levels of emission and consumption

Question 2 — Are there any alternatives?
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4 There are many codes and best practice guiddsfare being prepared) which set Noted
meaningful targets for buildings in terms of CO2Zigsions per m2 or m3 and water per
person.
23 Alternatives can be introduced when understandird technology improves Noted
26 To have no standards and let global warminglecde Noted
27 A more strict form of (i) — passive or carbominal developments as an ideal Noted. Howevés,dbnsidered that the levels proposed
in the draft SPD strike the right balance at thespnt time
between improved sustainability performance anddsteds
that are set at realistic levels
29 Only those which make it clear to all concerjust how grave the situation is. Noted

Issue 13 — Static or increasing performance stalsdar
Question 1 — Which option do you support and why?

2 Standards should be based on the highest viablggefficiency or carbon reduction withNoted. However, it is considered that the approach
perhaps a sliding scale over a period of time wittigh fixed target. proposed in the draft SPD of expecting new devekaprto
achieve certain levels of the Code for Sustainblomes /
BREEAM is appropriate given that Government polgy
still emerging and targets for moving to zero carbo
housing are the subject of consultation. The cpdy
exists to include new policies on renewable enamyy
sustainable construction in the emerging LDF Core
Strategy, taking account of final Government palicy
3, 14, 28, (ii) As above
29
17 (i) Best reflects technological and commeraidvances As above
32 Support option ii). Constant monitoring and ioypng standards are needed to help As above
contain global warming and pollution.
4 Either (i) or (iii) as what can be done at resdade cost will change with time. If (iii) is | As above
chosen there should be an element of ‘at reasowabtéas per pollution control
legislation.
7,10, 11 (i) As above
19 (i) As improvements in technology tend to bepped rather than incremental As above
25 (i) There will be changing costs and qualifytechnologies As above
26 (i) Use national targets as a baseline thémguscal circumstances and advancesin | As above
technology to improve targets where practicablecdl targets should be regularly updated
to reflect advances in technology.
27 (iii) If new developments are to become carbeutral within 10 years then strict standardas above
need to be applied. Better if Basingstoke couldea@ this before the government’s
deadline.
20 Performance standards need to be increasinth b#fter technology to do it, standards As above
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should be raised all the time, also as more ana meople believe that climate change is$
happening and is caused by human activity therebeib greater desire for higher
standards. Don’'t know whether option ii or iildstter.
13 In relation to both questions, the Council sdawait the conclusion of the current Noted
consultation process in relation to the PPS inoi@ensure that approach taken reflects
national advice.
15 Linked to Government standards Noted
16 A national, not local issue, reflected in regiloplans and therefore a local plan Noted
requirement
18 Existing standards are regularly updated Noted
24 Support the creation of targets and standartslpachieve objectives and monitor Noted
success.
Issue 13 — Static or increasing performance stalsdar
Question 2 — If standards should be raised oves, thy how much and how often?
4 Best practical technology — not involving excessiosts concept Noted
10 Maximum viable Noted
13 In relation to both questions, the Council sH@await the conclusions of the current Noted
consultation process in relation to the PPS inor@ensure the approach taken is
reflective of national advice
15 As set by the Government Noted
23 Reviewed yearly to match national targets Noted
25 Depends on costs and changing technologies Noted
26 Standards should be reviewed annually to reiilegtovements in technology Noted
27 Minimum standards should be set so as the Gmarhtargets can be realistically met | Noted
(and ideally exceeded)
29 By x% (say 3%) p.a. for the foreseeable future. Noted
32 Cannot predict but aim for maximum possible. Noted
Issue 14 — Thresholds for implementation
Question 1 — Which of these options do you supgadtwhy?
2,7,8, 16, | Should apply to all new build, though with extemsi@as a possible exception. Noted. However gtaposed that the draft SPD will on
17,23, 32 apply to developments of greater than 10 dwellings
1,000m2 floorspace, since these sites will offergheatest
scope for
3 (iv) Noted. This is the approach which is proposed.
4,14, 18 (ii) it would be unreasonable to loadballto a modest extension to an existing home for Noted
example
5 Support option (iv) - water usage from residérngigreater than non-residential and Noted. This is the approach which is proposed.
therefore need a method to prioritize applicatioNged flexibility in approach especially
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in areas where there is a known deficit and it imayhat assessments are required for sjtes
with less than 10 properties especially where thautative effect of development needs|to
be assessed.

10 (iif) because the same standards could not pkeddo an extension as to a new build, farNoted. It is recognised that there is a need ifterént
example standards between different sized developmentshend

SPD has been drafted accordingly.

13 Option (i) represents the most appropriate @g@n. It is important that each of the issueBloted. However, it is considered that the applicaof
in the SPD is considered on its merits in relatmimdividual proposals. For example, at| different elements at different standards may tésul
which point housing mix and renewable energy becuialgle and appropriate will vary | inconsistency and difficulties in implementation.
considerably and should not be triggered at theeshneshold.

19 (i) set clear expectations to all that thesealaeutcomes expected in our borough. WithNoted. This is the approach which is proposed.
thresholds there is the facility to just dip unttes threshold and abdicate from
responsibilities towards a sustainable design.

20 All requirements of the SPD should be appliedltadevelopment as a general principle.| Noted. However, it is considered to be approptiatpply
Exceptions to the rule could be argued on a casaby basis, (like case law) and the requirements across the board for all developsne
exceptions made used for similar exceptions irfuhae. It is too difficult in view of the | above the threshold set out in the draft SPD.
many different circumstances to define when a dgraknt should comply 100% and
when not. However, this opinion is made with odityited knowledge.

25 (i) no guidelines — no performance Noted

26 (iif) the SPD performance standards should Ipfiegto all development but variations | Noted. This is possible under the Code for Suatden
allowed to reflect the achievable standards oktteedue to its size and location Homes, which allows over-performance in some non

mandatory areas, to compensate for under-perforenanc
elsewhere.

27 | can see the reasoning behind having threshiold$echnology is available on a range ¢fNoted
scales for e.g. microgeneration and grey wateratgwy. | would like to see (i) applied, but
I don’t know enough about the feasibility of thswould accept (iii) if the rules were kept
strict.

28 Support option iii). Some flexibility will be gaired for the policies to have credibility andNoted. It may be possible to permit exceptionseund
be implementable. certain circumstances, such as in listed buildings.

29 Whichever is likely to produce the earliest imgrment. Noted

Issue 14 — Thresholds for implementation
Question 2 — Are the suggested thresholds apptefria

4 Would prefer a residential threshold of 5 dwejfirand non residential of 500m2 Noted. Howevaes, firoposed to use a threshold of 10
dwellings or greater / 1,000m2 or greater in acancg
with the advice in the supplement to PPS1.

13 On the basis that different thresholds are dened appropriate for differing issues Noted. However, experience from other local autiesr

covered by the SPD, a single threshold will notippropriate. With regard to residential,
is highly unlikely that a scheme of 10 dwellingdlWwe capable of providing a percentags
of its power from renewable energy without affegtinability.

iand the advice in the draft supplement to PPSlesidhgat
2 it is feasible to secure renewable energy frons el
dwellings or greater.
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14 Yes Noted
18 Depending on level set (eg Ecohomes good /geod or Code for Sustainable Homes 3 Noted. The draft SPD reflects the advice in thadtdr
or 4) we would have concerns that the standardmoape achievable for the thresholds | supplement to PPS1, which is considered to be aabie.
proposed in (iv) and would place too much finanbisden on smaller developments The requirements have not been applied to smatés due
to potential viability problems.
23,32 No Noted. However, the draft SPD reflects the adiricie
draft supplement to PPS1.
26 There should be no thresholds — all new devedmpishould be subjected to performancgNoted. It is not considered to be feasible to ypipd

standards.

requirements to all new development at this stgiyen the
issue of viability of developing smaller sites.

Issue 14 — Thresholds for implementation
Question 3 — If not, what should the thresholds be?

4 5 dwellings and 500m2 Noted. However, it is proposed to use a threshbltD
dwellings or greater / 1,000m2 or greater in acancg
with the advice in the supplement to PPS1.

13 There should be a range of thresholds to rediach case. In all circumstances the Noted. Itis considered that there is significectpe for
thresholds should be sufficiently flexible to alléev consideration of the individual meritssecuring renewable energy and energy reductionurness
of each proposal and location. With regard to eneficiency and renewables, the in developments of 10 or more dwellings and the $B&
Council correctly refers to 'substantial' new depehents. However, this should not applybeen drafted accordingly. This reflects the aduicine
to 10 dwellings, but to 100 dwellings or more. supplement to PPS1 and will ensure consistencysache

Borough.

18 A financial assessment should be undertakeustdyj what level can be supported for | Noted. However, experience from other authoriied
what size of development, for a variety of siteghwther varying site constraints, in ordefrom Government research indicates that this is the
to set an informed threshold. appropriate threshold. It also reflects the adinctae draft

supplement to PPS1.

23 Residential — each dwelling Noted. However, it is difficult to achieve highvids of
sustainability on individual dwellings in the majgrof
cases and it would be unnecessarily onerous totheeén
all new dwellings at present. However, sites @fdethan
10 dwellings will need to be accompanied by a cttasan
statement to detail how sustainable features hega b
considered.

29 At least 50% tighter Noted. However, the Borough Council currently has

requirements.

Issue 15 — Assessment
Question 1 — Which option do you prefer and why?

3, 4,10, 11,
13, 14, 16,
17,18, 19,

(i) No need to reinvent the wheel — use existiagtipractice for consistency

Noted. It is propasease the existing established
mechanism for consistency and transparency.
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20, 23, 26,

29

7, 25, 28, (ii) Noted. However, it is considered to be too reseurc

32 intensive to develop a bespoke method, which msiltren
confusion for developers between different locdhatrities
using different standards and methods of assessment

8 Would not support an assessment method that vemmgbromise implementation of waterNoted. Water conservation is a key element ofdbde for

conservation measures. A system that allows elesrierite traded against each other caguustainable Homes and the BREEAM assessment.
promote one element at the expense of another.b@steoption is the Code for Sustainable

Homes, which sets mandatory standards in relatimohservation of water on the proviso

that it can be enforced by the planning authority.

15 As set by the Government Noted. The Code for Sustainable Homes has been
developed by the Government and the standardsdied|in
the SPD are broadly in line with those in the sapmnt to
PPS1.

27 Look to Council officers Noted

Issue 15 — Assessment

Question 2 — Do the assessment methods of othanisagions provide complete coverage of the issug

4 As far as | know Noted.

13 The key issues raised with these 2 questioatertd matters already addressed through|thieted. The Building Regulations deal with the

Building Regulations and the SPD should only seeteter to those assessment methodsconstruction of buildings and do not currently riegu

Any changes or additions to those methods shoulé@considered in the context of a | measures such as the use of renewable energy, ishich

planning policy document. considered to be fundamental, given the impactiofate
change.

23, 26 Yes, complete coverage at current understgraohd technology Noted

32 No. These change all the time. Noted. However, standards such as BREEAM areww&de

periodically and the requirements of the Zero Carbo
Homes does require increasing an increase in pesfaoce
over time.

Issue 15 — Assessment

Question 3 — Should there be flexibility in complgiwith different requirements

4,14, 17, | Yes, use the principles of life cycle assessmaaitow trade offs between target areas Noted. Atdidhamount of trade-off is permitted via the

28 standards, set out in the Code for Sustainable Hdme
BREEAM.

10, 23, 29, | No, trade offs would reduce the overall impacttahgards and over-performance in ong Noted. However the Code for Sustainable Homes /

32 area should not condone under-performance elsewhere BREEAM do permit a degree of flexibility which iseful
given that all sites will have different characséds.

18 National standards incorporate flexibility Noted

20 Must be careful that flexibility in assessmeogsl not lead to un-necessary lowering of Noted
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standards
26 There should be flexibility to ask for highesirstlards on a site that can achieve them and\oted. This is the approach that is being propdasdie
lower standards if a site cannot achieve the nostaaldards required. draft SPD.
32 No. All areas should minimise environmental &tipprovided historical and scenic Noted

settings are not compromised.

Issue 16 — Implementation
Question 1 — What is the best way of ensuringtiedsures are implemented?

3 (i) Noted. Itis proposed that documentary evidenae vi
accredited assessors will be required as a péneof
development control process.

4 Combination of (ii) and (iii) Noted. Itis proposed that documentary evidenae vi
accredited assessors will be required as a péneof
development control process.

10 (iii) Noted. Itis proposed that documentary evidenae vi
accredited assessors will be required as a péneof
development control process.

13 Council’'s enforcement powers are consideredcserit to ensure implementation Noted. Itis pregubthat use would be made of
appropriate conditions to ensure compliance.

7,14, 15, (i) monitoring on site during and after works Noted. Itis proposed that documentary evidenae vi

29 accredited assessors will be required as a pdneof
development control process.

17 Will depend on the nature and size of the dgraémnt Noted. Itis proposed that the requiremeritsapply to the
larger proposals only at this stage.

18 (i) support use of conditions to ensure measareimplemented. May need to be Noted. Itis proposed that the requirements vaplg to the

supplemented by (ii) and (iv) as necessary larger proposals only at this stage, which woutduide
certification and site visits.

24 Support the creation of targets and standartislpachieve objectives and monitor Noted. A specific requirement has been includetthén

success. draft SPD.

25 (i) the only sure and friendly way to make dertaeasures are implemented, which will | Noted. It is proposed that documentary evidenae vi

include site visits. accredited assessors will be required as a péneof
development control process.

26, 23, 28, | Implementing all 4 options Noted. Itis proposed that use will be made ofditions,

32 certification and site visits.

27 Look to council officers, but the scheme needset enforced strictly Noted. Use will be madappropriate conditions.

Issue 16 — Implementation
Question 2 — Should there be provision for deveai®pe make a contribution to a carbon off-settingd?

4

Any such approach should be entirely up to theldgers and should not be seen as a
reason not to comply with the SPD. Many carboseiffng funds are of little value to

environmental protection.

Noted. Itis proposed that this approach is nosyed
given the potential short-comings of such funds and
difficulties in establishing such a mechanism.
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7,11,28, | No Noted.

29, 32

10 Yes Noted. Itis proposed that this approach is nosyed

given the potential short-comings of such funds and
difficulties in establishing such a mechanism.

13 With regard to other matters, addressed thraltghnative legislation and regulations eg| Noted.
building regulations, it is considered that adequantrols exist to ensure implementation

18 Would support the creation of a scheme to afloavision for off-setting contributions as| Noted. It is proposed that this approach is nosyed
this would provide more flexibility for developers. given the potential short-comings of such funds and

difficulties in establishing such a mechanism.

19 Carbon off-setting schemes divert attention fthenfundamental issues that actions havyeNoted. It is proposed that this approach is nosyed
impacts. The best intervention is to design arittilaind demonstrate sustainability locallygiven the potential short-comings of such funds and
in every new build. difficulties in establishing such a mechanism.

20 Concerned that a carbon off-setting fund mighlike planting trees off set for a journey| Noted. It is proposed that this approach is nosyed
by plane, or travel journalists paying subscripsiom green projects. This off setting doesgiven the potential short-comings of such funds and
not prevent the (unnecessary?/undesirable) camn@s®ns in the first place therefore | | difficulties in establishing such a mechanism.
would not be in favour of developers making a dbntion to a carbon off-setting fund.

23 Yes, carbon offsetting can only be carried bthte beneficiary has been successfully Noted. Itis proposed that this approach is nosyed
addressed as demonstrating ‘additionality’ given the potential short-comings of such funds and

difficulties in establishing such a mechanism.

26, 27 Only if the developer can reasonably cldiat they cannot meet all or some of the targetsloted. It is proposed that this approach is nosyed

because it is technically impossible / as a |lasinte

given the potential short-comings of such funds and
difficulties in establishing such a mechanism.

Issue 17 — Format of SPD
Question 1 — What format should the SPD guidanke?ta

3,10, 11, (iif) with printed copies made available to thoseowequire them Noted. It is proposed that theudwmt will essentially be

15, 16, 27 a web-based tool, with hard copies available froose
who require them.

7,14, 25 0] Noted. Hard copies will be made available. Howegités
intended to be largely a web-based tool.

4,17, 26, (iv) Noted. This is the approach that is being takeh thie

28, 29, 32 draft SPD.

23 All formats Noted. Hard copies will be made available. Hosveit is

intended to be largely a web-based tool.

Issue 17 — Format of SPD
Question 2 — Do you know of any other documents witiser-friendly format which could be replicate

4,10, 17

No

Noted

23

Consult with other local authorities, local WadiBorough

Noted. Consultation will be undertaketih neighbouring

authorities, in addition to organisations suchhaesBuilding
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Research Establishment.

Question 3

Issue 17 — Format of SPD
— Should any design guidance be appdndéd proposed SPD or available separately?

4

No strong views

Noted

they are read in this context with appropriate smeferencing

10, 26, 28, | Available separately but linked and referencechen$PD Noted. This is the approach that is beioggsed in the

32 draft SPD.

14 Separately Noted. It is intended that the documents will ppended
to the SPD, but also made available separately.

16 Supporting documents should be published asleabments of an overall SPD so that | Noted. This is the approach that is being propaséiae

draft SPD.
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General comments — not linked to particular aspectsf the Issues and Options

Thames A key sustainability objective should be for newelepment to be co-ordinated with Noted. However, in addition to the Design and
Water infrastructure it demands and to take account istiewg infrastructure. Account should be Sustainability SPD, proposals would be considerpgdnest
taken of PPS12, para 4.9 and to make referencdresiructure as identified in B3 — B8 of other relevant policies of the Local Plan (incluglthose
PPS12. No legislation to enforce developers tdement E1, and point (vii) should make on the availability and provision of infrastructyrdt is not
reference to pollution of the environment in itglaét context, including air, water and possible to amend Policy E1 via the SPD.
land.
Network No comments to make on the SPD. Noted
Rail
HCC An SPD on this subject would be worthwhile. Buthe longer-term a co-ordinated Noted.
Policy Hampshire-wide SPD would be worth developing, itey and building upon the
Team: Hampshire-wide Local Area Agreement (LAA) —
The Issues and Options document appears to betpekih regard to the role of Noted. The draft SPD refers to Policy S1 of thenigdahire
sustainable design and construction in (1) miningighe use for primary raw materials (yMinerals and Waste Development Framework and iredy
promoting the use of secondary or recycled masrié2) design to enable future sections on re-use and sourcing of materials, eeatis
recycling/composting to take place, (3) promotiémvaste minimisation and construction| buildings and recycling of waste.
waste recycling at construction sites, (4) re-dsgemolition waste on-site etc. The
document also fails to mention Policy S1 of the lgahire minerals and waste ‘core’
planning Strategy, which is entitled Sustainablsife, Construction and Demolition, and
would form part of the Development Plan for Bastnge and is due to be adopted in June
this year.
HCC Would support SPD guidance that differentiates betwwhat would apply to, or be a Noted. The approach of the draft SPD is to sedltesf the
Property, requirement of, an outline versus a detailed plagapplication. Clarity is always Code for Sustainable Homes / BREEAM for significant
Business beneficial in relation to what information will wequired to be provided at what stage, anciew development. The process for complying with th
and we would anticipate that what is required to bevjgted is reasonable at that level of detailrequirements is made clear in section 6.
Regulatory | For instance, if the SPD sets an Ecohomes / Cadeustainable Homes level to be
Services achieved, it would not be expected to demonstteatethis can be achieved as part of an
outline planning application, although it would te@sonable to condition this.
Grosvenor | Grosvenor recognises the importance of ensuringathdevelopment in the Borough is | Noted. The draft SPD identifies thresholds for the
Ltd well designed and sustainable and welcomes thédatibh of this document. As the dralft requirements regarding sustainable construction and

SPD is some way off, it is difficult to comment specific policies. In summary, it would
be helpful if the draft SPD sets out thresholdwlath guidance will be applied and
confirm what status the SPD will have. Grosvenould not wish the guidance to

resource efficiency. It also states that once tatbthe
SPD form part of the Borough'’s LDF and will be a
material consideration in the determination of piag

overcomplicate the submission of minor planningligpgions.

applications.
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Environ.
Agency

The existing policy does not seem consistent witsiglf. The topics referred to in the firs
paragraph do not relate to points v, vi or vii.
There is little on water quality in the documekl¥e understand that a water cycle study |
being undertaken for the Basingstoke area, anduapgised that water quality does not
feature in this document. Consideration shouldilzen to discharges to ground where
there is no mains drainage available and to thaagpof sewerage treatment units in the
borough.

Pollution prevention and remediation need to bdarg in the document. This could
include noise, water quality, land affected by emmination, light pollution, etc.
Although SUDS is covered in the document, othem®of flood risk have not been
considered. We seek clarification as to wheredldsk information will be expanded.

tNoted. However, it is considered that parts \andl vii are

relevant aspects of ensuring new developmentastagh

sstandard of design.

The draft SPD contains a section on SUDS thatseéer
water quality, pollution and groundwater conditiamsl
flooding. Reference is also made to the Stratelgiod
Risk Assessment that is being produced as palneof t
evidence base for the Core Strategy.

Comments on Sustainability Appraisal

e PPS25 Development and flood risk.

* CIRIA C697 the SUDS manual and the related CIRI®&60onstruction manual.

e The Environment Agency's GP3: Groundwater Protacfwlicy and Practice which
replaces the 1998 Policy and Practice for the Etiote of Groundwater. Parts 1-3 of
this document are to be released via our website7ddctober, and Part 4 will be out
for external consultation for 3 months from Novemd@06. Part 4 includes the
Policies, while Parts 1-3 give more backgroundrimiation on legislation and
groundwater in general.

e The Basingstoke and Deane Contaminated Land Syrateg

Section 5 — Baseline Indicators
This section should be updated to include watelityuéand contamination and flood risk
baseline data.

Section 6 — Sustainability Issues
PPS23, PPS25 and water quality do not featuresiististainability Issues table.

Section 7 — SA Objectives

Water Quality and Flood Risk do not feature in $hetainability objectives. Although we

Natural Welcomes the production of the SA Scoping Repadtraste the contents with interest. | Noted
England The SA is an important element of the approacHaormng under the 2004 Act and will
help better integration of sustainability issuesmythe preparation of other documents.
Environ. Table 4 Additional documents requested in thiseabl Noted. The documents referred to have been addidn t
Agency * The Water Framework Directive. Context Review.

Baseline indicators on water quality, land contaation
and flood risk have been added to the SA.

Water quality and flood risk have been includethe SA
objectives.
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welcome the inclusion of sustainable drainage énabjectives, the other aspects of
reducing flood risk are not included.

Objective 3 BVPI 106 on the percentage of new homes built on
This should read "Number of dwellings built on brdigld / greenfield sites in line with | previously developed land is now used as the imndlica
PPS23"

The objective "To maintain and improve surface gralind water quality” should be An objective that refers to the capacity of theavat
included. This is needed to comply with the Watemkework Directive which considers | environment to meet water resource and waste water
the water environment as a whole. treatment requirements.

Appendix 2 Water quality and flood risk has been incorporaiga the

Some of the Key Objectives listed in this tablermoecarried across in the rest of the SA| SA.
document. These issues are on PPS9, PPS23, PREREesmis a lack of sources on water
quality.




