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Introduction

Baker Associates has been commissioned by Castle Point Borough Council
to undertake the sustainability appraisal (SA) of the Castle Point Local
Development Framework Core Strategy and Generic Development Control
Policies Development Plan Document (the DPD).

The DPD has been through several iterations in preparation and an SA
carried out at each stage. The previous full SA report was prepared in July
2007" and this documented the first preferred options document. Following
this stage a first supplementary note was prepared in July 20087 to document
the findings of the SA of the further changes to the preferred options.

This stage of the SA concentrates on the changes to the previous versions of
the appraisal. These are a result of the additional consultation stage for the
DPD the ‘Core Strategy Proposed Publication Document’, January 2009
(referred to as the ‘proposed publication DPD’).

The method chosen for this stage of the SA is to prepare a further
supplementary report to the 2007 SA Report and to the July 2008 report.
This supplementary report looks at the sustainability implications of the
proposed publication DPD. The SA assesses each section of the Core
Strategy DPD where changes would have a sustainability impact, and reports
on the likely SA impacts of change.

Using a supplementary report approach, rather than a full re-write of the SA
reflects the process nature of an SA. Each stage of SA leads on from the
previous one, and therefore presenting the findings as a series of stages,
reflecting on what has gone before is appropriate to the role of the an iterative
SA process. The repeated plan making and appraisal stages integrates
sustainability considerations into the plan.

The purpose of this new SA report is to supplement the 2007 and 2008 SA
Reports. It does not repeat the methodology, process and background
sections of the 2007 report and for a fuller discussion of the method and
purpose of the SA this earlier report should be read in conjunction with this
one.

Appendix 1 shows a full new appraisal of all policies of the DPD. The SA
reviews of all policies of the proposed publication DPD and these are included
in the appendix.

! Sustainability Appraisal of the Castle Point Local Development Framework — Core Strategy
and Generic Development Control Policies Development Plan Document (Preferred Options),
Baker Associates, July 2007.

2 Sustainability Appraisal of the Castle Point Local Development Framework — Core Strategy
further proposed options report Baker Associates, July 2008
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The individual policy appraisals include an assessment of the relationship of
the policies to sustainable development objectives developed for the SA
process, shown in Appendix 1. The matrices include:

e acomment interpreting the purpose of the policy for the appraisal

e asimple symbol summary of each policy’s performance against the
sustainability objectives

e acomment on how effective the policy will be in achieving more
sustainable development

< an brief appraisal audit trial reflecting on the iteration of the policy and
related sustainability appraisals

e recommendations on how the policy could be improved to deliver
sustainable development and avoid adverse impacts.

One major change from previous versions of the preferred options DPD is it
no longer presents options/alternatives for each policy. Therefore, the
appraisal matrices no longer include the relative sustainability of alternatives.
However, matrices now contain a brief ‘audit trail' of the different stages of
policy and associated SA.

The continued input from the SA means that sustainability considerations
have been integrated into the core strategy and policies. At each stage of the
SA the Council produced the ‘Core Strategy — incorporating the sustainability
appraisal’, report. This provides a reference as to how the recommendations
of the July 2007 SA Report and July 2008 have influenced preparation of the
DPD. It also provides a reference that shows how recommendations of the
2007 and 2008 SA Reports have been superseded and are no longer
relevant. These documents are available from the Castle Point LDF website.

Sustainability appraisal: general comments

The structure of the Core Strategy and Generic Development Control DPD
has changed through the various iterations. The current consultation version
DPD is a full document containing all core and development control policies.
The broad structure of the DPD is:

e the core strategy, containing the vision, aims and objectives, spatial
strategy, key diagram and core policies

e monitoring and implementation

e the development control policies
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e anintroductory part for each section sets the context of the policies and
details of monitoring and implementation.

There is greater clarity in the wording of the plan than in previous versions
and this should help in the implementation of the policies and proposals.
Additional guidance material is contained in relevant Supplementary Planning
Documents (SPD), which have been prepared since preparation began on the
preferred options version DPD. SPD include:

« the Urban Place Supplement that provides design guidance (adopted),

e an SPD on flood to address issues of design and location of
development to avoid flood risk (awaiting completion and adoption)

e a Developer Contribution SPD to set guidance on securing financial
benefits from development for the wider community (adopted).

Much of the introductory material to the latest version of the consultation Core
Strategy document is bought forward from the previous two consultation
versions. These introductory sections contain relevant contextual information
to the LDF, Core Strategy and to the Borough, allowing readers to understand
the role of the LDF in moving towards sustainable development.

The SA notes one instance where wording should be altered in section 2.7 of
the core strategy referring to the SA process. This states that:

“The Council is confident that the Core Strategy is sustainable and fulfils the
sustainability objectless for Castle Point as identified in the Sustainability
Appraisal.”

This wording is not necessarily compatible with the aims and findings of the
sustainability appraisal, and it is suggested that this is removed. Instead, the
Council should be confident that the Core Strategy has been tested against
sustainability objectives and every reasonable attempt has been made to help
ensure the Core Strategy can help in delivering sustainable development.
However, it is not really accurate or possible, for a development plan to be
truly ‘sustainable’, therefore wording changes are recommended.

Sustainability appraisal: Vision, aims and objectives

The vision remains largely unaltered from the previous ‘further consultation’
version of the Preferred Options. The vision addresses, in a comprehensive
way, the range of issues and spatial approach to development in the
Borough. This clearly defines how the LDF envisages Castle Point in the
future.

A new inclusion in the Vision are specific details on the locations of growth,
new including urban periphery and the seafront. The sustainability appraisal
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supports the improved clarity of wording, as it shows that development in
these locations will be part of the future of the Borough, and essential to
meeting Castle Point’s housing demand. It unambiguously presents to those
reading the DPD what the plans are for the future development of the
Borough. This is compatible with sustainability objectives, yet is reliant on
good policy and policy implementation to be fully realised.

The objectives for the Core Strategy have been substantially simplified from
previous versions of the document. These now provide a succinct list of six
aims and 21 objectives for the Core Strategy. The sustainability appraisal
supports the revised set of objectives as they provide a clear guide to the
desired outputs of the LDF when it is implemented.

Appendix 2 includes an appraisal of the aims and objectives in the most
recent version of the Core Strategy. This shows that the aims and objectives
are compatible with the sustainability objectives that developed for the SA.
The only matters not directly addressed in the aims and objectives is avoiding
pollution, including air, noise, water and light. Core Strategy objectives could
address pollution issues.

An objective could also be included to help achieve a modal shift away from
car use. Increasing public transport is already an objective, but this could be
widened to aiming to achieve a modal shift away from car use in the Borough.
This could include reducing the overall need to travel, and encouraging
sustainable transport modes, including walking and cycling, as addressed in
the Vision.

Removed from the objectives is the reference to ‘other relevant plan,
programme or strategy’. These provided a useful demonstration that a
partnership approach is needed to deliver sustainable development in the
Borough. However, other sections equally serve to demonstrate the
importance of partnership working, includes the consideration of local policy
context, the ‘partners and projects’ in the portrait of Castle Point, and the
‘community infrastructure implementation framework’.

Sustainability appraisal: The Spatial Strategy

Introduction

The spatial strategy has an essential role in distributing development and
therefore shaping the future form of the urban areas of Castle Point. It needs
to look for ways to provide a mix of different land uses, such as homes, jobs
and services, which people can access without getting in their car. A key
concern of a sustainable spatial strategy is linking the place where people live
to where they work.

Reducing car travel can have some major sustainability benefits. These
include:
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. reducing emissions to air, with benefits for local air quality and helping
mitigate against climate change

. reducing congestion can be beneficial for the economy

. health benefits from reduced air pollution and reducing adverse impacts
on wellbeing caused by busy and congested roads

. social benefits as more people have equitable access to jobs and
services.

This section of the SA considers the strategy as it appears in section five of
the proposed publication DPD (January 2009).

Defining the spatial strategy

There have been quite substantial revisions to the spatial strategy, and the
distribution of development, from the previous consultation version of the
preferred options Core Strategy. The DPD allocates additional sites for
housing and employment growth, one larger site is no longer allocated. The
strategy has added new housing and employment growth sites, changed
yields or quantity of land allocation on other, and removed other from the
DPD entirely.

Table 4 on the spatial distribution of development sets out the spatial strategy
for Castle Point, including:

e the amount and distribution of development

 development distribution between the two main areas of Castle Point,
Canvey Island, and the ‘mainland’ areas of Benfleet, Hadleigh and
Thundersley

Specific issues covered by the strategy are that:

e around 25ha of additional employment land to be allocated, to provide
an additional 2,500 new jobs in the Castle Point over the plan period,
with 60% on Canvey Island

e around 5000 new homes for the plan period, 3,800 remaining to 2026

- focus of development on urban areas in particularly Hadleigh and
Canvey

e requirement for development in the Green Belt and on greenfield land
and other peripheral development

e a70% target for housing on previously developed land.
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The strategy proposes an approach to development that focuses on the urban
areas, and in particular, the town centres. With around 1000 new jobs
focused in the town centres of Hadleigh and Canvey this should help promote
sustainable access to work as these locations will be most accessible to the
greatest number of people. Focusing on the town centres may also help in
town centre regeneration.

This represents a sustainable spatial strategy that should help secure greater
accessibility to the services needed to meet peoples’ day-to-day needs. The
approach looks for greater concentration of development and this should help
support more sustainable transport modes, including walking and cycling.
However, peripheral housing and employment development will also rely on
high quality public transport provision to successfully reduce car use and
promote equitable access.

The majority of new employment land allocations are on Canvey Island, to
help redress some of the employment deficit in this location. Additional
employment on Canvey Island can help make this area more self-contained in
terms of travel to work, and help reduce car use. However, to help achieve
the aim the new jobs provided will need to match the skills of the workforce.

Spatial strategy — the split of development

The spatial strategy divides the Borough into two parts. Then development is
directed to meet specific needs in each of the two areas, rather than setting
overall growth targets for the whole Borough, as it does not necessarily
function as a single cohesive location.

The section on ‘local distribution of need’ gives the proportions for the split of
total development needs between Castle Point and the ‘mainland’ areas.
These are

e Employment: Canvey Island to ‘mainland’ — 60:40 respectively

The DPD states that directing more employment to Canvey Island is to
redress the balance of housing and jobs, helping to make this part of the
Borough more self-contained and reduce the proportion of people who have
to travel to the ‘mainland’ for work.

Unlike the previous version of the DPD a proportional split for housing is not
given. Calculating the total of proposed allocations, town centre renewal and
urban growth the split is more 50:50. It is not clear if this proportional split of
housing has been actively chosen to achieve a sustainability goal, as it
appears is the case for employment allocations, or if it simply reflects the
location of the preferred sites for allocation.

Creating a sustainable spatial strategy is reliant on an approach that identifies
the needs and roles of settlements and then allocates land accordingly. Land
allocation should therefore respond to these needs and growth be used to
bring positive sustainability benefits to the plan area. Such an approach can
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therefore justify the use of greenfield or Green Belt land over previously
developed site where it can be proved that its development would bring a
range of other sustainability benefits to the Borough.

The SA would suggest that the spatial strategy for housing is fully justified
based on the roles, function and needs of settlements.

Allocation of sites

Table 4 lists all of the proposed locations for housing growth in the Borough
over the plan period. In understanding the implications of the development of
these sites the SA suggests it may be helpful to include these in the plan in a
more structured way®. This would be in addition to the table 24 in the DPD
appendix. This table could include:

e the anticipated yield

e details of any phased delivery

e if the site is committed

e previously developed or greenfield land
e inthe Green Belt

e and current use.

The benefit of this type of table would be to show clearly the capacity of the
Borough for development, including the quantity that will have to be allocated
within the Green Belt and/or on greenfield land. This detailed table of sites
could also aid those wishing to comment on the Core Strategy, including the
sustainability appraisal, an idea on the extent to which greenfield peripheral
development would be required.

Provided there is sufficient evidence available to justify that the quantity of
development directed to the Green Belt is suitably deliverable to meet
housing needs, the split development should help deliver more sustainable
development. It minimises the loss of greenfield sites, and this could help
reducing landscape and potentially biodiversity impacts.

The sites allocated for development have been altered since the further
consultation version DPD from June 2008. These changes have included:

« removal of some of the Green Belt greenfield land for allocations,
including a large site north of Daws Heath Road

« allocated addition housing sites on existing employment sites at The
Point and Manor Trading Estate

® UPDATE: Following a first draft of this SA report, submitted to the Council, a table has been
prepared listing sites in the way suggested. The new table does help to provide the clarity
necessary in understanding the type of sites allocated, including likely greenfield and Green
Belt land requirements. This table will be made available on the Council’s LDF website.
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» lowered the anticipated yields from some greenfield sites including
Castle View School

e raised the anticipated housing yield from Hadleigh town centre
regeneration.

To achieve sustainable development it is important that the spatial strategy
shows that there are sufficient deliverable sites to meet development
requirements in a sustainable way. Too little land allocated for expansion of
the urban areas, through an overly constrictive Green Belt can result in
negative sustainability impacts for the Borough. This could include:

* too few homes being provided to meet the needs of residents, increasing
house prices and pushing people out of the area

e possible over intensification of development in existing built-up areas,
leading to a loss of character

e increased pressure on development of open spaces, including gardens
and playing fields in the urban area

e creation of unsustainable travel patterns as homes are not affordable
near to people’s place of work making commuting trips longer

 development needing to ‘leapfrog’ the Green Belt, leading to
unsustainable travel patters if peoples’ homes become more distant from
the places where they work

e impacts on a workforce to meet the needs of local employers.

Conversely, there would be negative impacts if the plan makes too much
housing land available. This could include:

e development of greenfield land over previously developed land
adversely effecting the regeneration initiatives of urban areas

« inefficient use of land

* loss of existing open spaces and countryside

e impacts on landscape character and biodiversity.

The definition of Green Belt boundaries should be something that is
considered with a long-term view of the development needs of the Borough.
It is likely to be the case that beyond 2026 (the plan period) the towns of

Castle Point need further expansion to accommodate growth.

Therefore, full consideration should be given to setting Green Belt boundaries
that last longer than the lifetime of the plan, and can meet long-term
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development needs. This allows not only for some flexibility in the growth of

the towns, but also allows the Green Belt to be defined in a way that means it
is defensible and has a lasting integrity. This type of land may be particularly
important if other long term sites on Canvey Island are not available after the
plan period.

Essential to implementing development to meet the growth needs of the
Borough will be demonstrating housing allocations are deliverable. For the
allocations on existing employment sites, many of which are currently in use,
there will need to be a clear strategy in place for their relocation. Not only will
this important to secure housing delivery, it will be necessary for new sites to
meet the needs of existing businesses so housing growth does not harm
access to jobs and wealth creation in the Borough.

In choosing sites to be allocated for development there will be inevitable
competing pressures that influence the choice of alternatives. This can
include developers who wish their sites to be included in the plan, and others
who would prefer to restrict development. However, the plan must distribute
the minimum housing requirement for the area as set through regional policy
and directed by government. The overriding issue of importance should
therefore be seeking sustainability benefits, albeit with caveats of
deliverability or viability. As noted in paragraph 4.20 this may mean the most
suitable sites are in the Green Belt or other greenfield land.

Identifying the most sustainable choice needs to be based on the best
evidence available. The evidence needs to ensure those sites that are
allocated are capable of delivery in the plan timeframe and that no more
sustainable alternatives sites could have been chosen.

It will be important to ensure in the submission version of the DPD that the
approach taken can be justified at examination by the planning inspectorate.

Castle Point officers undertook a sustainability assessment of sites for the
June 2008 version of the DPD. This was the ‘Assessment of the
Sustainability of Sites on the Urban Periphery’ (June 2008), and in the 2008
SA report the method for assessment was evaluated.

This assessment document, as the title indicates, focused on those sites
outside the developed areas of the Borough. This means that other new
allocations, including Manor Trading Estate, Canvey seafront and The Point
have not been assessed for their contribution to achieving sustainable
development.

Despite these three sites falling within the built-up area, and not requiring
greenfield or Green Belt land, there will still be sustainability implications from
their development. The impacts of sites could include:

. impacts on regeneration
. natural environment impacts such as on biodiversity and landscape
. the potential for flood risk
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. issues of deliverability

. loss of existing use, or the sustainability impacts of relocating current
uses

. and their location and potential for more sustainable travel (patterns
and modes).

Therefore, in order to get an idea of the relative sustainability of these sites,
as opposed to previously allocated sites in the Green Belt, a comparative
sustainability assessment is necessary”. This would also help provide some
of the evidence necessary to support the choice of these sites through
examination.

Use of Green Belt land for development

Development in the Green Belt remains a requirement of the DPD. This is to
be expected given the quantity of development that needs to be delivered to
meet growth needs. In addition, Green Belt boundaries are currently tight to
the urban boundaries of the settlements, restricting growth.

Despite the removal of one large housing allocation, the new housing
allocations that have been made to replace this will still require Green Belt
land take. This is because of several of these allocations being on existing
employment sites. Therefore, new housing will displace current employment
onto Green Belt sites. Locating employment on Green Belt may have a
greater impact on the quality of Green Belt than housing. This is especially
as many of the current employment uses include large industrial sheds and a
scrap yard, with potential high visual impacts.

Development of Green Belt land for employment uses may also affect the
level of developer contributions received from new housing development.
The higher land values from housing development gives a greater potential
for financial contributions for community and green infrastructure from
housing than employment. Therefore, this approach may have adverse
impacts on delivering regeneration and natural environment improvements to
the Borough.

It may be, the LDF needs to demonstrate, that the proposed approach of
displacing employment land into the Green Belt is a more sustainable option
than simply allocating Green Belt sites for housing. For instance if the
chosen, or alternative approach, would be best at meeting objectives relating
to more sustainable travel, regeneration or the delivery of new community or
green infrastructure — all of which are necessary for sustainable development.

Therefore, in identifying a suitable strategy it is essential land removed from
the Green Belt results in wider sustainability benefits. This includes reducing
the need to travel and creating accessible new development. Sites should be

* UPDATE: Following a first draft of this SA report, the Council now proposes to undertake a
site sustainability assessment of allocations that are not in the Green Belt. This will help
provide the necessary evidence and justification for their inclusion and contribution to
sustainable development.

10
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tested for their contribution to sustainable development whatever their type or
location. This is to help ensure they are effectively delivering sustainable
development, as noted in paragraph 4.31.

Monitoring and phasing delivery of larger sites

It may be necessary to phase the release of development sites for larger
housing with the delivery of other facilities, including employment. This is an
important part of creating sustainable communities in the area. Without
matched delivery of types of development, there is the risk that new housing
areas become ‘dormitory’ settlements to support residents who commute out
of the Borough for work, leisure and shopping.

In order to achieve this it will be necessary to monitor housing and
employment delivery, as proposed in the monitoring framework for the DPD.

Setting spatial policy

The site allocations and anticipated yield are no longer set out as policy”.
The strategy is set out as supporting text and in a table on the ‘spatial
distribution of regeneration and growth’.

The SA would recommend that the spatial elements of the Core Strategy
included as policy. This could be a stand-alone policy or integrated into other
core policies. Strategic matters that should be covered by policy include:

. the quantification of housing, employment land and retail to be
integrated into core policies

. the split of employment and housing development between Canvey
Island and Hadleigh, Benfleet and Thundersley, as a proportion or
total housing / employment land requirements

. the percentage of development expected on previously developed
land
. the role of Green Belt.

Despite the precise allocation of sites to be a role for the two area Action
Plans, it remains the role of the Core Strategy to define the distribution of
development around the Borough and the locations for growth. This could
include the total quantity or proportion of development. This is part of
demonstrating and helping to deliver what will be defined as a sustainable
spatial strategy for the Borough.

® UPDATE: Following a first draft of this SA report submitted to the Council, it is now proposed
to make paragraphs 5.4-5.6 and table 4 spatial policy for the Core Strategy. This supersedes
comments in paragraphs 4.39 to 4.43 of this SA Report. An SA matrix of the proposed policy
is included in Appendix 1.

11
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Even if elements of the strategy are integrated into other policies, there
remains a need for some type of strategic policy/policies that sets out the
overall spatial approach to development. There is a need for a strategic
policy of this type to set the framework for all new development delivered in
the plan period. The purpose of which is to set the basic principles on which
the location of new development should be based. For instance, to be able to
respond to applications for housing, or other development, that come forward
outside of allocated sites.

A policy position needs to be in place to deal with these applications, and
allow refusal if necessary if sites do not fit with a sustainable spatial strategy
for the area. This needs to be based not only on the protection of the natural
environment, but also as part of a proactive approach to achieve wider
sustainability benefits. It could include, reducing the need to travel, better
access to homes and jobs and delivery of community needs.

Sustainability appraisal: core strategy policies

Many of the policies of this section remain largely unchanged from the original
SA of preferred options. Therefore, the findings and recommendations of the
SA have also remained the same. These findings are in the 2007 and 2008
SA reports available on the Council’s LDF website. Where the proposed
publication DPD 2009 makes changes to the preferred options that have
sustainability impacts the SA reports on these. Appendix 1 gives the
sustainability appraisal matrices for the policies, including an ‘audit trail’ of the
iteration of the policies and SA.

The core policies show a positive ambition to deliver projects that will help
make Castle Point a more sustainable place. These projects include
improved transport, new community initiatives and green infrastructure.
However, in the absence of a strategic policy more spatial strategy elements
could be included in the policy, such as quantification of housing and
employment distribution.

The policies are unlikely to have any adverse impact on sustainable
development. However, the SA does query whether some of these policies
will actually have much influence on the future development of the Borough.
Several of the core policies simply list the projects and strategies that there is
an aim to deliver over the plan period. They do not necessarily help define
the strategy for actively shaping future development over which the LDF has
an influence.

Other core policies do set out strategic criteria that will help guide the form of
new development and will be useful in making decisions on planning

applications. This includes policy CP4 on creating ‘sustainable and inclusive
communities’. The policy sets out the basic standards that will need to apply
to all new development in the Borough. This provides an invaluable first step

12
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in making planning decisions on the suitability of development, relating
strongly to sustainable development.

The SA does query whether it is correct for the policy state that new
development should be built to sustainability standards that include being
carbon and water neutral. The supporting development control policies are
only seeking reductions in carbon emissions and water use, and not water
and carbon neutrality. Achieving development that reduces carbon emissions
and water use is essential in creating more sustainable development and the
SA supports the intention but suggests a wording change.

Policy CP2 addresses issues of ‘protecting and enhancing green
infrastructure’. The policy is reliant on developers making contributions to
help achieve this policy. Strategic elements of development control policies
could be integrated into this policy. This would set the overriding principles
that will need to be applied to all new development to protect and enhance
open spaces, biodiversity and the landscape. For instance, refusing
development that would have an adverse impact on biodiversity, or would
result in the loss of public open space.

The SA also suggests broadening the policy to ensure there is no net loss of
local biodiversity through development. The policy could also recognise the
potential for conflicts between the desire to maintain and enhance biodiversity
and the need to enhance recreation and the leisure use of open space.
Despite these coming under the common heading of ‘green infrastructure’,
there could be very different implications for the type of provision and
sustainability impacts.

The SA supports the inclusion of the policy on ‘managing local flood risk’
Policy CP5 as a core policy. This issue is of major importance in the
Borough as much of the land area is at significant risk of flood (flood zone 3).
The SA suggests some policy wording changes to broaden the policy out to
the whole Borough.

Policy CP6 addresses employment issues in the Borough. The SA notes
that by allocating new land for employment there can be positive benefits for
sustainability. These benefits are not only in helping improve the number of
jobs in the area, but also can help in reducing the need and distance people
travel for work. More jobs on Canvey Island would provide local employment
so they do not have to travel for the ‘mainland’ for work. This could help
reduce reliance on car travel, and the congestion, health and environmental
issues related to this.

The SA notes that in the absence of a spatial policy this policy of the plan
should include the quantified amounts and locations of new employment

allocations. The purpose would be to set the spatial strategy as policy.

It remains important that new employment development in south west Canvey
Island include biodiversity enhancement measures. This is to protect the

13
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biodiversity in the area and the integrity of the adjacent allocated nature
conservation site.

Policy CP7 on town centres now contains more information on out-of-town
retail centres. The policy states only bulky goods retailing will be permitted on
these sites. This is supported in achieving more sustainable development to
help focus on the main centres of the Borough that are in need of
regeneration and therefore must remain the focus of retail development.

The SA maintains a query as to whether the policy is necessary in its current
form and could be made more succinct or removed. Other core and
development control policies already cover most of the matters in this policy.
This includes policies on the location of employment development,
advertisements and design.

Housing issues are addressed in policy CP9. The form of the policy remains
largely unchanged from previous versions. The SA maintains the view that
the proportional split of housing types may prove difficult to implement, with
the possibility it may adversely affect the delivery of homes in the Borough.

The policy could set higher affordable housing requirement could also be set
for some sites, and/or a higher proportion to be delivered as social rented
housing. This may be necessary to overcome the existing low provision of
social rented homes in the Borough, and their potential to provide the most
affordable types of homes now and for the long-term.

As with the employment policy this policy could quantify the distribution of
housing around the plan area. This may be particularly important if there is
no dedicated spatial strategy policy.

Polices CP1, CP3 and CP8 remain largely unaltered and the sustainability
conclusions have therefore not changed. In respect of policy CP3 on
transport the SA remains supportive of those initiatives that would help
achieve a modal shift away from car use, with those on the creation of new
roads to increase capacity having possible adverse sustainability impacts.

Sustainability appraisal: development control policies

The development control policies of the proposed changes DPD are in four
sections. These are:

e design

e sustainable development
e environmental

e managing use.

In addition, there is also an introductory section on ‘local context’. As noted in
the SA Report in order to set the context for policies it may be have been

14
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6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

6.8

6.9

useful to widen this section to all the topics covered in development control
policies. Currently this section may not be providing a comprehensive
context, as it focuses on design elements, with some coverage of
environmental issues. Use of clear language and avoidance of technical
terms may also help make sure the issues are clear to all who read the plan.
This may be more effective in delivering sustainable development.

As is the case with other sections of this SA Report if the policy changes have
not resulted in a change to the sustainability appraisal original findings are not
repeated. Appendix 1 shows the full sustainability appraisal of all of the
policies of the proposed publication version DPD, and this includes an ‘audit
trail’ on how the policy has evolved over the three stages of consultation
DPD.

Design policies

There are four policies in this section, none of which have changed
substantially from either their original preferred options version or the further
consultation version DPD.

The SA raises no new issues related to the sustainability impacts of the
policies. However, the density target of 70% previously developed land could
be included in policy DC3, as it no longer appears as policy.

Sustainable development policies
This section contains six policies on aspects of sustainable development,
from sustainable construction to waste management.

The policies remain largely the same as in previous versions, with some
minor amendments. The findings of the SA therefore remain unchanged with
the SA supportive of the policy targets to deliver homes that are more water
and energy efficient. This has clear benefits for sustainable development.

In the SA of policy DC5, on the Code for Sustainable Homes, the query
remains as to whether the level 3 target will provide any additional
sustainability standards to development. The changes to the Building
Regulations, planned for 2010, will require all development to meet carbon
savings targets that are currently part of Code Level 3. Therefore, by the time
the policy is adopted these standards could be mandatory for all homes
anyway. It may be suitable change the policy wording in an alternative way
so that sustainable construction standards for greenfield sites remain above
Building Regulation requirements for the whole plan period.

For policy DC6 the SA recommends that planning conditions are used to
make sure that proposed water and energy efficiency technologies are
delivered where proposed is rolled out to all types of development, not only
on previously developed land. This may help to make sure that these
technologies do not ‘fall out’ of development as it moves from application to
implementation.
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6.10

6.11

6.12

6.13

6.14

6.15

6.16

6.17

The SA supports the addition to policy DC8 on renewable energy that permits
off-site renewable energy or carbon efficient energy schemes. This includes
community heat and power projects. Allowing this type of development to
contribute to energy and heat needs on-site may be an effective way of
reducing carbon emissions.

The SA advises that the policy should state if carbon reduction targets are
from regulated or unregulated emissions to help ensure clarity and therefore
deliverability.

Environmental policies
There are seven policies in this section, again they remain largely unchanged
from previous versions of the consultation on preferred options DPDs.

The SA supports some of the clarification made to policies, which should help
improve the effective implementation. This includes:

e clearly stating that development will be refused where adverse amenity
impacts can not be managed, policy DC11

e that the Council will not permit development unless suitable testing and
remediation where necessary is undertaken on contaminated land,
policy DC14

e avoidance of repetition of national policy under DC17 and DC15.

The policy appraisal of DC14 on Health Impact Assessments has been
altered in light of officer comments.

The appraisal of policy CP2 on green infrastructure notes that it could set a
requirement for no net loss of local biodiversity. Policy DC15 on the
landscape and natural features could address this issue. It is important that
biodiversity, wherever it is found, is conserved. This will include the nature
conservation value of previously developed sites, some of which will contain a
rich biodiversity asset if they have been vacant for several years or more.

The policy or supporting text could recognise the outputs from the Habitats
Regulation Assessment (or appropriate assessment) and the need to protect
the integrity of the internationally designated nature conservation sites in and
adjacent to the Borough.

For the policy on managing open space, Policy DC16, the SA maintains a
comment on the importance of any development on existing public open
space remaining public. The policy contains criteria to ensure the
maintenance of developed open space for leisure and recreation uses.
However, these spaces should have the same access conditions as existing
spaces if possible. For example, through the type of use permitted and if any
charges will apply. This is essential in retaining equitable access to open
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6.18

6.19

6.20

6.21

7.1

7.2

7.3

7.4

space for all for recreation, which is part of maintaining the health of residents
in the Borough.

Managing use polices
The three policies of this section cover the approaches that will be taken to
controlling defined types of development or in defined locations.

Policy DC18 addresses development on existing employment sites. The
policy no longer includes criteria that would require new office development to
follow a sequential test to prioritise town centre locations. The SA was
supportive of this approach as it highlighted the need for town centres to be
the focus of development. This would help in the regeneration of these
centres and would also help set a more sustainable pattern of development.
Office development has a high employee density, therefore locating these
developments in accessible locations, such as town centres can reduce car
reliance for commuting trips. This is compatible with achieving more
sustainable development.

Therefore, the SA recommends this, or policy CP6 on employment
opportunities, includes the need to follow a sequential approach in choosing
the locations for new office development.

Policies DC19 and DC20 remain unchanged and therefore the SA remains
unaltered.

Sustainability appraisal: monitoring and implementation

A new chapter in the proposed publication DPD contain a section on
monitoring and implementation. This contains two new policies relating to
monitoring and implementation of the policies and proposals.

The implementation framework provides a useful addition to the Core
Strategy. The framework demonstrates that the LDF is only one tool in
delivering the Spatial Vision for Castle Point. It is only through working to
implement the LDF in conjunction with other strategies with partners that
many aspects of sustainable development can be realised for the Borough.

Policies MI1 and MI2 set out Castle Point’s proposed approach to monitoring
the plan using the monitoring framework. Monitoring is an essential part of
ensuring the successful delivery of the plan. It allows plan revision as
necessary if it is not being successful in delivering development as desired, or
is leading to adverse impacts. The SA supports the Council’'s approach to
monitoring but that a policy may not be necessary.

The SA notes that some of the monitoring indicators do not directly relate to

matter that are covered by policy in the DPD. For an indicator to fully monitor
if the plan is effectively implementing development they should be directly
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7.5

7.6

8.1

8.2

8.3

8.4

8.5

related the policies and proposals, changes could be made either to policy or
the indicators to address this. Instances where indicators and policy differ
include:

e anindicator on Ancient Landscape Areas although there are not in the
plan

e there is an indicator on the proportion of development meeting
‘Incorporating Biodiversity into Development’ but this issue is not raised

policy.

Working with partners is essential to implement many of the proposed
schemes in the DPD. Policy MI2 gives the Council’'s commitment to this type
of working. The SA supports this approach, although it is unlikely to have any
direct sustainability implications.

Policy MI3 repeats a policy from the August 2007 preferred options version.
In order to achieve full sustainability benefits from new development is
essential to release some of the money from the development to benefit the
wider community. This policy aims to ensure that this is part of all relevant
new development, with the SPD providing the guidance to implement the
policy fully.

Mitigation

The SEA Directive requires that consideration be given to how any significant
impacts identified during the SA process could be mitigated.

Mitigation of the potential adverse impacts of the strategy could be achieved
in a number of ways as set out in the following paragraphs.

Adjusting policy wording to fine tune policy can help to implement
successfully more sustainable development. This could include, clarifying
wording on some policies to help deliver the desired policy output. This could
include setting requirements development should meet in order to get
permission.

Additional policies should be included in the other DPDs of the LDF. This
could include the Area Action Plans and site-specific development policies for
allocations and the urban extensions. These could include the policies that
set specific standards to be met on certain sites, or in defined locations.
These could include energy efficiency or affordable housing standards.

Setting requirements for developers to show how they have addressed
environmental and sustainability concerns through their development. This
could include the need to prepare Green Travel Plans, ecological
assessments, flood risk assessments, appropriate assessment under the
Habitats Regulations.

18



SA of the Castle Point LDF — proposed publication Core Strategy
Baker Associates — January 2009

8.6

8.7

8.8

8.9

8.10

Allocating sites has a major role to play in securing sustainable
development. Locations will also need to be identified that help avoid direct
adverse impacts, such as loss of biodiversity, impacts on landscape
character, and avoiding minerals sterilisation. Sites should also aid
regeneration and be in locations with good access to jobs, homes, services
and public transport, to provide real alternatives to car travel.

The phased release of housing and employment sites could help delivery of
allocations to help secure sustainable development. This could include
prioritising development on those sites that perform better against
sustainability objectives, and could include sites on previously developed land
or in regeneration areas.

Preparing up-to-date design briefs, or masterplans, this could be for larger
allocated sites and other areas of major change. The Core Strategy notes
these will be prepared for Hadleigh and Canvey Town Centres and could be
produced for Canvey seafront and the large employment site of Canvey
Island. These documents should demonstrate good practice in sustainable
construction and urban design. They could be adopted as Supplementary
Planning Documents to the LDF, and supported by LDF policy. Design briefs
could include details of:

. design protocols and the layout of development

. the mix of development that would be expected on site, including
affordable housing provision, or ‘community hubs’

. biodiversity protection or enhancement measures
. the sustainable construction standards that should be met

. the proportion of energy used on site that should be generated by on or
near site renewables

. public transport, walking or cycling links.

The section of the preferred options on delivery, and policy MI3 identifies how
developer contributions or obligations can be used to deliver sustainability
benefits associated with new development. Specific contributions could be
towards public transport improvements, improvements to the public realm,
and affordable housing. The use of Supplementary Planning Document on
standard approaches to securing these can help deliver these benefits and
ensure equity in the way this is carried out.

One of the principle ways to deliver development, and possibly mitigate
against impacts, is to deliver the LDF in conjunction with other strategies
and plans in the plan area. This includes delivering high quality public
transport to improve access through the local transport plan and other
programmes, delivery of community and regeneration strategies to help
deliver development of town centre, green infrastructure and other plans and
strategies on protecting and enhancing the natural and built environment.
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9.1

9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

9.6

Monitoring the sustainability appraisal

There is a requirement for monitoring of the sustainability appraisal. This
provides a check of LDF implementation on sustainability development. This
will need to consider positive and negative impacts, triggering a review if
necessary.

The specific requirements of the SEA Regulations on monitoring are to:
“Monitor the significant environmental effects of the implementation...with the
purpose of identifying unforeseen adverse effects at an early stage”
(Regulation 17(1))

The sustainability framework is a good starting point for developing targets
and indicators for monitoring. However, monitoring for the SA can be part of
the wider monitoring process for the LDF, using a subset of the overall
monitoring objectives. The SEA Regulations specifically state that monitoring
for SEA can be incorporated into other monitoring arrangements (Regulation
17(2)), and therefore it may be possible to combine with the Annual
Monitoring Report for the LDF.

Monitoring need only begin once the LDF has been adopted and
implementation begun. Therefore, a monitoring framework for the SA need
not be agreed until the monitoring framework for the core strategy is in place,
this is likely to be at the submission core strategy stage or later.

Many of the proposed indicators for the LDF set out in the proposed
publication version of the DPD could be used to monitor sustainability issues.
Appendix 3 shows the relationship of LDF monitoring indicators and
sustainability objectives. This is presented as an example only, and as of yet
no detailed monitoring framework has been set.

In setting a monitoring framework for the core strategy the chosen indicators
and targets need to be:

. specific —in that it relates to policy objectives, indictors used for the
core strategy reflect what is set out in policy and strategy, and do not
appear to be defining requirements that go beyond, or differ from, policy

. attributable — monitoring the indicator must give results that can be
directly related to the core strategy, and should not be issues that are
influenced are more likely to be influenced by matters outside the
control of the LDF

. measurable — it must be the case that data or information can
realistically be gathered on the indicators, including whether this is
possible given time and resources. Indictors could be linked to data
already been gathered by other bodies, besides the planning authority

. timescale — the indicator must be capable of being monitored on a
regular basis, usually annually, to be an effective part of a monitoring
programme.
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10 Summary

10.1 This document supplements earlier SA Reports on the appraisal of the pre-
submission versions of the Core Strategy and Generic Development Control
DPD. Two previous SA reports have been produced; first on the SA of the
Preferred Options, June 2007°, and following this the supplementary SA
Report of the further consultation on preferred options, July 2008".

10.2 This supplementary report comments on the changes to the DPD from the
previous two versions. Therefore, where the SA finds that a revised policy is
unlikely to have any new sustainability impacts, no changes are made to the
appraisal.

10.3 This SA Report does not repeat the generic sections of the earlier SAs. The
June 2007 SA Report, on the first preferred options version of the DPD,
contains the sections on:

. the baseline environment

. explanation of the SA process

. details of relevant plans and programmes

. and the derivation of the sustainability framework.

10.4 This new SA Report puts a great deal of focus on the revised spatial strategy
for the Borough. The strategy can have one of the greatest influences of the
LDF on achieving sustainable development in the Borough. It covers issues
including the level of development to be accommodated in the Borough and
the distribution of this development.

10.5 Directing development through the strategy can help create development
pattern that now, and into the future, reduces the need and distance people
have to travel to meet their everyday needs. Reducing car use can have a
range of sustainability benefits for the environment, people and the economy.

10.6 The strategy in Castle Point should help encourage more sustainable
development pattern. The focus of development, such as retail and offices,
as well as new housing in town centres is part of this. It should help to make
more concentrated mixed use development, that is compatible with reducing
travel demands. In addition, centring new employment development on
Canvey Island should help increase job availability on the Island, therefore
reducing the distance residents of the area need to travel for work.

® Sustainability Appraisal of the Castle Point Local Development Framework — Core Strategy
and Generic Development Control Policies Development Plan Document (Preferred Options),
Baker Associates, July 2007.

’ Sustainability Appraisal of the Castle Point Local Development Framework — Core Strategy
further proposed options report Baker Associates, July 2008
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10.7

There have been changes to the spatial strategy since the previous version.
Changes include the quantity and distribution of housing and employment
allocations. The SA notes the following issues with potential for sustainability
impact, in relation to the spatial strategy:

There is a need to define the roles and functions of Canvey Island and the
‘mainland’ towns. This will set the proportional split of development
between the two areas, and show how new growth can help deliver
sustainability benefits for these towns.

In order to provide evidence for the selection of sites it would be beneficial
for there to be a comparative sustainability appraisal of all potential
development sites. The purpose is to justify the choice of allocations that
are made in the LDF, and show that the selected sites will help contribute
to long-term sustainable development patterns in the Borough. ®

Green Belt loss is inevitable given the amount of development that has to
be accommodated in the plan area. To achieve sustainable development
it will be necessary to show how the choices that have made for Green
Belt release will maximise other sustainability benefits in the Borough.
This needs to look at direct land take through housing allocations, and
also the indirect loss from housing displacing employment uses onto
Green Belt land. The purpose is verify that the allocations are those that
will help deliver sustainable development benefits, and have least
adverse sustainability impacts.

The LDF will need to prove all housing allocations are deliverable. This
includes the need to ensure a strategy is in place for the relocation of
employment sites. This strategy can not only demonstrate housing
deliverability but also to make sure the redevelopment of sites will not
have adverse impacts on sustainable economic growth impacts or cause
job losses

The DPD needs a policy, or set of policies, that set out the overall spatial
strategy for the Borough. Spatial policy is needed to provide the basic
framework on which all new development proposals will be judged for
their contribution to delivering a sustainable spatial strategy. Policies
could cover issues such as the roles of settlements and development
beyond existing development boundaries®.

8 UPDATE: Following a first draft of this SA report, the Council now proposes to undertake a
site sustainability assessment of allocations that are not in the Green Belt. This will help
provide the necessary evidence and justification for their inclusion and contribution to
sustainable development.

°® UPDATE: Following a first draft of this SA report submitted to the Council, it is now proposed
to make paragraphs 5.4-5.6 and table 4 spatial policy for the Core Strategy. This supersedes
comments in paragraphs 4.39 to 4.43 of this SA Report. An SA matrix of the proposed policy
is included in Appendix 1.
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10.8

10.9

10.10

e The policy may have to take into account the phased delivery of
development, to provide a mix of uses that contribution to sustainable
patterns of development in the Borough.

Many of the core policies remain largely unchanged from the original SA of
preferred options. Therefore, the findings and recommendations of the SA
have also remained the same. The core policies show a positive ambition to
deliver projects that will help make Castle Point a more sustainable place.
However, how effective this type of policy will be in actually implementing
sustainable development and guiding decisions on planning applications is
not so clear.

The SA does not identify any major negative sustainability impacts relating to
changes to these core policies. However, the SA does make some
recommendations on possible wording alterations to improve policy clarity,
and therefore implementation of sustainable development. The
recommendations are:

. The need to recognise the potential for conflict between creating ‘green
infrastructure’ as public open space and the need to protect
biodiversity.

. Avoiding the term carbon and water neutral in the core policy as
development control policy targets do not set this as a requirement.

. Ensuring flood risk polices are clear that they apply to all new
development in areas of flood risk or where there is the potential to
increase flood risk.

. The employment and housing policies should quantify the distribution of
housing around the Borough.

. The possibility of raising the affordable housing targets and the
proportion that is to be delivered as social rented housing, to help meet
the demand and make up for current lack of supply.

The development control policies of the proposed changes DPD are now
arranged in four sections, design, sustainable development, environmental
and managing use. As is the case with core policies very little has changed in
these policies. The SA has not identified any significant sustainability impacts
as a result of the changes. However, the SA does make some
recommendations to potentially improve the policy performance in delivering
sustainable development. Recommendations include:

. The SA maintains a query about the suitability of a Code Level 3 target
for sustainable construction of homes on greenfield sites. Instead of
static targets for sustainable construction standards, these should be
set so they remain above the Building Regulations requirements, which
are to have a stepped increase over time. This could help ensure new
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homes in the green belt play a continued role reducing carbon
emissions in the Borough.

. The SA supports the revised policy wording that allows off-site
renewable and energy efficient technologies play a role in reducing on-
site carbon emissions.

. The aim should be for no net loss of biodiversity from new
development.

. The plan should refer to the Habitats Regulations Assessment. This
includes the need to make sure development in Castle Point does not
harm the integrity of internationally designated nature conservation
sites, found in and around the Borough.

. The SA would like employment policies of the DPD to state that a
sequential test for the location of new office development, prioritising
town centre locations.

10.11 The SA supports the approach to monitoring and implementation proposed in
the DPD. Partnership working will be vital in implementing many of the
schemes set out in the core policies. Monitoring is necessary to be able to
track plan implementation and trigger a review if any adverse impacts are
occurring for sustainable development, or development is not being delivered
as anticipated. The SA proposes using a common monitoring framework for
the LDF and the SA.
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Sustainability appraisal
matrices of the proposed
publication DPD policies



This appendix contains the sustainability appraisal matrices for the revised
policies of the Castle Point Core Strategy Proposed Publication Document
(January 2009). The appraisal includes all the policies of this, most recent,
version of the Core Strategy. In some instances the appraisal has changed
very little from earlier versions of the policy appraisal, this is noted in the
appraisal audit as relevant.

The matrices include:
. a comment interpreting the purpose of the policy for the appraisal

. a simple symbol summary of each policy’s performance against the
sustainability objectives

. a comment on how effective the policy will be in achieving more
sustainable development

. an brief appraisal audit trial reflecting on the iteration of the policy and
related sustainability appraisals

. recommendations on how the policy could be improved to deliver
sustainable development and avoid adverse impacts.

Key to appraisal symbols

Likely to contribute to the achievement of greater sustainability
according to the identified objective °

Likely to hinder the achievement of greater sustainability according to
the identified objective X

Likely effect but too unpredictable to specify, or multiple impacts which
are potentially both positive and negative ?

No identifiable relationship between the topic covered in the policy and
the sustainability concern -




Sustainability objectives

Concern

Matrix
Code

Objectives and desired direction of change

Social progress which recognises the needs of everyone

Effective protection of the

Accessibility | SP1 » to enable people all to have similar and sufficient levels of access to
services, facilities and opportunities

Housing SP2  to provide the opportunity for people to meet their housing needs

Education & | SP3 » to assist people in gaining the skills to fulfil their potential and

Skills increase their contribution to the community

Health, SP4 « to improve overall levels of health, reduce the disparities between

safety and different groups and different areas, and reduce crime and the fear

security of crime

Community | SP5 < to value and nurture a sense of belonging in a cohesive community,

whilst respecting diversity

environment

environment

Biodiversity | EP1 < to maintain and enhance the diversity and abundance of species,
and safeguard areas of significant nature conservation value

Landscape EP2 « to maintain and enhance the quality and character and cultural

character significance of the landscape, including the setting and character of
settlements

Built EP3 < to maintain and enhance the quality and distinctiveness of the built

environment and the cultural heritage, and to maintain and increase

access to open space
Prudent use of natural resources

Air NR1 » to reduce all forms of air pollution in the interests of local air quality
and the integrity of the atmosphere

Water NR2 * to maintain and improve the quantity and quality of ground and river
waters, and reduce the risk of flooding

Land NR3 » to use land efficiently, retaining undeveloped land and bringing
damaged land back into use, taking into account suitable
remediation of contaminated soils

Saoll NR4 < to maintain the resource of productive soil

Minerals and | NR5 < to maintain the stock of minerals and other raw materials, including

other raw reducing the use of primary resources and reducing waste in

materials construction and operation of development

Energy NR6 < toincrease the opportunities for energy generation from renewable

sources energy sources, maintain the stock of non renewable energy

sources and make the best use of the materials, energy and effort
embodied in the product of previous activit

Maintenance of stable levels of economic growth and employment

Employment | EG1 * to maintain and enhance employment opportunities matched to the
size of the local labour force and its various skills, and to reduce the
disparities arising from unequal access to jobs

Wealth EG2  toretain and enhance the factors which are conducive to wealth

creation creation, including personal creativity, infrastructure, accessibility
and the local strengths and qualities that are attractive to visitors
and investors

Local EG3 < to achieve a clear connection between effort and benefit, by making

economy the most of local strengths, seeking community regeneration, and

fostering economic activity




A spatial strategy for Castle Point: creating sustainable communities

Policy Comment
This policy sets out the spatial strategy for the level and distribution of development that will take
place in Castle Point over the plan period (up to 2026). The policy divides the Borough in into two
areas Canvey Island, and the ‘mainland’ areas of Benfleet, Hadleigh and Thundersley, based on
the distinct characteristics of the two areas. This split allows for development to be distributed
between the two areas to meet specific needs. The focus is on development within the existing
urban areas, although for both housing and employment uses, there is a need for additional
peripheral greenfield land, some of which is in existing Green Belt land.

Objective

Summary

Comment

Accessibility

Providing development in and around the urban centres of the
Borough should help secure greater accessibility to the services
needed to meet peoples’ day-to-day needs. This includes jobs,
leisure, retail and community facilities. The approach looks for greater
concentration of development and this should help support more
sustainable transport modes, including walking and cycling. It also
means there may be greater equity of access because it does not
favour car drivers. Some of the proposed development sites are in
less accessible locations, therefore to ensure that these sites have
good accessibility they will need to be developed in conjunction with
public transport, walking and cycling route improvements. New
housing development must also be located within a short distance
(walkable distance) to essential services, including health services,
primary schools, local shops and open space. This may be a more
important issue on Canvey Island due to relative distance from the
mainland and a full range of jobs and services. Sites in particular
need of attention may be The Point, Canvey seafront, and all
development in south west Canvey.

Housing

This policy sets out the overall provision of new homes in the Borough
until 2026.. Subject to suitable policies on affordable housing
provision, this policy should help provide homes for all. This housing
needs to be distributed around the Borough to make sure it is meeting
the need in locations required, for instance in providing new homes to
match potential job creation on Canvey Island.

Education
and Skills

The policy does not specifically mention schools, although it may form
part of the community infrastructure delivery that is addressed in the

policy.

Health,
safety and
security

The provision of suitable community health facilities should go some
way to meeting this objective. General improvements to the quality of
the built environment through the provision of new development may
also have a positive influence.

New housing and community development is also directed away from
the existing hazardous industrial sites on Canvey Island, helping
reduce the risk of harm to residents.

Several greenfield sites identified for housing are in flood risk areas.
This may have a negative impact on health. The sites have good
access as well as routes out in case of flooding but floods will still
affect residents’ wellbeing if their homes are at risk. To avoid this,
careful design and layout of these sites will be necessary to avoid
potential adverse impacts.

Community

Community facilities are included in the type of provision that will be
made through this policy. Its implementation, supported by other
policy, should help support the needs of the community. Urban




concentration, and regeneration of the town centres, may also help
retain and enhance community identity.

The phased delivery of sites, where housing only comes forward in
line with other facilities, will also be essential in creating communities
in the area. Without matched delivery of types of development, there
is the risk that new housing areas become ‘dormitory’ settlements to
support residents who commute out of the Borough for work, leisure
and shopping. This may be a particularly important matter for larger
development sites, where large new populations in an area could
impact on surrounding residential neighbourhoods and may initially
lack any cohesive character of their own.

Biodiversity

The implementation of the Green Grid Strategy may help protect
biodiversity. However, given the large amount of development
focused in the Borough, the risk remains of harm to the natural
environment unless careful control policies are put in place to prevent
this and to help protect and enhance biodiversity throughout the
Borough. Greater emphasis could be included in the policy on the
importance of the natural environment in the strategy for development.
Recognising the potential biodiversity importance of all development
site is important, this can include vacant previously developed land as
well a greenfield sites.

Landscape
character

The level of new development that has to be accommodated in the
area and on Green Belt land will clearly have some impact on the
landscape character. Appropriate policies and high quality design of
the planned extensions to the urban area should help minimise these
impacts. Landscape has been considered in the selection of sites for
Green Belt expansion.

Built
environment

The level of new development planned for the Borough will have some
impact on the built environment. The concentration of development in
the urban area should help improve this area through meeting
regeneration needs and adding character. Designh of new
development should be of high quality which should be promoted
through policy.

Air

One of the greatest potential impacts on development is from new car
travel and congestion created by new development. The greater
concentration of development in the urban area may help reduce the
need to travel. This can have positive benefits for air quality by
reducing exhaust emissions. However, an overall increase in the
population and employment in the Borough raises the risks of
changes in air quality.

Water

The level of proposed development is likely to create an increasing
demand for the limited water supplies in the east of England. Policies
will have to be put in place which ensure water in all new development
is used as efficiently as possible, to help reduce the overall increase in
demand.

Several of the sites proposed for development are in areas at risk of
flooding. The layout of design will need to respond to this.

Land

The policy promotes an approach that would see 70% of new
development on previously developed land. This should help ensure
that land is used more efficiently. Studies have shown that there will
need to be development in the Green Belt because of limited capacity
elsewhere. Of the new allocated sites (rather than broad locations)
around 60% of sites are greenfield. However, to help delivery




previously developed sites these are phased for later in the plan

period.
Sall - The policy does not directly address soil protection.
Minerals and 2 The policy does not directly address issues relating to minerals and
raw materials efficient use of material resources. The level of proposed development

is likely to require a large amount of resource use. Policies will need
to be in place to reduce this overall need.

Energy 2 As with air quality and accessibility, the approach should help to
sources ' reduce the need to travel, and this should help to reduce energy
demand from cars. Providing services and accessible within walking
or cycling distance, or on a good quality public transport route, from
peoples’ homes will be essential to this. To reduce energy demands
from the large amount of new development identified through this
policy, there should be other suitable policies in place covering energy
efficiency and renewable energy use in buildings.

Employment - The policy sets out an employment growth target of 2500 additional
jobs in new employment locations. These new locations include a
large area of land at Charfleets on Canvey Island and new
development at the Rayleigh Weir on ‘mainland’ Castle Point.
Focused new development on the town centres will also help in
objectives of reducing reliance on car use, as central locations should
be accessible by more people, by more sustainable modes of
transport, than peripheral employment sites.

Additional employment land should help people meet their
employment needs locally and provide jobs for existing and future

residents.
Wealth . The policy supports wealth creation in Castle Point, through improving
creation the economy and bringing new housing development into the area.
Local - The policy will help support the local economy by allocated land for
Economy development as new premises to support the growth of businesses.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy SS1 in this first preferred options draft. The
policy was largely the same, including the same deliver of growth. This policy set a 5% higher
target for PDL growth.

The SA found that the overall approach of this policy is compatible with many sustainable
development objectives. The SA noted that the four proposed sites of search for greenfield
expansion are shown but there is no detail or supporting information on why these direction have
been chosen, nor is there detail for Hadleigh and South Benfleet of which direction would be
favoured for growth. The SA suggested that the approach could be further developed to give more
detail on where the Core Strategy would prefer growth to go, with alternatives included for
consideration. This is necessary to help focus debate what might be the final preferred growth
strategy.

Another key matter not addressed in the policy is the proportional distribution of development to
the different urban areas. What the policy does not do, and which should potentially be the role of
a policy of this kind, is give any detail on the actual spatial distribution of this development around
the Borough —beyond a focus on the urban area. This type of information is essential to
understand the need for land to accommodate growth in these areas, and in particular the amount
of land that will have to be identified in Green Belt for the development that cannot be
accommodated within existing urban areas. The policy and text should set out greater detail on
capacity issues of the settlements, and define the roles of the various urban areas of the Borough
and how their needs can be met through delivering development. Some quantification is also
necessary in order for there to be a successful search for sites for expansion, without detail on the




scale of these identifying the most sustainable locations may not be possible. So despite the
supporting text of the policy giving stating that 500-600 homes will need to be provided outside the
existing built-up area there is no indication of where these should be located to achieve the
greatest benefits to the Borough.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy SP1 in this version of the preferred options.
Again the SA found that the spatial strategy for the area sets out a positive approach for planning
for Castle Point as a whole, whilst meeting the specific needs of Canvey Island and the ‘mainland’
parts of the Borough.

The SA identified that the policy made it evident that some peripheral land will needed to
developed for housing, given the lack of available capacity within the built-up areas. The policy
then sets out the locations for this peripheral growth, based on an assessment of potential sites
and the identification of which of these is the most suitable. The assessment was based on
sustainability considerations, potential for delivery, and projected yield.

Again the SA noted that the overall split of housing development across the Borough could be
addressed in more detail, based what levels of growth would meet the needs of each area. The
SA stated that it would be useful in presenting a clear picture of the extent of expected change
more details on the quantities of Green Belt and greenfield land that would be needed for
development.

At that stage the SA identified the need to better express the roles of town centres in delivering
new economic development could be included in reference to these areas.

The new policy does give more detail on the site allocations and the roles of the town centres but
does not set the overall distribution of housing and employment necessary to meet the identified
needs, or roles of settlement, to the two main parts of the Borough.

Conclusion / recommendations

The spatial strategy for the area sets out a positive approach for planning for Castle Point as a
whole, whilst meeting the specific needs of Canvey Island and the ‘mainland’ parts of the Borough.
The focus on town centre areas for mixed use development, to including housing, employment and
community uses, can help in the regeneration of these areas. Focus on central areas should also
help to achieving more sustainable travel patterns, as more people can get to these areas by a
wider choice of travel modes, and more uses in proximity to each other should help reduce the
number of trips people need to make.

As previously identified in other versions of the SA the overall quantity of development to be
directed to these town areas would be a useful addition to policy. This would not simply show the
allocations of land, but reflect on how the quantity of allocations reflects on the need of the two
areas. Therefore, if development is coming forward outside of the allocations it can be controlled
based on the identified strategy for each area, and the level of development it is necessary to
deliver to achieve a more sustainable spatial strategy.

The SA does note that the level of Green Belt land take is higher than is immediately apparent for
the location of housing allocations. This is because several of the housing allocations are on
existing employment sites, to retain employment provision in the Borough these sites will have to
be relocated — most likely into the Green Belt as this is the only land available.

It may be, the LDF needs to demonstrate, that the proposed approach of displacing employment
land into the Green Belt is a more sustainable option than simply allocating Green Belt sites for
housing. For instance if the chosen, or alternative approach, would be best at meeting objectives
relating to more sustainable travel, regeneration or the delivery of new community or green
infrastructure — all of which are necessary for sustainable development. For instance if the
chosen, or alternative approach, would be best at meeting objectives relating to more sustainable




travel, regeneration or the delivery of new community or green infrastructure — all of which are
necessary for sustainable development.

Related to this will be the need to show that the approach taken to allocating existing employment
sites, many of which are currently in use, for housing will be deliverable. There will need for a
clear strategy to be in place for the development of new employment areas, this is to meet the
needs of existing businesses, to make sure housing can be delivered in the plan timeframe, and to
secure jobs and wealth in the Borough.

There may need to be a consideration of the long-term development of Castle Point, beyond the
plan period, in addressing the quantity of land that needs to be taken out of the Green Belt. This
would allow greater certainty that the defined Green Belt boundaries can justifiably maintained in
the long-term.

The SA identifies some potential issues of the way the development is to be distributed through
the proposed spatial strategy. As no very large sites are allocated for housing there may be less
developer contribution payments, in any one location. This could have an adverse impact on
achieving specific community or green infrastructure projects, as funding will need to be delivered
from many sources and potentially over a greater length of time.

The policy does not address the need to phase delivery of land. Policies and text of the plan imply
that greenfield development will be phased later into the plan process to help delivery of the
preferred locations of growth on previously developed land — this is not included in the policy.

There is also a need for phasing of delivery of infrastructure and a mix of home and jobs to be
considered as policy. All types of development need to come forward together as this is essential
in achieving sustainable development objectives. This includes, reducing the need and distance of
travel, building cohesive communities and delivering a sustainable spatial strategy.




Policy CP1

Delivering Community Infrastructure

Policy Comment
This policy sets out who the partners and what strategies and programmes exist for delivering
improved community infrastructure in the Borough, and how the LDF will support this. The policy
sets out an intention to bring help bring about and support improvements, but there is little the
Core Strategy can do to proactively implement scheme.

Objective Summary | Comment

Accessibility .- The provision of new improved community infrastructure by working
with others and implementation of their strategies should help ensure
the accessibility of these resources to all who need them.

Housing - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Education .- The policy approach contains a provision for the needed

and Skills improvements to education sites and skills training in the Borough.

Health, - Consideration is given to meeting the needs of health providers by

safety and recognising the need to identify sites for this type of development.

security

Community - Provision of community infrastructure will help in maintaining and
creating cohesive communities.

Biodiversity - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Landscape - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Built 2 There is some consideration in the policy of the role the built

environment ' environment with the policy include a criteria to ensure new
development is delivered to high quality design standards and the
need to design out crime.

Air 2 Providing accessible community services, that people can get to

' without needing to drive may help in maintaining and improving air

quality in the Borough.

Water - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Land - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Sall - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Minerals 2 The policy requires that new development of this type of deliver to

' high quality sustainable design standards to ensure the longevity of

buildings. This will be important in making the most sustainable use
of primary resources and avoiding the waste of materials.

Energy 2 Providing accessible community services, that people can get to

sources ' without needing to drive may help in reduce overall energy use in
transport. The policy also requires that new development is designed
to high quality sustainable design standards, this may include energy
efficiency.

Employment ? Providing skills training should help in securing access to employment
for all.

Wealth 2 Providing a suitably skilled workforce should help to secure economic

creation ' investment in the area. In addition creating an area with a recognised
range of good community facilities, include leisure centres and health
providers will help improve the image of the area for investors.

Local 2 The local economy should also be improved by the provision of a

Economy ) suitably skilled workforce.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: The policy (SP1) was more detailed on the timeframe and




specific facilities to be delivered. This added little to the plan as these were likely to be largely
beyond the control of the Core Strategy and not strategic matters. Policy changes mean that the
matters it covers are more appropriate to a spatial policy, reflecting the role of the LDF in
implementing other plans and programmes, and setting general policy criteria for managing the
development of these sites.

Further Consultation June 2008: The policy was not included for further consultation.

Conclusion / recommendations

This policy sets out more of a plan of intent and actions that actual policy for implementing
development. However, this approach is useful as it allows an understanding of the issues that will
need to be addressed in delivering development in order to help create new ‘sustainable
communities’.




Policy CP2

Protecting and enhancing Green Infrastructure

Policy Comment
This policy lists the various projects that should be delivered over the plan period in the Borough to
improve Green Infrastructure, this covers of range of issues from those specifically relating to
biodiversity protection to those on improving the visual quality of areas. The policy also includes
the general needs to protect and enhance green infrastructure in the borough and the role of
developers in making a contribution to this and the specific schemes.

Objective Summary | Comment

Accessibility - The policy includes an approach to allow better access to open space
in the Borough, including informal recreation in areas of semi-natural
habitat as well as improved play facilities. It may be suitable to
include more detail on the role of partnership working with developers
to secure financial contributions towards these improvements.

Housing - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Education - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

and Skills

Health, - Access to open space for formal and informal recreation should

safety and support healthy lifestyles, particularly where these can be accessed

security by foot and bicycle.

Community - Providing accessible open space to meet peoples’ needs should help
in promoting community character and identity.

Biodiversity - This policy should be beneficial for biodiversity, however it will be
important to recognise the potential conflicts of parts of this policy
improved recreation and leisure routes on biodiversity. How
developers can contribute to the biodiversity quality of the Borough
will also be an important consideration. This may include highlighting
the importance of biodiversity wherever it is found in the Borough,
even outside designated sites, such as on previously developed sites
where the site has been re-colonised by plans and animals.

Landscape .- The policy does cover landscape as an issue, this is mostly in relation

character to conserving and the existing landscape.

Built . Open space makes an important contribution to the built environment,

environment

by providing the setting of buildings. It may also aid in creating a
liveable environment in urban areas where increasing summer
temperatures create a ‘heat island’ effect open spaces, trees and
areas of planting can help alleviate this. Environmental improvements
within the built up area should help support enhancement of the built
environment, for example at Canvey lake and seafront.

Air 2 Open space, trees and planting can have a role to play in improving
' air quality by providing a natural filter. In addition improved walking

and cycling routes around the Borough may help reduce car use in
accessing open space and in general.

Water - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Land - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Sall - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Minerals and - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

raw materials

Energy ? There may be some positive benefits in terms of reducing car use

sources through linking the open spaces of the Borough for better access by

walking and cycling.




Employment - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Wealth . Enhancing the Green Infrastructure of the Borough and enhancing the

creation natural environment quality and access to open spaces should help
promote the area as a location for investment and a place to live.

Local 2 An attractive natural environment will help support local businesses

Economy ] and encourage them to remain in the Borough as they grow.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: The policy at that time (SP2) did not list the specific schemes to
be delivered, instead concentrating on the principles of delivering green infrastructure in the
Borough. The policy did include more specific information on biodiversity, and broader information
on the type of scheme that would be pursued. The SA findings were similar than those for the
current policy, including the need to address issue of no net loss of biodiversity and the potential
conflict between leisure and nature conservation.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Conclusion / recommendations

The policy lists the green infrastructure schemes to be delivered in the plan area. This policy
shows a commitment to delivering green spaces to meet various community, amenity, leisure,
recreation and biodiversity needs in the borough. However, it is the implementation of these
projects that may be most significant, and therefore greater importance could be given to the role
of developers in helping deliver these projects. It is likely that some projects will have very little
relationship to the implementation of the Core Strategy and will have to be delivered by schemes
beyond the control of the LDF.

The location of the borough near areas of international significance for nature conservation means
that the policy could address build issues in greater detail, as a strategic issue for the Core
Strategy. Policy DC15 does include biodiversity issues, however the SA suggests matters
addressed in that should be included in this policy (CP2).

From a sustainability point of view it may be useful for the policy to recognise the potential
conflicts between the desire to maintain and enhance biodiversity and the need to enhance
recreation and leisure use of open space. This will need to be carefully managed in sensitive
areas to avoid harm, and in other areas of open space such as parks and playing fields
biodiversity should be a consideration. It will be important to make sure that new built facilities for
recreation do not harm the existing wildlife or landscape value of sites.




Policy CP3

Transport infrastructure

Policy Comment
This policy sets out the approach that will be taken to improve transport accessibility in Castle
Point, including the implementation of those matters set out in the higher tiers of transport
planning. This includes public transport, walking and cycling improvements as well as a range of
road improvements.

Objective Summary | Comment

Accessibility .- The intention of this policy is to improve accessibility throughout the
Borough. The policy considers sustainable modes of transport that
should be accessible to all, such as buses, trains, walking and cycling.

Housing - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Education - Unlikely to be any direct relationship — beyond supporting access for

and Skills all.

Health, - Unlikely to be any direct relationship — beyond supporting access to

safety and services for all.

security

Community - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Biodiversity X/? There is the possibility from some impact if the schemes require new
infrastructure development, and this could result in some loss to
biodiversity. There are the potential for negative effects, particularly
where larger schemes are proposed, including new access onto
Canvey Island across any of the creeks.

Landscape 2 There is the possibility of adverse impacts if the schemes require new

character ' infrastructure development, and this could result in changes to the
landscape character. Particularly if a new route into Canvey Island
were to be built across previously undeveloped land.

Built 2 Changes in the priorities of roads in the Borough with less emphasis

environment ' on car use, and changes in parking, could result in improvements to
the built environment quality of the towns — which in some instances
are dominated by car use.

Air 2 The policy covers sustainable transport modes, such as public

) transport, walking and cycling. Encouraging travel by these modes
and reducing private car use is welcomed to improve air quality, and
reduce emissions of climate change gases. Although the policy also
supports new road building, with the opposite impacts on the
environment through encouraging car use.

Water - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Land 2 This policy may require some land take for new transport

] infrastructure.

Sall - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Minerals and - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

raw materials

Energy 2 As with air quality objectives the type of impact would depend on

sources ' whether it is public transport or car travel. Although the focus of the
policy does appear to favour reduction in car use, and therefore it is
hoped that this policy will promote alternative modes and therefore
reduce fuel consumption.

Employment ? This policy may help provide more accessibility to employment.

Wealth - Provision of better access to, and around, the Borough is likely to be a

creation key part of encouraging new or existing businesses to locate to the




area. Developers will play a key roles in implementing the proposals
through providing contributions for transport development.

Local 2 The policy is likely to be beneficial to the local economy.
Economy )

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: Former policy SP3, the policy has very few changes, and only
the junction improvements at Waterside Farm have been included. The final policy does not
include route improvements on the A130.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Conclusion / recommendations

This policy will act to support other, more fundamental, approaches to reduce car dependence,
such as a locational strategy that supports accessible jobs and services without the need to use
the car. In addition to providing more jobs, shops and community facilities within the urban areas
of the Borough to support local people’s needs. The provisions of this policy will be to help make
peoples’ travel choice more sustainable and to reduce congestion by helping provide real
alternatives to car travel, particularly for people travelling to work and to shops.

This policy supports both non-car and car related transport. If all parts of the policy are
successfully implemented there could be various sustainability impacts, potentially including
reduced use of car with positive environmental impacts relating to air quality and reduced
emissions of climate change related gases. There may also be positive effects related to equality
of access for all to jobs and services. The policy also supports road improvements, which could
lead to increased car use, and this may impact on achieving other environmental goals. Also
additional infrastructure may cause environmental harm, particularly provision of a new or
improved road access to Canvey Island that has the potential to have an effect on the integrity of
internationally designated nature conservation sites. It may be that this scheme however is
beyond the control of the Council and will be decided on a national or regional level.

It may be suitable to include in this policy that the town centre areas will be re-prioritised with
pedestrian, cycle and bus movement prioritised over that of the car, and that this should be taken
into account in all new development, and appropriate measures put in place for parking.




Policy CP4

Creating sustainable and inclusive local communities

Policy Comment
The policy sets out broad principles for sustainable development in the borough, addressing
issues of building design and layout and the creation of communities. Implementation of the detalil
of the policy is likely to be through development control policies with these principles providing a
framework against which all development should be planned. It is not clear if there are
development control policies in place to support all broad policy criteria.

Objective

Summary

Comment

Accessibility

The policy includes the principle that new development should help
reduce the need to travel by providing a mix of use of development.
This could go further and discuss other aspects of a sustainable
locational strategy. This could including the importance of new
development helping to make a compact urban form that promotes
non-car travel and helps people live in proximity to the services they
needs, and not only as part of mixed use developments.

Housing

The principles in the policy all broadly relate to creating a better
development, including energy efficiency and meeting the needs of
vulnerable groups. The policy, therefore, has the potential to provide
better housing for all.

Education
and Skills

There is the potential for the principle of including the community in
regeneration initiatives to contribute to improving the skills of the
workforce. Helping the local community have a influential role in
regeneration can also be a practical way of skills training.

Health,
safety and
security

The general approach of the policy is to see delivery of higher quality
development. This includes design and layout of development which
helps improve community safety.

Community

Implementation of the policy should help to contribute to community
cohesion in the borough. The principle of involving the community in
the regeneration proposals could help to achieve this sustainability
objective. Other design and layout principles could help deliver
development that supports the creation of new communities.

Biodiversity

Despite the borough containing many high quality, designated nature
conservation sites, there are many areas where biodiversity has been
degraded and are in need of enhancing. Therefore, the principles
should refer to the importance of the natural environment, seeking to
enhance these assets throughout the borough.

Landscape
character

Setting a principle for high quality design, and prioritising previously
developed land, may help to reduce the negative impacts on
landscape.

Built
environment

The principle that seeks high quality design should help meet this
objective. It may be useful to for the policy to state that built heritage
will be protected wherever it is found. Basing regeneration on
‘cultural understanding’ and ‘local distinctiveness’ could also help
improve the built environment.

Air

The principles cover two main issues with relevance to air quality: to
reduce energy use and to enable inclusive access. The policy could
make it more explicit that development should reduce reliance on car
use, not only through mixed use development. This would be
achieved through creating new, mixed-use neighbourhoods and
promoting walking and cycling, and setting a spatial strategy that
create a more compact urban form.

Water

The expectation for greater water efficiency in development is set out




in the principles, helping to meet this objective. The development
control policies do not state that a water neutral approach is required
and the policy could be altered to reflect this.

Land - The policy supports the re-use of previously developed land over
green field land and should help to meet this sustainability objective.
The target for the spatial strategy should be included in the policy.

Sall - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Minerals and - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

raw materials

Energy .- The policy calls for reduced carbon neutrality development, however,

sources this is not supported by targets in development control policies which
seek greater efficiency but not carbon neutral development yet.

Employment 2 There is little in the principles that relates to employment, although

) improving and creating accessible and mixed-use development should

help physical access to jobs.

Wealth 2 Creating a high quality urban environment, with regeneration of

creation ' existing built-up areas, will improve the attractiveness of the area to
new businesses.

Local - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Economy

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: The policy was CP2 on creating inclusive communities. The
policy was quite different and covered other issues such as business support, education and
community cohesion. The SA note that although these were good principles it was difficult to see
how the LDF could help address them and there was substantial overlap with other policies.
Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy CP1 and covered similar matters to the current
policy. The policy did not include the requirement for development to be carbon and water neutral,
and the inclusion of this in the further consultation draft is questioned.

Conclusion / recommendations

The sustainability appraisal supports the inclusion of this policy as a set of principles against which
all potential development should be judged. Including these principles as policy, rather than
development objectives, means that they can be used in making planning decisions. The succinct
way in which the principles are set out also provides clarity on exactly what is expected from the
delivery and implementation of development.

Point 2 of the policy relates to the efficient use of land, this could include the target from the spatial
strategy that 70% of development should be on previously developed land, as this is no longer
written as policy.

The policy could be further improved by making several changes. These are:

< including a reference to conserving and enhancing nature conservation assets and the
natural environment

» including a reference to protecting historic heritage

« avoiding directly referred to water or carbon neutrality, as this is not what the development
control policies are seeking to achieve as they are simply aiming for a reduction. This is
more suitable as achieving carbon neutral development is not yet a national policy
requirement. Alternative wording, such as efficiency or minimising may be more
appropriate.




Policy CP5

Managing local flood risk

Policy Comment
This policy sets out the need for development on Canvey Island to follow sequential and exception
tests according to PPS25. Other development reliant on flood defences will need to make a
contribution to their continued upkeep. Development in flood risk zones will need to include
sustainable drainage systems.

Objective Summary | Comment
Accessibility - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.
Housing 2 Making sure housing is not at a high risk of damaging flood is
) essential in creating a quality home for all.
Education - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.
and Skills
Health, - Careful management of the location and type of development is
safety and essential in reducing safety risks from flood. On Canvey Island
security certain vulnerable types of development are unlikely to be suitable
given the high risk of flood. The SPD on Flood helps provide the
necessary detail to implement this policy fully.
Community - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.
Biodiversity 2 The supporting text notes the issue of coastal squeeze and its impacts
) on sites of nature conservation importance, and the need to avoid
hard defences in areas where flooding is not a risk to development.
This could be included in policy.
Landscape - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.
character
Built ? Maintenance of flood defences are essential in protecting the built

environment

environment quality of the borough.

Air

Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Water - This policy aims to reduce the risks from flood, including the continued
maintenance of flood defences, location of new development and the
need for sustainable urban drainage systems. The use of sustainable
drainage systems should be a requirement for all new developments,
above a threshold size, even not in flood risk areas. This would be to
make sure that run-off rates from developments do not exceed
greenfield rates and therefore reduce the risk of flooding off-site.

Land - Allowing development in flood risk areas, subject to certain
restrictions, should help in using land most efficiently.

Soil - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Minerals and - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

raw materials

Energy - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

sources

Employment - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Wealth - Allowing development in flood risk areas, subject to certain

creation restrictions, should help allowing land to be developed for employment
in the locations where it is required.

Local - Allowing development in flood risk areas, subject to certain

Economy restrictions, should help allowing land to be developed for employment
in the locations where it is required.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: The policy was development control policy DC5. The




sustainability appraisal of the policy recognise the need to develop in flood risk areas due to the
development demands in the borough.
Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation

Conclusion / recommendations

The control of development in flood risk areas is largely set through national policy in PPS5, this
gives the sequential and exceptions tests for development. The Castle Point Flood SPD also
provides local guidance on the tests that will be applied to the location of new development,
including which types of more vulnerable development, such as caravan parks, will not be
permitted in high risk flood areas.

The policy could be widened to ensure that the suitable tests are applied to all flood risk zones, on
and off Canvey Island.

A requirement for sustainable urban drainage should be one for all sites not only those in flood risk
areas. Suitable infrastructure should be put in place to make sure no new development increased
the run-off rate of rainfall and increases the risk of flood elsewhere.




Policy CP6

Creating employment opportunities

Policy Comment
The policy sets out in quite general terms the approach that will be taken to improving employment
provision in the Borough.

Objective Summary | Comment

Accessibility ° The majority of new employment development will be located in
existing employment sites which already have relatively good
accessibility. In addition supporting town centre economic
development should aid accessibility in to jobs in these locations.

Housing - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Education 2 The policy includes the requirement that new employment

and Skills ) development should foster strong relationships with local training
providers. This approach should help in skills education to meet the
need to employers.

Health, - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

safety and

security

Community ? Improved access to work can help bring community benefits.

Biodiversity o/X It is noted in the supporting text that locating addition employment
development at south west Canvey Island and other greenfield sites
may have adverse impacts on biodiversity, although this could be
mitigated for through appropriate development.

Landscape 2 There may be some impacts on the landscape from new employment

character ' development in peripheral locations. Although site redevelopment
could result in improvements to the visual character of these areas
and their appearance when viewed from the undeveloped parts of the
Borough.

Built 2 Redevelopment and regeneration of employment sites could result in

environment ' improvements to the built character of these areas, and the
importance of good quality design in these developments could be
highlighted in the policy. This may be particularly important in urban
periphery areas to improve visual appearance of these areas in the
landscape.

Air 2 There may be generally positive benefits for air quality of protecting

' and improving existing employment sites in the Borough as these

sites often already have public transport access. It is not clear, but
the approach may also help reduce commuting out of the Borough for
work if suitable jobs are provide to meet the various needs of the
workforce with benefits of reducing car use and associated air quality
issues.

Water - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Land 2 The approach mainly sees the regeneration of existing employment

' areas rather than establishing new ones, although this is not

guantified here, and therefore may help in the efficient use of land.

Sall - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Minerals and ? There will be resource requirements from additional businesses in the

raw materials

Borough, and suitable policies will need to be in place to ensure the
refurbishment and renewal of existing sites make an appropriate
contribution to reducing these impacts and overall natural resource
use.




Energy 2 There may be generally positive benefits for energy use in protecting
sources ' and improving existing employment sites in the Borough as these
sites often already have public transport access, helping reduce
additional car travel demand. Similarly focus on town centres may
support walking, cycling and public transport use. It is not clear, but
the approach may also help reduce commuting out of the Borough for
work if suitable jobs are provide to meet the various needs of the
workforce, with benefits of reducing car use. The energy use in new
and refurbished office developments will also need to be controlled
through suitable development control policies, in order to help ensure
it is efficiently used.

Employment - The approach should help in the provision of additional jobs in the
Borough. The policy includes the requirement that new employment
development should foster strong relationships with local training
providers. This approach should help local employment by equipping
local people with the skills necessary to access local jobs.

Wealth - This approach should support wealth creation.

creation

Local - This approach should support the local economy, with specific
Economy provision for space for start-up businesses.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: The policy was CP3 and was largely the same as the policy as
it appears now, although with slightly differently worded criteria.
Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation

Conclusion / recommendations

The approach taken in this policy does serve to bring about improvements to the economy of
Castle Point. Now there is no longer a spatial strategy policy this policy should set out quantified
anticipated land needs at South West Canvey Island and Rayleigh Weir. The core strategy has a
role to play in setting the spatial distribution for employment as policy and providing the framework
for the detailed allocation of sites through the area action plans.

In addition it may be useful to specify which employment sites would be suitable for which type of
business, using Use Class Order groups would aid in the clarity of what type of provision would be
expected in which location. This can have sustainability implications as some sites will be better
reserved for defined uses, for example ensuring sites on the main road network are reserved for
distribution, or ensuring offices with high employee density are located in areas with good
accessibility to public transport.

Concentration of employment growth in Canvey Island may help to make sure that this part of the
Borough becomes more self-contained in terms of where people live and work. This could have
many benefits including reducing the need and distance people travel for work, and reducing
congestion on the pinch points on roads accessing the ‘mainland’.

Development in south west Canvey Island will need to incorporate nature conservation
enhancement features to protect and enhance the current value of the area and it surroundings for
biodiversity.




Policy CP7

Improving the vitality of town centres

Policy Comment
This policy addresses the need of Hadleigh and Canvey Town centres, and separately South
Benfleet and Tarpots town centres. There is a general approach to seek the regeneration of these
centres, with new retail development at Hadleigh and Canvey. Town centre improvements should
also include the reduced dominance of cars, through improving accessibility through other modes
and making changes to parking requirements.

Objective

Summary

Comment

Accessibility

Providing quality town centres with a range to retail, leisure and other
facilities should help to ensure accessible services. Although in order
to be fully effective these centres need to be well served by public
transport. Promotion of walking over car use in town centres will also
help improve their accessibility. The policy could also give details of
how other types of land use will be accommodated in the town
centres, including office space and leisure uses.

Housing

New residential development is permitted in town centres in flats over
shops, however it may also be worth considering the role of housing
development in central locations (outside of primary retail areas) in
order to improve the mix of uses in these areas and help improve their
vitality.

Education
and Skills

The policy does not give any information on whether education and
skills training will be a focus of these centres. This will need to be
addressed by relevant AAP.

Health,
safety and
security

The policy does not give any information on whether new health
facilities are a feature of any town centre improvements. This will
need to be addressed by relevant AAP.

Community

Town centre improvements to help provide a better focus for the
urban areas of Castle Point may have advantages for the community
as a whole. Encouraging people to look within the Borough for retail
and leisure needs may help improve community cohesion. Although
some additional information on the types of development to be
focused in these centres and how it will be controlled may be
beneficial to secure these benefits.

Biodiversity

Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Landscape
character

Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Built
environment

The approach should help bring improvements to the town centres of
Castle Point, many of which are in need of some renewal to help them
become the focus for communities now and into the future.

Air

The approach may have benefits for air quality by allowing people to
access goods and services in their local area that are accessible by
walking, cycling and public transport.

It may be suitable to put greater emphasis on the importance of a
seqguential approach to restrict retail development outside the defined
town centres.

Water

Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Land

Focus on the town centres may help increase densities in these areas
reducing the need for new greenfield land take.

Soil

Unlikely to be any direct relationship.




Minerals and - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

raw materials

Energy - As with air quality and accessibility supporting the town centres may

sources help reduce car dependence for access to shops and services, in
addition mixed use development may reduce the number of trips
people have to make to meet their needs.

Employment - The policy does not address employment issues in the town centres.

Wealth 2 Helping the town centres of the area to grow will help improve the

creation ) image and identity of the area, with the benefit of a raised profile this
may aid inward investment to the area.

Local 2 It is important to support local shops and town centres businesses,

Economy ) this approach has the potential to bring these benefits although town
centre improvements will not always be to the benefit of these.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy CP4 and was largely similar to the current
policy, although treated all four town centres together and included less detail on reducing car use.
The policy also did not include sections on out of centre retail sites. The SA identified similar
issues than for the current policy, relating to the purpose of the policy and querying the need for
this policy given the detail of development control policies.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation

Conclusion / recommendations
The approach here does not set out in any great detail how the town centres will be enhanced and
is more a list of aims for these areas rather than setting any strategic policy matters.

The policy approach does not appear pro-active in identifying and seeking solutions for the current
problems facing specific town centres areas. The policy on its own has little that is directly
implementable with other policies containing the criteria and targets that will be more beneficial in
actually making decisions on the suitability of development. Such as policies on quality design,
parking and access, control of advertisements, and managing retail use.

The policy should include guantification of the retail floorspace requirements in the town centres of
Hadleigh and Canvey. Bulky goods needs should also be set out, especially if this is to be the
continued role of out of centre retail sites.

It may be suitable to consider removing this policy and instead relying on development control
policies, the Area Action Plans and a criteria of other strategic polices to set policy for town
centres.




Policy CP8
Meeting housing needs

Policy Comment

The policy sets out the approach to delivering housing the Borough and includes consideration of
both the tenure and type of these homes. The policy sets targets for delivery in percentages of the
type of home and numbers for affordable homes. The policy also includes the need to make
provision of other types of housing and meeting local needs.

Objective Summary | Comment

Accessibility .- The policy requires that new affordable homes are integrated into
market housing. This should help to ensure no communities become
isolated or have poorer access to jobs, shops and services.

Housing - This policy specifically relates to delivering homes to meet identified
needs in the Borough. This includes the requirement to meet the
needs of the Gypsies and Travelling communities, lifetime homes,
single people, families and those on lower incomes.

Education - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

and Skills

Health, 2 In delivering these homes it will be important to ensure that they are

safety and ' all of a high quality providing a healthy place to live.

security

Community ° The policy should help in protecting the communities of the Borough,
by helping those less able to afford a home remain in their local area.
Also providing a mix of housing types in any location should help
support a demographically diverse community.

Biodiversity - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Landscape - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

character

Built 2 All new homes will need to be of a high design standard and as the

environment ' policy states affordable homes that must be of high quality and
integrated well areas of private market housing.

Air - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Water - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Land - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Sall - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Minerals and - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

raw materials

Energy - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

sources

Employment - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Wealth 2 Providing a range of new homes will help provide a mixed workforce

creation ) to contribute to the economy of the Borough.

Local 2 Providing a range of new homes will help provide a mixed workforce

Economy ) to contribute to the economy of the Borough.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: The policy was includes as CP4 and was largely similar to the
current version. As the policy was dated earlier it included a deliver target of more homes (4000
not 3800), it also presents housing type targets as numbers rather than proportions. The findings
of the sustainability appraisal were largely the same as for the current policy, raising possible
issues of implementation.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.




Conclusion / recommendations

This policy sets out the approach that will be taken in order to ensure that the delivery of the 3800
new homes required in the Borough includes a sufficient mix of types and tenures to meet new
and future residents needs.

It is clear that the thresholds and targets chosen are supported by relevant housing needs
assessments and details of the existing housing register, and overall the sustainability appraisal
supports an approach to meet various needs. However, the SA does have reservations on
whether the approach put forward sets out matters in such a way as to ensure the expected
provision is delivered over the plan period. To aid implementation of the type of housing that is
required it may be preferable to set the proportional targets each site, rather than as a proportion
of the total housing requirement over the plan period. Difficulties could arise with implementing
the proposed approach, for example if the figures for mix of types have not been met by the end of
the plan period will development be refused if it is not specifically for small homes or sheltered
housing?

The target is for 35% affordable housing on all sites is supported by the SA, although seeking a
higher target may be more appropriate as expecting contributions for this type of housing on sites
of 1 or even 2 homes may not be implementable. The split of the affordable housing provision to
50:50 social rented to low cost housing may not be suitable in Castle Point, given the current low
availability social rented. Social rented housing will always be much more truly affordable, and
also more likely to remain affordable in the long-term. Therefore to meet the needs of those on
very low incomes a higher proportional provision may be suitable.

The SA supports the approach that would see the affordable housing integrated into larger
developments.

As with other policies there is the potential to simplify and refine this policy to only those matters
that need to be addressed at this time, keeping the criteria of the policy to those directly related to
meeting housing needs will help in the successful implementation of the policy and therefore
securing the desired sustainability benefits. Other matters, for instance density and town centre
issues, should be removed to avoid duplication with other policies.

Housing renewal is not covered in the Core Strategy, although referred to in policy. It is not clear if
this includes large areas of renewal have been identified or are likely. If this is the case it may be
suitable to consider specific policy for these matters to ensure that they are delivered in line with
sustainability principles, eg mix of uses, accessible, high quality design, sustainable building
design etc.




Policy CP9
South Canvey — a strategic long-term location

Policy Comment

This policy directly relates to the current hazardous installation in the south of Canvey Island, and
the constraints this puts on development in the surrounding area. The policy also considers the
long term implications of the site for redevelopment.

Objective Summary | Comment

Accessibility - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Housing 2 There is the potential for these unknown development constraints to

' impact on the spatial strategy for the Borough and the delivery of

homes.

Education - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

and Skills

Health, 2 This policy directly relates to the protecting future residents for the

safety and ) potential hazards of being located near the installations in the south of

security Canvey Island. ltis likely no new development will be permitted in
these locations until the site is closed down and it is not known if this
will be in the medium or long-term future (or within or beyond the plan
period).

Community - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Biodiversity - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Landscape - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

character

Built - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

environment

Air - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Water - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Land - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Soil - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Minerals and - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

raw materials

Energy - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

sources

Employment - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Wealth - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

creation

Local - Unlikely to be any direct relationship.

Economy

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: The policy was includes as CP7 ‘Beyond 2021’, apart from
changing the title of the policy and the content so that it refers to after 2026 there has been no
change to the policy and the SA remains the same.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Conclusion / recommendations

The implications of this policy are difficult to determine, given the large amount of uncertainty when
or if the hazardous installations in the south of Canvey Island will be closed and redeveloped. Itis
important to protect residents safety in these areas, and therefore while the site remains
operational a moratorium on vulnerable development in the safety zone is necessary and should
be upheld by the Council.




It may be suitable to set out in greater detail what the constraints on development are around the
existing hazardous installations in order to help those wishing to comment on the effectiveness of
the strategy understand the extent to which development is constrained by these considerations.




Monitoring and implementation

Policy MI1
Monitoring and performance management

This is not necessary a true policy but demonstrates the Council’s commitment to monitoring
implementation of the LDF, producing monitoring reports and necessary action to ensure plan
delivery.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3

- 2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 -

Sustainability commentary:

It is not possible to predict the sustainability impacts of this policy with any certainty. However,
proper monitoring of the correct issues is essential in making sure the plan is delivering
development as it should, and therefore making a contribution to sustainable development. The
proposed monitoring framework covers most of the relevant sustainability issues, but in some for
some issues alternative or additional indictors may help more closely monitor the plan’s influence.
For example looking for the area of habitat creation as part of new development, or area of BAP
habitat lost to development.

Audit trail
Preferred Options August 2007: no previous policy
Further Consultation June 2008: no previous policy

Recommendations:
The monitoring framework should ensure that the chosen indicators can be directly related to plan
implementation and where this is not the case additional or different indicators should be chosen.

Policy Mi2
Implementation and partnership working

This policy simply provides a statement of intent to work with other services providers, landowners
and developer to deliver the Spatial Vision for Castle Point.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3

Sustainability commentary:
The policy itself has little implication on sustainable development, although there are clear
sustainability benefits of implementing the Spatial Vision.

Audit trail
Preferred Options August 2007: no previous policy
Further Consultation June 2008: no previous policy

Recommendations:
There are no recommendations for the policy.




Policy MI3
Developer contributions

The policy sets out an expectation that developers will have to contribute to environmental and
social improvements to the Borough, the detail of which is contained in an SPD.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3

? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?

Sustainability commentary:

The SA supports the flexible use of developer contributions in achieving environmental and social
benefits for the Borough from new development. However the exact way in which this will be done
and over which matters contributions will be sought will be a matter for consideration in the SPD.

The appraisal above shows question marks as the detail of the contributions is not set out here and
may have a range of sustainability benefits but as of yet these are unknown.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: previously policy DC16 and the new policy is very similar but
now includes a list of the topics on which contributions will be sought. The Developer Contributions
SPD has also now been completed and this provide the guidance necessary to implement the
policy.

Further Consultation June 2008: no previous policy

Recommendations:
There are no recommendations for the policy.




Development control policies

Policy DC1
Ensuring good quality design and setting

This policy covers the development criteria that development proposals in the borough will have to
meet in order to demonstrate good quality design and the setting of buildings. The criteria include
specific requirements, such as preparing a context appraisal and Design and Access statements
for each site, and general requirements, for example, design that reflects and enhances the
character of the area.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3
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Sustainability commentary:

These statements will help show how design and access considerations have to be taken into
account in new development. They should help bring improvements to the built design of the
borough. In some instances, the wording used in the policy is quite technical, for instance
‘comprehensive spaces’ and ‘urban grain’. Whilst the use of technical urban design terms can be
effective in conveying a message to professionals, the policy requirements should be clear to all
users. Improving the clarity of policy wording should help readers understand what is expected
from the policy. This will help implement more sustainable development.

The policy could also be improved by the inclusion of other design considerations, or perhaps by
making these more explicit. These include prioritising pedestrians through making development
work well on street level; encouraging walking, providing linking routes from buildings to their
neighbours and the wider town area, and reducing car parking on forecourts.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: Former policy DC1 contained more criteria, the SA of this early
policy was generally supportive although it noted limitations to the coverage of design issues in the
criteria. The policy was also very detailed, addressing several different aspects of design in a
single policy, including amenity protection. The revised approach improves clarity in a more
succinct policy. Amenity matters are now dealt with elsewhere in the development control policies.
Further Consultation June 2008: This policy was largely the same as the current policy, with the
same SA findings. However, this policy did not include a reference to Design and Access
Statements.

Recommendations:

The broad coverage of issues in the preferred policy option is compatible with achieving more
sustainable development. However, making changes to the policy could improve this further.
Changes could include criteria on the importance of pedestrian movement routes and putting
people first, and making the policy wording clearer to help understanding of what development
should deliver.




Policy DC2
Parking and access

The policy sets out an approach to parking and access in new development in the Borough, with
the aim of reducing impacts on environment caused by parking and car travel.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3
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Sustainability commentary:
The approach is supported by the SA in helping reduce reliance on car use by controlling parking
and ensuring that access is provided by foot and cycle to new development.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This policy was policy DC4 of the August 2007 version. The
policy is the same as the current policy, although contained an additional criteria setting out the
expectation for travel plans to be prepared.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Recommendations:

There is the potential to change the wording of some of the policy criteria to potentially improve the
their implementation, such as highlighting the need to prioritise pedestrian access to hew
development as well as ensuring that vehicle access and parking does not dominate frontages.

Some wording alternations to the fourth criteria may also help in its successful implementation. For
instance by ensuring that new traffic movements are acceptable in terms of impacts on the highway
and does not cause undue risk to road users, rather than to ‘not create significant numbers of new
access points’.

The former policy included a criteria to require travel plans, this is no longer a policy requirement.
Implementation of the plan should ensure that developers, particularly of large sites, demonstrate
how they will achieve a modal shift away from car use as part of their planning application.




Policy DC3
Optimising land use

This policy sets out the approach to ensure land is used efficiently, through density requirements
and through preventing inappropriate piecemeal development.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3
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Sustainability commentary:

Achieving suitably high density development can have many advantages in terms of sustainable
development. This is not only in making the best use of land, thereby helping reduce the overall
land take for development, but also in achieving sufficient concentrations of residents to support
accessible services, shops and facilities. This helps to create vibrant communities. Care will need
to be taken to ensure design principles are upheld in these areas so that densities of higher than 65
dwellings per hectare do not harm local character, leading to overdevelopment and strain on local
services.

The approach taken by this policy appears suitable in seeking higher densities in town centre
locations to support services. Seeking higher densities on larger new development sites should
lead to the best use of land in these areas. It should allow comprehensive schemes to be
developed, incorporating good design principles and high housing yields, although setting
maximum densities should be avoided.

Minimum densities should only be permitted where higher densities would lead to overdevelopment
and strain on local services. As stated in the policy lower densities will only be allowed where a
context appraisal demonstrates that there are exceptional circumstances.

Ensuring that sites are not developed in a piecemeal way is also welcomed. This policy criteria will
help achieve the best use of land now, and in the long-term. It will also help to secure the benefits
associated with development of a larger site, such as larger contributions and potential for
delivering community infrastructure.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy DC3 in the former SA (this was change to DC2
in the published Preferred Options Report) and was largely the same as the current policy, with the
SA drawing very similar conclusions.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC2 and was largely the same as the current
policy, the SA remains unchanged also.

Recommendations:

To achieve the best use of land, the maximum density of 50 dwelling units per hectare should be
removed. A better approach for achieving the efficient use of land is to treat each scheme on its
merits. This approach should consider both how the proposed development fits in its setting, and
how the design and layout of the scheme mitigates against potential adverse effects. Higher
density development on larger sites may also help in gaining wider community benefits, including
creating a population that can support new local shops and services and possibly new public
transport routes.




Policy DC4
Control of advertisements

This policy seeks to protect and enhance the built environment through the appropriate control of
advertisements.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3

- - - ? - - - . - - - - - - - - -

Sustainability commentary:
This policy should help ensure advertisements are put in locations that do not cause harm to the
guality of the built environment or undue safety risks, particularly for road users.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy DC14 and remains largely unchanged in this
version, although wording changes to the first point have been made to make it more pro-active.
Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Recommendations:
There are not recommendations for this policy.




Policy DC5
Code for Sustainable Homes

This policy sets Code for Sustainable Homes standards to be met by new homes. This requires
homes in greenfield sites to reach Code level 3, and the same level to be encouraged on other
sites.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3
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Sustainability commentary:

The Code for Sustainable Homes addresses issues for creating more sustainable developments.
The Code uses standards of sustainability based on ‘level’ from 1 to 6 (6 being the best
performing). The levels are reached through gaining points from meeting certain criteria. These
criteria include energy use, water use, building material, ecology and wellbeing. Setting a
requirement for level 3 to be reached should help in the more sustainable construction of buildings.
This level is quite low and it may be suitable to set more ambitious targets, especially on greenfield
sites.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: No specific policy on the Code for Sustainable Homes in this
version. The SA Report made reference to the need to set minimum standards for Code for
Sustainable Homes and BREEAM standards.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC3 in the former SA Report (but DC5 in the
Further Consultation preferred options report). The SA therefore remains largely unchanged, with
the exception of some amendments to reflect the Council’s response to SA and to bring the
comments up-to-date.

Recommendations:

The policy could be improved by setting higher Code levels for new development. The current
targets would see all new homes having to achieve level 3, which would require energy efficiency
improvement of a dwelling 25%. However, changes to Building Regulations will mean by 2010 this
energy efficiency standard will be required of all new homes anyway (regardless of Code).
Therefore very soon after the adoption of the development control policies DPD (or probably
before), this level would be standard and the policy would need to be reviewed to set higher Code
Standards for site that have yet to receive planning permission.

Extending the policy requirement for levels to be reached for all homes, greenfield and specific
larger development sites, may achieve greater sustainability benefits. In the view of the appraisal
this would not be set an overly onerous task as this is likely to be required for all development in a
years time.

Policy could include standards to be met by other types of building in the borough. There are
sustainability standards established by Building Research Establishment on environmental
assessment (BREEAM). Targets could be set for buildings, or the policy could specify that new
development should be assessed according to these principles.

Setting a timeframe for policy review would help these requirements to stay in keeping with national
and regional policies, as well as available technologies.




Policy DC6
Energy and water efficiency in new buildings

This policy aims to improve water and energy efficiency in new homes on previously developed
land, and includes a general requirement that new development should show how this is has been
addressed in the design and access statement.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3
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Sustainability commentary:

This is quite a non-specific policy asking for greater water and energy efficiency in all new
developments. The policy does not set out how these matters will be controlled, or what the
consequences may be if a developer chooses not to improve efficiency. For new homes that have
to meet Code requirements, there will be element of water and energy efficiency needed to meet
standards. As stated in comments on this policy, Code and BREAAM requirements could be rolled
out to more types of building in all locations.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: No specific policy on the energy and water efficiency.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC4 in the former SA Report (but DC6 in the
Further Consultation preferred options report). The SA therefore remains largely unchanged.
Some amendments have been made to reflect the wording change so that it only applies to
‘previously developed land’. In the consideration of alternatives to this policy the SA noted that
setting requirements for energy and water efficiency may have been useful.

Recommendations:

This policy could be improved by inclusion of more specific requirements or targets for energy and
water efficiency. This may be particularly important given that the Code for Sustainable Homes
level 3 requirements is only for homes in certain locations. Water availability is also likely to
become a major issue in the East of England. Therefore setting ambitious targets for efficiency
would help address demands in Castle Point.

Specifying exactly what information design and access statements should contain on energy and
water efficiency, for example estimated use and technologies for reduction, would help achieve
water and energy savings. Stipulating how the policy will enforce these requirements, and what
information should be provided, will also be necessary.

The policy could be broadened to all sites, even Greenfield sites where Code level 3 is required.
This is because it is important to ensure that proposed efficiency materials or technologies are
actually delivered as part of development is relevant to all types of site.




Policy DC7
Energy efficiency improvements to existing buildings

This policy sets out a requirement for alterations to buildings to show how energy efficiency
measures have been incorporated.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3
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Sustainability commentary:

The policy recognises that achieving better energy efficiency in existing building stock can make a
major contribution to reducing CO, emissions in the borough. This recognition is supported in
terms of achieving more sustainable development. The policy should help deliver energy savings,
although it is not clear how effectively this policy can be implemented. In order to implement
justifiable and consistent decisions, there will probably be a need for additional guidance, both for
development control officers and the public. Seeking water efficiencies is also essential in this part
of England due to the likely increasing times of low water supply as a result of a changing climate.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: No specific policy on the energy and water efficiency in existing
buildings.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC5 in the former SA Report (but DC7 in the
Further Consultation preferred options report). The former policy did not refer to water efficiency
that is now included as policy.

Recommendations:
The policy will need to be supported by guidance for development control officers and the public in
order for it to be successfully implemented.

DC8: On site renewable energy generation

The policy requires that 10% of the predicted CO, emissions, in all new residential development
and larger new non-residential development, is generated from on-site renewable resources or
other local sources.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3

- 2 - - - - - - 2 - - - - . - - -

Sustainability commentary:

Using lower carbon energy sources for at least part of power consumption on site can have positive
benefits in reducing carbon dioxide emissions. Including this as a requirement for all new
residential development is ambitious but may have positive impacts on energy reduction. There is
a risk that including the requirement for small residential sites may affect their viability and stall
development of these sites.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: No specific policy on the on-site renewable energy although
policy DC2 included this as a criteria. The SA of the policy supported the 10% target, but identified
that a higher target for housing development would need to be justified through viability studies.
Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC5 in the former SA Report (but DC7 in the
Further Consultation preferred options report). The policy at that stage was largely similar to the
current policy. However, the SA identified that it may be suitable to allow local off-site schemes to
make up part of the 10% contribution, such as community heat and power schemes. This is now
addressed in the current policy.

Recommendations:
For implementation purposes and clarity it may be suitable to say that the 10% is calculated from
regulated sources only, such as heat and light.




Policy DC9
Space for segregating waste storage

This policy sets out a requirement to provide space outside all new development for waste
segregation and sorting to allow for appropriate recycling or disposal.

SP1 | SP2 | SP3 | SP4 | SP5 | EP1 | EP2 | EP3 | NR1 | NR2 | NR3 | NR4 | NR5 | NR6 | EC1 | EC2 | EC3
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Sustainability commentary:

Providing space outside buildings for waste segregation and storage is essential as part of
continued objectives for increasing the proportion of waste that is recycled. Where insufficient
space is provided, this can lead to reduced recycling rates or storage of waste that causes amenity
issues such as encouraging vermin or creating litter.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: No specific policy on the segregated waste storage.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC7 in the former SA Report (but DC9 in the
Further Consultation preferred options report). The policy remains unchanged, and the SA is
largely the same although the recommendation to include a requirement for internal waste storage
and segregation has been removed in response to officer comments.

Recommendations:
There are no recommendations for this policy.

Policy DC10
Managing construction waste

This policy encourages Site Waste Management Plans to be prepared and submitted to the Council
as part of planning applications. These plans are required under the 2008 Regulations but this
policy seeks to encourage them for all development and to make the planning department in part
responsible for their enforcement.
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Sustainability commentary:

The waste produced on construction sites can be substantial and much of it can be recycled.
Waste includes demolition waste, topsoil and construction materials. Therefore, the potential for
sustainability benefits through the reduction of natural resource use and protection of the natural
environment could be considerable. ldentifying markets for these materials can provide cost
savings for the developer as well as reducing the use of primary material and the quantity of land
used for landfill.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: No specific policy on the managing construction waste.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC8 in the former SA Report (but DC10 in the
Further Consultation preferred options report). The policy remains unchanged, and the SA is
largely the same. The consideration of alternatives for this policy looked as setting thresholds for
the size of site that should prepare Site Waste Management Plans, the SA agreed with the analysis
in the preferred options report that considered this redundant following the 2008 Regulations.

Recommendations:
There are no recommendations.




Policy DC11
Residential and environmental amenity of development

The aim of this policy is to avoid new development having an adverse impact on the quality of the
local environment and on residents’ wellbeing.
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Sustainability commentary:

The policy sets out the type of impacts that will need to be considered if adverse effects on
residential and environmental amenity are to be avoided. This should help protect the local natural
environment and help avoid some of the issues that can have a negative impact on the quality of
residential areas.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: No specific policy on the residential and environmental amenity
of development.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC9 in the former SA Report (but DC11 in the
Further Consultation preferred options report). The policy remains largely unchanged although an
addition has been made specifically stating that permission will be refused where the adverse
impacts can not be managed. The SA looked at alternatives to the policy found that the inclusion
of the policy may help in protecting amenity based on effectiveness of past policies on this topic.

Recommendations:
There are no recommendations.

Policy DC12
Residential and environmental amenity during construction

The purpose of this policy is to make clear to developers that construction should not have an
adverse impact on the local environment or residents’ wellbeing. The policy stipulates that this will
be addressed through conditions on operation where necessary.
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Sustainability commentary:

This policy may have beneficial impacts on the management of construction and site clearance.
There could be positive sustainability impacts on health and well-being. Good management of
construction sites can also help reduce environmental impacts, including the effect of dust and silt
on the natural environment.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: No specific policy on the residential and environmental amenity
during construction.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC10 in the former SA Report (but DC12 in the
Further Consultation preferred options report). The policy remains largely unchanged the SA has
been updated to reflect comments from the Council officers.

Recommendations:

Including additional detail on how developers will be expected to show compliance with this policy
may help in its implementation. Proposals for larger developments could be expected to produce
site environmental management plans showing how construction will be managed. These could
also include Site Waste Management Plans (policy DC10).




Policy DC13
Health Impact Assessments

This policy requires that defined sizes and types of residential development undergo a Health
Impact Assessment. The purpose of these assessments is to help avoid adverse health impacts
and ensure sufficient healthcare provision is in place.
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Sustainability commentary:

The requirement for a Health Impact Assessment should help to make sure that suitable health
facilities are in place to meet the needs of future residents and that other impacts on health are
taken into account. These assessments will be required for all sites over 50 homes and any site of
over 10 homes within 500m of potential schemes totalling 50 homes. The latter threshold may be
difficult to implement.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: No specific policy on the segregated waste storage.

Further Consultation June 2008: This was policy DC11 in the former SA Report (but DC13 in the
Further Consultation preferred options report). The policy remains largely unchanged the SA has
been updated to reflect comments from the Council officers.

Recommendations:

Undoubtedly understanding of the future health needs of the population through Health Impact
Assessments is an important way of planning for the future. However, it may be that setting a
requirement for developers of new residential developments of over 10 dwellings to carry out an
assessment assuming a further 40 houses may be built is difficult to implement and enforce.

Policy DC14
Managing development on contaminated land

This policy aims to ensure that sites are surveyed for contamination and remediation is carried out
where necessary to avoid health risks and water pollution — and development only proceeds where
the Council and the Environment Agency must agree that it is appropriate.
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Sustainability commentary:

The policy should help to protect the health of future users of sites from the impacts of ground
contamination. This should also help prevent water pollution from the remobilisation of
contaminants in the soil. There is the possibility that this policy will prevent the most efficient use of
land, however if contamination cannot satisfactorily be remediated this will be appropriate to protect
health and water quality.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy DC6 and was predominantly the same as the
current policy, although the second paragraph has been updated to clarify the Council will only
permit development where suitable testing and remediation of contaminated and suspected
contaminated land has been carried out.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Recommendations:
The SA has no recommendations for this policy.




Policy DC15
The landscape and natural features

This policy sets out the approach to protecting and enhancing throughout the Borough. This
includes requirements for developers to submit assessments where necessary and the need to
integrate biodiversity in the design and layout of development if suitable.
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Sustainability commentary:

The SA supports this policy and the importance of protecting biodiversity wherever it is found.
Recognising the importance of biodiversity on all potential development sites is essential in
preserving the overall biodiversity of the area, as often back-garden or regenerated previously
developed sites can have much higher biodiversity value than areas of greenfield land.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy DC7 and was predominantly the same as the
current policy. However, the policy contained an additional criteria on the protection of designated
sites, this repeats national policy and the intention of policy criteria and therefore did not need to be
included. The SA has been altered to reflect the views of Council officers.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Recommendations:

The landscape is addressed by the policy but not necessarily in a way that reflects the particular
characteristics of the Borough. It may be suitable for the policy to specifically address the role of
development in enhancing urban fringe and seafront areas, including views, that make an important
contribution to the character of the borough and in some instances are in need of improvement.

It may be also be suitable to reinforce the weight provided by criteria five, by requiring all new
development to ensure there is no net loss of biodiversity in development. This will be achievable
through appropriate landscape planting, retention of habitat features and other simple initiatives
such as bird boxes.




Policy DC16
Managing open space provision

This policy seeks the protection and enhancement of open space provision, this include new open
space creation where necessary with associated continued maintenance contributions.
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Sustainability commentary:

The SA supports the overall approach of this policy in seeking to preserve and where necessary
enhance the quality and quantity of open space in the Borough. Open space makes an important
contribution to the health and well-being of residents of Castle Point and can also play a role in
improving the quality of the built environment and aid in supporting communities. Good quality
open space and recreational facilities can also help raise the profile of the Borough as a place to
Visit.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy DC8 and was predominantly the same as the
current policy. However, the policy now contains additional criteria on tests that will be used in
permitted development on existing open space. Some changes have been made to the SA
recommendations to reflect the slight changes in policy wording and comments on the SA from
Council officers.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Recommendations:

It may be suitable to consider greater controls on the use of open space for formal sport or
recreation as it could be very different to its current use, for example a previously freely accessible
space becoming limited access, for example though membership of a team or through charges.

Clearly some matters in relation to this provision will need to be made clear in the relevant SPD,
this includes how decisions of quality or quantity of open space will be made, and how funding will
be secured in the long-term for maintenance.

It will be important for AAPs to identify suitable areas for new open space, including new
community spaces as part of town centre renewal.




Policy DC17
Historic Environment

The policy seeks the protection of the historic environment in the Borough, this is in terms of built
development and archaeology, this includes a requirement for archaeological evaluation and
preservation or recording as necessary.
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Sustainability commentary:

The policy also calls for the preservation of locally important listed buildings and scheduled ancient
monuments which may have a lower level of protection and therefore are usefully protected under
this policy. The policy can influence a variety of sustainability features including landscape and
biodiversity protection through the preservation of ancient habitat areas and features.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy DC10 and was predominantly the same as the
current policy. Some changes have been made to avoid repetition of national policy, the SA has
been altered to reflect this. Changes to other policies of the DPD have made some
recommendations redundant and these have been removed.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Recommendations:
There could be cross-reference to polices on the built environment as part of the supporting text of
the policy to indicate the importance of protection of the wider built environment.




Policy DC18
Managing employment uses

The policy sets out the controls that will be put on existing employment sites, such as retaining the
use of the sites for business use only, with the exception of some allowance for restaurants and
cafes to meet the needs of employees.
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Sustainability commentary:

The policy is supported by the SA in seeking to maintain employment areas in their current use.
This should help retain employment in the Borough against competing land uses. Given the limited
land availability in the area this is essential and should help the efficient use of land. The current
employment sites already have established access routes and therefore preserving these in their
current locations will support the continued use of these links, including public transport.

The approach to securing design improvements in these areas is supported by the SA, as the
current poor appearance of the majority of employment sites in the Borough may be have an
averse impact on attractiveness of the area to inward investment or growing businesses. However
this will need to be implemented in conjunction with wider masterplanning approach for these areas
given the failure of past Local Plan policy in achieving benefits for the built environment.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy DC12 and remains largely the same. However,
a criteria has been removed on office developments needing to follow a sequential test set out in
PPS6. This criteria did form a useful function in highlighting the need for new office development,
which has high employee density and therefore creates a large number of commuting trips, in
locations that are well served by public transport and accessible to many people.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Recommendations:

It may be suitable to consider how this policy can be better integrated with Policy CP6 on Creating
Employment Opportunities. The two policies cover similar matters and their separation into a Core
Strategy and Development Control policies does not necessarily make the overall approach to
employment development clear.




Policy DC19
Managing retail uses

This policy aims to retain the retail of town centres of the Borough, in addition it supports a
sequential approach for identifying locations for new retail facilities. The policy also seek to protect
retail use in Local Shopping Parades.
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Sustainability commentary:

Supporting the retail use of town areas will help retain these areas as the centre for retail in the
Borough. This will help support an approach to reduce car use as town centres are likely to be the
most accessible locations by a range of modes of transport. In addition protecting Local Shopping
Parades from alternative uses will help to provide for the day-to-day retail needs of local
communities, that are in walking distance of their homes.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy DC13 and remains the same and the SA,
remains unchanged, although the reference to the need to complete the retail study has been
removed as this is now complete.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Recommendations:

It may be suitable to consider a higher target than 55% of the Primary Shopping Frontages to be of
Al use, given need for the regeneration of town centres and the need to secure a greater range of
retail premises in the Borough.

The policy could reflect the approach set out in considering retail in town centres, under policy CP7
on town centres, this only permits bulky goods retailing in the out-of-centre retailing sites in the
Borough.

Policy DC20
Telecommunications equipment

The policy sets out an approach to avoid the proliferation of new telecommunications masts. It also
includes requirements to remove masts where they are no longer required to help enhance the
visual quality of areas.
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Sustainability commentary:
The policy should help protect the landscape and built environment quality of the area specifically
through avoiding the proliferation of masts when shared masts may be more suitable.

Audit trail

Preferred Options August 2007: This was policy DC15 and remains the same and the SA,
remains unchanged.

Further Consultation June 2008: Not included for further consultation.

Recommendations:
There are no recommendations for this policy




