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Avison Young obo
Newlands
Development Ltd

Section 2.2 of the draft SPD outlines the
approach which the Council has taken to the
preparation of the document. It follows a
standard and reasonable approach of
involving key stakeholders. However, there is
no reference to the involvement of
landowners in the preparation / workshop
process. Whilst some areas of land across
Runnymede may be clearly identifiable as
green or blue infrastructure, there will be
sites, such as the Thorpe Lea Road site,
where the involvement of the landowner
would have been very important (particularly
given its individual characteristics). The
Thorpe Lea Road site has historically been
controlled by Tarmac and, to the best of their
knowledge, no contact has been made in
relation to this particular site. It is a site which
has previously been used for mineral
extraction and contains an element of
previously developed land.

Therefore, we do not consider that the draft
SPD has been prepared in a robust manner,
as it has not included contact with key
landowners which we believe is an important
prerequisite before designating their land as
new green and blue infrastructure within the
document. Had proper contact been made,
the Thorpe Lea Road site would not have
attracted certain designations. This is
explained further below.

Noted, preliminary stakeholder involvement
was undertaken and whilst this did not
include landowners (other than public
bodies) this did include key stakeholders.
Further, during preparation of the
Runnymede 2030 Local Plan the Council
engaged with a number of landowners, in
particular for sites which have been
allocated for development. It was not
considered reasonable to approach
allocation site landowners again in
preparation of the SPD where green
infrastructure requirements have already
been set out in adopted allocation policies
and neither was it considered reasonable to
engage with landowners of unallocated
sites.

As part of the evidence to support the 2030
Local Plan, the Council prepared an Open
Spaces Study published in 2017. The study
identified Thorpe Lea Road (site 229 in
Appendix 8) as open space on Map 48 on
p58 of the study, with protection against the
loss of open space set out in adopted 2030
Local Plan policy SL25. As such, it is the
2030 Local Plan and Open Spaces Study,
which were subject to public consultation
including with landowners, which classifies
and protects the Borough’s open spaces not
the SPD. In any event, the GBI SPD itself
simply sets out guidance on how

No.
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The classification of the Thorpe Lea Road
site

Green Infrastructure

The draft SPD classifies the Thorpe Lea
Road site as green infrastructure (see map
1.2) but not as accessible green
infrastructure (see map 1.3).

The PPG definition of green infrastructure is
quoted as follows:
“Green infrastructure can embrace a range of
spaces and assets that provide
environmental and wider benefits. It can, for
example, include parks, playing fields, other
areas of open space, woodland, allotments,
private gardens, sustainable drainage
features, green roofs and walls, street trees
and ‘blue infrastructure’ such as streams,
ponds, canals and other water bodies.
(Paragraph 004)”

We note that the Thorpe Lea Road site does
not currently contain any physical
development (although it has previously been
used for mineral extraction, and then
restored) and it does currently lie within the
Green Belt. Whilst the eastern part of the site

developers can achieve GBI within their
developments, it does not classify any new
green/blue infrastructure to those already
set out within the Open Spaces Study.

Noted, however it is not the SPD that
classifies the site as green infrastructure but
the Open Spaces Study and 2030 Local
Plan.

The site’s characteristics are noted along
with its promotion through the Local Plan.
However, it is not for the SPD to de-classify
or change the typology of an open or
consider it’s promotion for allocation.

No

No.
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does contain some open space and
woodland, it should be noted that: (A) its
usability and access is very poor; and (B) the
historic uses of the site preclude it as place
that could be good quality accessible green
infrastructure; and (C) a large element of the
site is being promoted for much-needed
employment development through the new
Local Plan as a logical northwards extension
to the existing Thorpe Lea Industrial Estate.

As part of this promotion, work has been
undertaken to assess the site against the
Green Belt purposes listed in NPPF Para.
138 (see attached). The assessment
concluded that the Thorpe Lea Road site
offers no useful contribution to the strategic
function of the Green Belt and that: (a) it
should be removed from the Green Belt; (b) it
has the capacity to support employment
development; and (c) development of part of
the site can provide compensatory
enhancements on the remainder of the Site
that will lead to a positive contribution to the
provision of green infrastructure. It would
therefore be inappropriate for the SPD to
impose an unreasonable constraint upon the
site which has not been tested through the
plan-making process and which has not been
properly justified.

Public Park and Garden
Annex C (including Map A.7) also designates
the Thorpe Lea Road site as a ‘public park

Representor’s Green Belt review of the site
is noted, however, this is a matter for the
Local Plan review not the SPD. As set out
above the SPD does not classify any new
open space/green infrastructure sites, but
simply reiterates those identified through
the Open Spaces Study which was tested
through 2030 Local Plan preparation.

The classification of Public Park & Garden
is taken from the Open Spaces Study

No.

No.
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and garden’; the definition of which is given in
the annex as follows:
“Public parks and gardens are urban green
spaces predominantly associated with
informal and formal recreation (including
playing fields and play spaces). There are a
number of public parks, playing fields and
play spaces widely distributed throughout
Runnymede’s towns. Key parks within
Runnymede include Chertsey recreation
ground; Heathervale recreation ground in
Addlestone; Ottershaw Memorial Fields; and
The Orchard and Abbeyfields in Chertsey”.
The majority of the Thorpe Lea Road site
clearly does not meet any part of the
definition offered by the Council above. The
site is not accessible to the public and is, in
any event, not a usable space due to its
overgrown nature. The remainder of the site
is not promoted/advertised as a public park
and/or public garden so this designation is
clearly misleading, misrepresentative and
seeks to impose a policy constraint which has
not been tested through the plan-making
process. Therefore, there is no reasonable
justification for this designation to remain in
the final version of the SPD and we request
that is it removed from the document.

It is clear that the scope and approach of the
SPD document needs to be reframed to allow
development proposals to demonstrate their
ability to make a positive contribution to the

prepared as evidence to support the 2030
Local Plan and tested at EiP prior to its
adoption. As such, the SPD simply
reiterates the classification given by the
Open Spaces Study, it does not impose any
new classification on the site. As such, any
request to review of the site’s classification
would need to be made through the Local
Plan review process.

See comments below. N/A
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provision (and maintenance) of green and
blue infrastructure across Runnymede. There
are two particular points to note here.

Firstly, the draft SPD provides some helpful
guidance for major development proposals in
Section 4. This advocates a common-sense,
step-by-step approach to assessing assets,
considering potential opportunities and then
incorporating green and blue infrastructure
into development proposals. However, this
sits uncomfortably with the presentation of
green infrastructure designations in the draft
SPD document, which gives the impression
that an audit of green infrastructure assets
has already been undertaken and does not
allow for suitable development proposals in
these areas. Whilst it is not unusual for
planning policy documents to outline green
and blue infrastructure, this is usually
supported by a robust justification for each
designated area. However, in this instance,
the Council has not published any justification
for the proposed designation of green and
blue infrastructure assets and therefore it
would appear that ‘step 1’ in section 4.2 of
the draft SPD should actually have been
undertaken for the purposes of preparing
a robust SPD. Therefore, the content of the
SPD needs to be restructured to include a
justification for each designation.

Secondly, Section 4 must also acknowledge
that there are, in appropriate circumstances,

Comments regarding the approach of the
SPD are noted. As stated above the
classification of open spaces in the SPD is
taken from the Open Spaces Study,
prepared for the 2030 Local Plan and tested
at EiP. The SPD contains guidance on
undertaking an audit of green infrastructure
with development proposals where existing
assets and opportunities should be
appraised but has not itself undertaken an
audit, but has taken the classifications from
the Open Spaces Study.

No.
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opportunities for qualitative enhancements of
green and blue infrastructure via
development proposals even if the overall
area of GBI is reduced. This is certainly the
case in relation to the Thorpe Lea Road site
where the value of GBI at the eastern end of
the site (and beyond) can be enhanced as
part of development proposals on the
western part of the site. This concept needs
to be acknowledged in the SPD, with: (a) a
‘route map’ for achieving these benefits; and
(b) links to biodiversity net gains.

We consider that in order to provide a robust
and sound SPD the above amendments and
additions should be made prior to any
adoption by the Council. Without these
amendments/additions the SPD will be
misleading in respect of GBI. It is important
that the development plan evidence base is
robust and that important development
proposals are not stifled unnecessarily by
unsubstantiated designations.

Section 4 of the SPD sets out that an audit
of GBI assets should be undertaken. The
audit should be used as an opportunity to
appraise GBI assets (whether on or off site)
and feed into the identification of
opportunities and constraints. Whilst not
mentioned, the SPD does not specifically
preclude the reduction of GBI on a site.
However, any proposal where loss would
occur would need to be considered against
Policy SL25 of the 2030 Local Plan which
allows the loss of open space in certain
circumstances. As such, any loss would
need to justified, taking account of Policy
SL25 in the GBI audit and appraisal. This
could be more clearly set out in the SPD.

See comments above.

Yes. SPD to be made
clearer that where loss
occurs this will need to
be clearly justified
against Policy SL25 of
the 2030 Local Plan in
the GBI Audit.

N/A

Carter Jonas obo
Tarmac

Whilst TARMAC support the principles set
out in the GBISPD in acknowledgement to
both the benefits this has for healthy living
and the environment, there are comments we
want to make in relation to Longside Lake

Noted and support welcomed. No.
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to the west of the M25 in Egham (the ‘Site’)
which they own.
As confirmed by Map 1.3, the Site is
shown/designated as both ‘Accessible Green
Infrastructure’ and ‘Blue Infrastructure’. Whilst
such infrastructure is supported as referred to
above, this designation should not preclude
an allocation in future iterations of a Local
Plan or indeed development of the Site. This
is particularly relevant when considering such
infrastructure can be integral to a
development and assist in delivering a range
of environmental, economic, social, health
and wellbeing benefits to both the local and
wider community.

It is also relevant that whilst a site may be
designated as GBI, development may
represent an opportunity to enhance, protect
and maintain such areas and as a
consequence, provide stronger links to the
surrounding networks.

In summary, TARMAC support the principles
of the GBISPD but want to highlight that
Green and Blue Infrastructure designations
should not limit opportunities for
development.

Noted, the classification of a site and
whether it would be taken forward or not for
allocation is a matter for the Local Plan
review not the SPD. The SPD itself is a
guidance document setting out how
developers can achieve GBI within their
developments.

Noted. Section 4 of the SPD sets out the
requirement to undertake a GBI audit and
identify opportunities within development.
Any loss of GBI would need to be justified
against Policy SL25 of the 2030 Local Plan
within the GBI audit.

Noted.

No.

No.

N/A

Chobham Parish
Council

The Council supports the principles of the
supplementary planning document and the
role that the natural environment plays in
many capacities, including resilience to

Noted. N/A
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climate change, the health of communities
and the wildlife population.

The Council has reviewed the document with
interest and feels it contains very useful and
comprehensive information, guidance and
checklists. The Council has the following
comments to make on the overall aims of the
document:

1. As well as Green and Blue infrastructure
assets within Runnymede Borough, it is
felt that it would be appropriate to ensure
the same guidance is applied when
considering development and
enhancement opportunities in the vicinity
of Green and Blue assets situated on the
borough’s border. For Chobham this
would include Chobham Common,
Stanners Hill and the open green space to
the east of Fairoaks Airport.

2. It is felt that co-operation is vital with
neighbouring authorities to ensure policy
does not have the effect of enhancing
biodiversity in one area at the expense of
that in neighbouring administrative areas,
and that ecological corridors and
sustainable walking and cycling routes

Noted.

Noted. The SPD will be applicable to all
development within Runnymede
irrespective of location. It could however
include reference to ensuring that major
development close to or adjacent to the
Borough’s boundaries takes account of GBI
assets in neighbouring areas through the
GBI audit. However, it cannot seek
enhancement to GBI outside of
Runnymede. In relation to Chobham
Common, as this is part of the National Site
Network any impacts (and mitigation) would
be considered through a Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA).

Noted. See comments above. The GBI
audit undertaken by developers should
cover the aspects noted in the
representation as set out in Sections 4.2-4.4
of the SPD. SPD could be made clearer that
provision/enhancement of GBI in
Runnymede should not lead to a
deterioration of GBI in neighbouring areas.

N/A

Yes. Add that GBI
audits should take
account of GBI assets
in neighbouring areas
where major
development is close
to the Borough
boundary.

Yes, SPD to clarify that
provision/enhancement
of GBI in Runnymede
should not lead to a
deterioration of GBI in
neighbouring areas.
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can be joined up.

3. Green and Blue infrastructure policy
should fully accord with policies already in
place to avoid adverse effects on the
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection
Area.

4. The Parish Council is concerned that any
major development that creates a net loss
of greenfield or wooded land would
effectively wipe out smaller gains made
elsewhere. It is felt that more emphasis
could be placed on ensuring major
development is directed away from sites
already rich in Green and Blue assets.

If the Council can provide any further
information on any of the above points,
please do not hesitate to contact CPC.

Noted. Runnymede has a Thames Basin
Heaths SPA SPD which was adopted in
April 2021 and which sets out the
requirements for avoidance and mitigation.
It is not proposed to repeat these in the GBI
SPD as the two documents are
complementary however reference is made
to the TBH SPD in paragraph 2.1.9.

Noted. The direction of development has
already been set out with the 2030 Local
Plan Spatial Strategy and allocation sites
and it is not for the SPD to revisit this. In
addition, Policy SL25 of the 2030 Local Plan
already affords general protection of the
Borough’s existing open spaces and Policy
EE11 the delivery of high quality green
infrastructure.

Noted.

No.

No.

N/A

Coal Authority The Coal Authority is a non-departmental
public body sponsored by the Department of
Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy. As a
statutory consultee, the Coal Authority has a
duty to respond to planning applications and
development plans in order to protect the
public and the environment in mining areas.

As you are aware, Runnymede Borough
Council lies outside the defined coalfield and

Noted.

Noted.

N/A

N/A
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therefore the Coal Authority has no specific
comments to make on your Local Plans /
SPDs etc.

In the spirit of ensuring efficiency of
resources and proportionality, it will not be
necessary for the Council to provide the Coal
Authority with any future drafts or updates to
the emerging Plans. This letter can be used
as evidence for the legal and procedural
consultation requirements at examination, if
necessary.

Noted. N/A

Egham Residents’
Association

The Egham Residents’ Association warmly
welcomes the broad thrust of this document.

The background to it is one of ceaseless
development pressure on our town and
borough and one of rapidly increasing
awareness that there will be potentially
catastrophic consequences for mankind and
our planet if the climate change emergency is
not fully recognised and tackled. So the
proposals in this document to lock care for
the borough’s blue and green infrastructure
(GBI), and climate change resilience, into the
local planning system are very much a step in
the right direction. How could they not be
welcomed?

The proposal to attach green and blue
infrastructure obligations to all local planning
applications, for both major and minor
schemes, is not only desirable but essential.

Noted and welcomed.

Noted.

Support noted and welcomed.

N/A

N/A

N/A
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We applaud it. Likewise the numerous
references to reinforcing local character and
sense of place, supporting nature and
biodiversity and contributing to healthy living
and wellbeing.

However, the talk in the document of creating
GBI networks and green corridors does not
lack irony. Our awareness that the proportion
of Green Belt land in Runnymede Borough
has been cut from 79pc to 74pc in just six
years prompts the thought that if things carry
on like this our green infrastructure will be
reduced before much longer to a network of
thin and precarious threads of green in an
urban or suburban sprawl.

The one reference in the document to the
Green Belt (paragraph 2.1.6) is surely
inadequate, and in view of recent experience
the conclusion of this paragraph is wide open
to dispute. It occurs to us that GBI might also
stand for Green Belt Irrelevant.

To repeat, we very much welcome this new
SPD, but the proposals in it do smack of
bolting down the tables in the dining room
while the ship is still steaming at great speed
towards the iceberg (or, more appropriately in
the circumstances, the spaceship is still flying
towards the sun).

We also think the document should include
greater reference to the River Thames

Noted, however the areas of land released
from the Green Belt for development in the
2030 Local Plan were subject to rigorous
testing of their Green Belt and sustainability
credentials. Further, a number of sites
released are previously developed or
partially previously developed with little or
no green infrastructure on site but which will
now be provided for in the 2030 Local Plan
allocations.

Paragraph 2.1.6 of the SPD references the
vision set out in the 2030 Local Plan and it
is not the role of the GBI SPD to amend or
add to this or introduce new policies for the
protection of the Green Belt.

Noted.

The River Thames Scheme (RTS) is
included as an opportunity for the

N/A

No.

N/A

No.
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Scheme – and the potential consequences
for Egham of a section of it not being
constructed - and to local playing fields.

Further to this last point, why is the
Manorcrofts Playing Field shown in purple in
Map A7 as an “amenity greenspace” rather
than in green under the heading of “public
parks and gardens (including playing fields
and play spaces)”?

creation/enhancement of green/blue
infrastructure in Annex D of the SPD.
Whether the RTS proceeds or not will be for
the National Infrastructure Commission and
Environment Agency. In any event the role
of the SPD is to set out guidance for
developers to follow in providing green/blue
infrastructure in their development sites,
rather than an audit or strategy for local
assets such as local playing fields.

The classification of the Manorcrofts Playing
Field has been taken from the Open Spaces
Study 2017 which supported the 2030 Local
Plan and is protected under Policy SL25. A
review and update of the Borough’s open
space classifications may be undertaken as
part of the Local Plan review.

No.

Environment Agency We welcome the contents of this SPD as it is
very well written and comprehensive; you
have included a lot of good information and
advice in this SPD. We thought the diagrams
with annotations of the GBI options were
really useful. We have some comments on
various sections of the SPD, set out below.

Section 1.1.1 - only mentions lakes as an
example of a blue asset. As this is one of the
first things readers will see, ideally this would
be changed to rivers or watercourses.

Section 1.2 – We cannot see that you’ve
mentioned the SPA and Ramsar site (called

Noted and welcomed.

Noted. Rivers or watercourses to be added
to para 1.1.1.

Noted. South West London Waterbodies
SPA/Ramsar to be added to para 1.2.4.

N/A

Yes. Add
river/watercourses to
para 1.1.1.

Yes. Add South West
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South West London Waterbodies) that is in
your local authority area (located between
Thorpe and Chertsey). This is an important
blue infrastructure asset.

Map 1.1 - The settlements are named but the
watercourses aren't and it's not very clear
where the rivers are. We recommend
annotating a few of the bigger rivers (River
Thames, Addlestone Bourne, Chertsey
Bourne, River Wey). More description could
be made given the significant river corridors
in Runnymede, also include details on habitat
type/ WFD status.

Section 2.1.13 - this seems a bit vague. We
assume 'good practice' is to follow the
mitigation hierarchy and 'seek specialist
advice' means that an ecologist (or
appropriate specialist) should be employed to
assess the risks. We believe this point should
be more clear and examples given to explain
what they mean.

Section 3.1.2 - remove 'wherever possible' -
developments shouldn't accrue a net loss in
any circumstances, even if they can't achieve
a net gain.

Section 3.4.2 - It should be made clear that
berberis and pyracantha are non-native, even
though they do have a benefit for wildlife. We

Noted. Annotations of rivers and major
waterbodies are shown on Map A9 in
Appendix D and agreed that these can be
added to Map 1.1. Reference to Thames
River Basin District Management Plan and
link to WFD status added to Annex D.

Good practice and links to specialists are
signposted later in the document but SPD
could cross reference to these.

Noted, however this section refers to
householder development where it may not
always be possible or reasonable to expect
to avoid a loss of GBI to accommodate
householder development i.e. using garden
space to build an extension etc.

Noted. Reference to berberis and
pyracantha being non-native can be added

London Waterbodies to
para 1.2.4.

Yes. Add annotations
to Map 1.1 and links to
Annex D.

Yes. Cross reference
to Sections 3 and 4
added.

No.

Yes. Add that berberis
& pyracantha are non-
native and reference to
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are happy for these to be included as
examples but think it should be made clear
that they are not native. There should also be
a sentence about making sure any trees that
are planted are from sources that are certified
as pest and disease free, as mentioned on
p32.

Section 3.5.1 - add that if planting native
wildflower mixes instead of an amenity lawn,
then a reduced mowing regime should be
implemented to allow the wildflowers to grow
and set seed. There will be no point in
planting native wildflower mixes if it's going to
be treated like an amenity lawn and mowed
every couple of weeks.

Section 3.8.1 - The council should also
require a short paragraph explaining how
enhancements will be maintained in the
future, ie: bird boxes will need to be cleaned
out each year to prevent a build up of
parasites.

Section 4.3.7 - Unsure what they mean when
they say that they will be expected to deliver
Green and Blue Infrastructure (GBI) net gain
on site unless it can be demonstrated with
evidence that this is neither feasible or viable.
GBI is really closely linked to Biodiversity Net
Gain (BNG). BNG will become mandatory
soon so all developments will need to secure
BNG and if they can't, they will have to
deliver it offsite. This phrasing suggests to

as well as reference to trees being certified
as pest & disease free.

This can be added as information for
applicants, however, as this relates to
householder development it would be
unreasonable to request as a mandatory
requirement.

As above, this can be added as information
for applicants, however, as this relates to
householder development it would be
unreasonable to request as a mandatory
requirement such as a maintenance
agreement or planning condition.

Section 4.3.7 relates to the delivery of GBI
and its relationship with CIL. The paragraph
references that although the Council
charges development CIL (which could be
spent on a range of infrastructure including
GBI), that the Council still expects GBI to be
provided on-site i.e. on top of CIL. This is
caveated, to explain that this is unless it can
be demonstrated with evidence that on-site
delivery is neither feasible or viable to allow

certified pest & disease
free trees.

Yes, but for information
only.

Yes, but for information
only.

No.
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me that if the applicants can demonstrate that
it's not viable or feasible to do anything on
site, then they don't have to do anything at all
which is not the case. It should be made clear
that in that instance, developers will have to
contribute to offsite enhancements.

Diagram 4.2 - please can a river be added to
the diagram so that a buffer zone can be
shown. Number 12 on the diagram doesn't
seem to be in the correct place - it's hovering
over a hedge when it should be a wildflower
lawn. Ideally the diagram and annotations
should also all be on one page - it's hard to
flick back and forth to see the diagram and
then the annotations.

Section 4.5.13 - Box 4.7 is blank.

Section 4.5 16 - they talk about
demonstrating how green and blue corridors
in and adjacent to the site have been
retained, enhanced and linked. They should
link this to their buffer zone policy, and advise
that developments should be set back from
watercourses, ideally providing a variable
width along the development (with the
minimum width being the 8m for main rivers
and 5m for ordinary watercourses as set out
in their planning policy). Also the last two
bullet points on Page 35 reference buffer
zones and watercourses, all developments
not just major developments should

for greater flexibility where site
circumstances may dictate that GBI is
undeliverable on-site. In these instances the
Council can use CIL to facilitate off-site
opportunities/enhancements as is indicated
in para 4.3.7.

Noted. River added to annotation and buffer
zone highlighted in the key. Annotation 12
to be moved. However, it is not possible to
fit the diagram and key on one page and so
will remain on two pages.

Text added to Box 4.7

Noted, reference to Policy EE12
requirement for 5m and 8m buffer zones
can be an added under ‘Minor & Major
Developments’ in 4.5.16. Point regarding
the last two bullet points is noted and third
bullet under ‘Major Developments’ can be
moved under Minor & Major developments’
and possibly combined with the bullet point
regarding 5m & 8m buffers.

Annotation 12 moved,
and river added. Not
possible to fit diagram
and key on one page
due to space.

Yes, amend Box 4.7.

Yes. Add reference to
buffer zones and move
third bullet under
‘Major Development’ to
encompass minor &
majors.
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demonstrate how GBI assets have been
retained and enhanced, and buffer zones for
watercourses should be included as part of
this.

Section 4.5.18 - Change to Biodiversity
Metric 3.0 as this is now available for use

Page 37 – Last bullet point under All Minor
and Major Development. Include detail on
naturalisation of river banks, inclusion of
undeveloped buffer zones.

Section 4.5.21 – Page 43 Major development
bullet point. Natural buffer zones along main
rivers and water courses are expected of all
developments, not just major so this needs
moving into that section. Also include
comment on natural native planting, widening
and re-naturalisation of existing buffer zones
in brownfield areas.

Page 44 – include a bullet point about blue
infrastructure – have watercourses/ buffer
zones been included to protect and enhance
Blue Infrastructure on site? These act as
important biodiversity corridors but also
provide natural flood risk reduction methods,

Noted. Biodiversity Metric to be changed to
3.0.

Text to be added to last bullet to read ‘Have
existing habitats and landscape features
such as hedgerows,  trees, water bodies
and corridors such as rivers, canals,
undeveloped buffer zones been integrated
into the scheme as well as opportunities for
naturalisation of river banks?

Noted and bullet to be moved to encompass
minor & major developments. Natural native
planting can be added to first bullet and
widening & re-naturalisation of existing
buffers can be added to final bullet under
minors & majors.

Noted and bullet to be added as suggested.

Yes. Updated to refer
to the governments
most up to date
biodiversity metric.

Yes. Add text to last
bullet for Minor & Major
developments
regarding buffers and
naturalisation of river
banks.

Yes. Add text for native
planting and widening
of existing buffers
under bullets one and
four of minor & major
developments.

Yes. Add bullet under
‘all development’ to
include
watercourse/buffer
zones.
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and are useful in mitigating and adapting to
climate change.

General comments
It is a very long document, not sure individual
homeowners and developers are going to
read all this. If this can be streamlined, we
think it would be worthwhile.
Also, most of the case studies have no before
and after pictures of the site. Visual aids are
really useful to showcase what can be
achieved. We note that case study 4.11
(Water Colour Homes in Redhill) de-culverted
a river as part of the development. Before
and after pictures of this would be great to
have in the document so the readers can see
how beneficial de-culverting is.

Final Comments
Once again, thank you for contacting us with
this Green and Blue Infrastructure SPD. Our
comments are based on our available
records and the information as submitted to
us.

Noted. The SPD is split into different
sections for householders and major/minor
developments so applicants need only read
the sections that relate to their
development.

Noted

No. No copyright-free
imagery of the de-
culverted river
available.

N/A

Marine Management
Organisation

The MMO will review your document and
respond to you directly should a bespoke
response be required. If you do not receive a
bespoke response from us within your
deadline, please consider the following
information as the MMO’s formal response.

Marine Management Organisation Functions

Noted. No further response received and as
such this representation is taken as the
response from the MMO.

N/A
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The MMO is a non-departmental public body
responsible for the management of England’s
marine area on behalf of the UK government.
The MMO’s delivery functions are: marine
planning, marine licensing, wildlife licensing
and enforcement, marine protected area
management, marine emergencies, fisheries
management and issuing grants.

Marine Planning and Local Plan development
Under delegation from the Secretary of State
for DEFRA the MMO is responsible for
preparing marine plans for English inshore
and offshore waters. At its landward extent, a
marine plan will apply up to the Mean High
Water Springs (MHWS) mark, which includes
the tidal extent of any rivers. As marine plan
boundaries extend up to the level of MHWS,
there will be an overlap with terrestrial plans,
which generally extend to the Mean Low
Water Springs (MLWS) mark. To work
together in this overlap, Defra created the
Coastal Concordat. This is a framework
enabling decision-makers to co-ordinate
processes for coastal development consents.
It is designed to streamline the process
where multiple consents are required from
numerous decision-makers, thereby saving
time and resources. Defra encourage coastal
authorities to sign up as it provides a road
map to simplify the process of consenting a
development, which may require both a
terrestrial planning consent and a marine
licence. Furthermore, marine plans inform

Noted.

Noted. It would appear from the map in
Figure 1 of the South East Inshore Marine
Management Plan that the stretch of the
River Thames in Runnymede is not covered
by the South East Inshore Marine
Management Plan or any other Marine
Management Plan.

N/A

N/A
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and guide decision-makers on development
in marine and coastal areas.
Under Section 58(3) of Marine and Coastal
Access Act (MCAA) 2009 all public
authorities making decisions capable of
affecting the UK marine area (but which are
not for authorisation or enforcement) must
have regard to the relevant marine plan and
the UK Marine Policy Statement. This
includes local authorities developing planning
documents for areas with a coastal influence.
We advise that all marine plan objectives and
policies are taken into consideration by local
planning authorities when plan-making. It is
important to note that individual marine plan
policies do not work in isolation, and
decision-makers should consider a whole-
plan approach. All marine plans for English
waters are a material consideration for public
authorities with decision-making functions
and provide a framework for integrated plan-
led management.

Marine Licensing and consultation requests
below MHWS
Activities taking place below MHWS (which
includes the tidal influence/limit of any river or
estuary) may require a marine licence in
accordance with the MCAA. Such activities
include the construction, alteration or
improvement of any works, dredging, or a
deposit or removal of a substance or object.
Activities between MHWS and MLWS may
also require a local authority planning

Noted. See comments above. N/A
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permission. Such permissions would need to
be in accordance with the relevant marine
plan under section 58(1) of the MCAA.

Consultation requests for development above
MHWS
If you are requesting a consultee response
from the MMO on a planning application,
which your authority considers will affect the
UK marine area, please consider the
following points:
• The UK Marine Policy Statement and
relevant marine plan are material
considerations for decision-making, but Local
Plans may be a more relevant consideration
in certain circumstances. This is because a
marine plan is not a ‘development plan’ under
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act
2004. Local planning authorities will wish to
consider this when determining whether a
planning application above MHWS should be
referred to the MMO for a consultee
response.
• It is for the relevant decision-maker to
ensure s58 of MCAA has been considered as
part of the decision-making process. If a
public authority takes a decision under s58(1)
of MCAA that is not in accordance with a
marine plan, then the authority must state its
reasons under s58(2) of the same Act.
• If the MMO does not respond to
specific consultation requests then please
use the above guidance to assist in making a
determination on any planning application.

Noted. See comments above. N/A
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Natural England While we welcome this opportunity to give

our views, the topic this Supplementary
Planning Document covers is unlikely to have
major effects on the natural environment, but
may nonetheless have some effects. We
therefore do not wish to provide specific
comments, but advise you to consider the
following issues:

Green Infrastructure
This SPD could consider making provision for
Green Infrastructure (GI) within development.
This should be in line with any GI strategy
covering your area.

The National Planning Policy Framework
states that local planning authorities should
‘take a strategic approach to maintaining and
enhancing networks of habitats and green
infrastructure’. The Planning Practice
Guidance on Green Infrastructure provides
more detail on this.

Urban green space provides multi-functional
benefits. It contributes to coherent and
resilient ecological networks, allowing
species to move around within, and between,
towns and the countryside with even small
patches of habitat benefitting movement.
Urban GI is also recognised as one of the
most effective tools available to us in
managing environmental risks such as
flooding and heat waves. Greener
neighbourhoods and improved access to

Noted.

The SPD sets out detailed guidance on how
development at all scales can deliver GBI.

Noted. Reference to the NPPF and PPG is
set out within the SPD.

Noted. This is set out within the SPD.

N/A

No.

No.

No.
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nature can also improve public health and
quality of life and reduce environmental
inequalities.

There may be significant opportunities to
retrofit green infrastructure in urban
environments. These can be realised
through:
• green roof systems and roof gardens;
• green walls to provide insulation or shading
and cooling;
• new tree planting or altering the
management of land (e.g. management of
verges to enhance biodiversity).

You could also consider issues relating to the
protection of natural resources, including air
quality, ground and surface water and soils
within urban design plans.

Further information on GI is included within
The Town and Country Planning
Association’s "Design Guide for Sustainable
Communities" and their more recent "Good
Practice Guidance for Green Infrastructure
and Biodiversity".

Biodiversity enhancement
This SPD could consider incorporating
features which are beneficial to wildlife within
development, in line with paragraph 118 of
the National Planning Policy Framework. You
may wish to consider providing guidance on,

Included in the SPD
Included in the SPD

Covered in the SPD as the requirement for
details of maintenance/management of GBI.

Issue of protection for natural resources
included in terms of water through rainwater
harvesting/greywater recycling, air quality
through planting and soils through
retention/enhancement of GBI assets.

Noted. A link to good practice guidance for
Green Infrastructure & Biodiversity can be
added to Principle 1.

SPD includes guidance throughout for
biodiversity enhancements, including links
to ecological advice for householders (Box
3.1) and for minor and major developments
(Box 4.1 and elsewhere in Section 4)

No.
No.

No.

No.

Yes. Add link to
Principle 1

No.
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for example, the level of bat roost or bird box
provision within the built structure, or other
measures to enhance biodiversity in the
urban environment. An example of good
practice includes the Exeter Residential
Design Guide SPD, which advises (amongst
other matters) a ratio of one nest/roost box
per residential unit.

Landscape enhancement
The SPD may provide opportunities to
enhance the character and local
distinctiveness of the surrounding natural and
built environment; use natural resources
more sustainably; and bring benefits for the
local community, for example through green
infrastructure provision and access to and
contact with nature. Landscape
characterisation and townscape
assessments, and associated sensitivity and
capacity assessments provide tools for
planners and developers to consider how
new development might makes a positive
contribution to the character and functions of
the landscape through sensitive siting and
good design and avoid unacceptable
impacts.

For example, it may be appropriate to seek
that, where viable, trees should be of a
species capable of growth to exceed building
height and managed so to do, and where
mature trees are retained on site, provision is
made for succession planting so that new

This is included within the SPD.

Noted. Signpost to guidance included within
the SPD on lighting proposals and bats and
Principle 2 deals with reinforcing local
character and sense of place but additional
text can be added with respect to trees of
appropriate species. The point regarding

No.

Yes. Add new bullet
point to Principle 2
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trees will be well established by the time
mature trees die.

Other design considerations
The NPPF includes a number of design
principles which could be considered,
including the impacts of lighting on landscape
and biodiversity (para 180).

Strategic Environmental
Assessment/Habitats Regulations
Assessment
A SPD requires a Strategic Environmental
Assessment only in exceptional
circumstances as set out in the Planning
Practice Guidance here. While SPDs are
unlikely to give rise to likely significant effects
on European Sites, they should be
considered as a plan under the Habitats
Regulations in the same way as any other
plan or project. If your SPD requires a
Strategic Environmental Assessment or
Habitats Regulation Assessment, you are
required to consult us at certain stages as set
out in the Planning Practice Guidance.

Should the plan be amended in a way which
significantly affects its impact on the natural
environment, then, please consult Natural
England again.

succession planting is already covered by
the 3rd bullet in Principle 2.

Noted. Signpost to guidance included within
the SPD on lighting proposals and bats and
Principle 2 deals with reinforcing local
character and sense of place.

An SEA/HRA screening assessment has
been undertaken and published alongside
the SPD. A draft version of the screening
was subject to consultation with the three
statutory bodies including Natural England
and comments incorporated into the final
assessment.

Noted.

No.

No.

N/A

Spelthorne Borough
Council

The style and layout of the document is very
good and is easy to read and understand.

Noted and comments welcomed. N/A
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The guide itself is clear and helpful and
should provide a sound basis for applicants
of varying scales of development to be aware
of Runnymede’s requirements.
Is there a way of linking to the relevant
policies in the LP when these are referenced
in the text, through a hyperlink or similar to
aid the reader and ensure these are read
concurrently?

Para 1.3.5 half of the text is different in
size/font to the remainder.

Noted. Hyperlinks to the Runnymede 2030
Local Plan can be added but policies are
not set out separately so it would not be
possible to hyperlink to individual policies.

Noted and text to be amended.

Yes. Add hyperlink to
2030 Local Plan.

Yes. Text font to be
amended.

Sport England Sport England’s aim in working with the
planning system is to help provide active
environments that maximise opportunities for
sport and physical activity for all, enabling the
already active to be more so and the inactive
to become active. The many benefits of sport
and physical activity, including to people’s
physical and mental health, are widely
recognised. Our built and natural
environments are key to helping people
change their behaviours to lead more active
and healthier lifestyles.

Sport England welcomes the emphasis within
the draft SPD on the role green and blue
infrastructure plays in supporting people to
live healthy and active lives. In particular, we
consider that the below principles 1; 5 and 6
set out in the SPD align with our own Active
Design guidance.

Noted.

Noted and comments welcomed.

N/A

No.
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Principle 1: Delivery of Multi-Functional GBI
Networks
Principle 5: Contributing to Healthy Living &
Well-Being
Principle 6: Managing & Maintaining GBI

Active Design is a set of 10 guiding principles
which have been developed in partnership
between Sport England and Public Health
England to promote activity, health and
stronger communities through the way we
design and build our towns and cities. Further
detail can be found here:
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-
help/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-
guidance/active-design.

We would strongly recommend, given the
synergy between the aims and objectives of
the SPD and our own Active Design
guidance, that there is specific references to
our Active Design guidance/principles within
the document.

In relation to the relevant principles within the
SPD 1; 5 and 6 above, it is important that
movement; physical activity; both formal and
informal recreation and sport are considered
within the design of multi-functional GBI
networks. In particular, there is a strong
correlation here with Active Design (AD)
principle no. 5:

• Network of multifunctional open space

Noted.

Noted. Signpost to the Sport England
Guidance can be added into Principle 5 of
the SPD.

Noted.

N/A.

Yes. Add hyperlink to
Sport England
guidance in Principle 5.

N/A

https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design
https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can-help/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost-guidance/active-design
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A network of multifunctional open space
should be created across all communities to
support a range of activities including sport,
recreation and play plus other landscape
features including Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS), woodland, wildlife habitat
and productive landscapes (allotments,
orchards). Facilities for sport, recreation and
play should be of an appropriate scale and
positioned in prominent locations.

And, and AD principle no. 9:

• Management, maintenance,
monitoring & evaluation

The management, long-term maintenance
and viability of sports facilities and public
spaces should be considered in their design.
Monitoring and evaluation should be used to
assess the success of Active Design
initiatives and to inform future directions to
maximise activity outcomes from design
interventions.

The remaining Active Design principles are
also highly relevant to achieving principle
no.5 within the SPD of contributing to healthy
living and well-being.

Noted.

Noted. Principle 6 of the SPD deals with the
long term management/maintenance,
funding and monitoring of GBI.

Noted.

N/A.

N/A.

N/A.

Surrey County
Council

We have comments to make regarding
landscape, minerals restoration and flooding.
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Landscape
The draft SPD is of good quality overall,
particularly the sections on guidance for
householders and minor/major
developments.

However, the maps at the start of the
document (maps 1.1 to 1.4) are not
particularly legible or helpful due to their large
scale. The maps included in the draft SPD
could include greater detail identifying
specific green and blue infrastructure in the
borough, as well as highlighting important
areas such as Biodiversity Opportunity Areas
(BOAs).

The connectivity of green and blue assets,
both in terms of human connectivity (e.g.
‘greenways’) and that of habitats could also
be shown in the maps. The draft SPD may
also want to refer to our Surrey interactive
map.

Although the guide is geared towards private
individuals and applicants contributing
towards new green and blue infrastructure
within Runnymede, the draft SPD could
include examples or case studies of the
council themselves proactively driving new
GBI projects within the borough.

The draft SPD could also link to the following
guidance;

Noted and comments welcomed.

Maps set out within the SPD annexes
highlight areas of GBI in the Borough as
well as BOAs, priority habitats, landscape
types etc. These have been deliberately
placed in the annexes to reduce file size
and allow reading of the SPD to flow more
easily. However, additional labels have
been added to Maps 1.2-1.4.

Reference to the Surrey Interactive Map
can be added to para 4.2.2. The
connectivity of green and blue assets in
terms of human connectivity via the PRoW
network is shown on map 1.4. RBC are not
aware of any habitat connectivity data within
the study area.

Noted, however examples (other than
SANG) where the Council has been
responsible for GBI delivery are limited.

N/A.

Yes. Additional labels
added to Maps 1.2-1.4

Yes. Add reference to
the Surrey interactive
map in 4.2.2.

No.
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• The National Model Design Code (parts 1
and 2) which has very good guidance on
green and blue infrastructure and sustainable
design principles.
• Plant Healthy, which aids the consideration
of sourcing trees and other plants from
certified members of the Plant Healthy
Certification Scheme, in the interests of
securing best practice in biosecurity.

Minerals Restoration
Minerals site restorations provide an
important opportunity to return land to its
natural state and therefore improve the green
and blue infrastructure offer. We are pleased
to see the example used in case Study 4.11
which is inspired by mineral restoration and
enhancement work, and an example of such
issues delivering multifunctional benefits.

We would however like to see greater
coverage of minerals site restoration within
the document. The key issues and benefits of
minerals site restoration are set in the North
West Surrey Restoration Strategy, but please
SCC for more information.

As a side note, the draft SPD does not
include the River Thames Scheme proposal
which should be considered as a blue
corridor.

Noted. In terms of the National Model
Design Code, Section 4 of the SPD includes
guidance on green and blue infrastructure
principles aligned with the Council’s Design
SPD. ‘Plant Healthy’ link can be added
alongside the Landscape Institute’s Plant
Health and Biosecurity Toolkit (p32)

Noted. Although, it is considered that the
GBI SPD would be a material consideration
for Minerals schemes, RBC would not be
the consenting authority. As such, it will be
for SCC as the consenting authority to take
account of the guidance set out in the GBI
SPD which would be equally applicable to
minerals development and restoration in
Runnymede as to other types of
minor/major developments.

Reference is made to the River Thames
Scheme (RTS) in the SPD Annex D. The
RTS cannot be mapped however, as it has
yet to be delivered.

Yes, in relation to
‘plant healthy’ link.

No.

No.
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Flooding
Our flooding team have provided the below
general comments;
• On p.43/44, the ‘all development’ section
should include the use of SuDS on all
development which is in accordance with the
NPPF.

• On p.45, our LFRMS should be included in
the list of documents.

• Within section 3.6.1, this should link to p.43-
44 whereby all development should include
SuDS.

• As a general note, SuDS should be
encouraged on all new development as per
the NPPF.

Noted, however NPPF para 169 only refers
to major developments not minor
developments. Nevertheless Policy EE13 of
the 2030 Local Plan asks for SuDS in new
development and reference to this can be
added to Box 4.10

Hyperlink to Local Flood Risk Management
Strategy to be added to p45.

Noted, however, the NPPF para 169 only
refers to major developments not
householder development.

See above in respect to Box 4.10. Section 3
of the SPD already encourages
householders to incorporate SuDS

Yes. Add reference to
Policy EE13 in Box
4.10

Yes. Add hyperlink to
Surrey LFRMS

No.

Yes. Add reference to
Policy EE13 in Box
4.10.

Surrey Gardens Trust This response is submitted on behalf of the
Surrey Gardens Trust (SGT), a member of
the Gardens Trust that is the statutory
consultee for Registered Parks and Gardens.

The proposals look to be a very useful tool
adding to the considerations required by part
16 of the NPPF for heritage assets such as
parks and gardens.

While within the Borough the Registered sites
are broadly in the "Wider Countryside" there
are other sites that might be considered as
non-designated heritage assets that are
within or adjoining the built-up areas. These

Noted.

Noted and comments welcomed.

Noted.

N/A

N/A

N/A
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would, of course, be covered by the
acknowledgement in the proposals that sites
of a more domestic scale also contribute to
the Borough's Green infrastructure.

Transport for London we have no comments to make on the draft
SPD.

Noted. N/A.
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	Section 2.2 of the draft SPD outlines the
approach which the Council has taken to the
preparation of the document. It follows a
standard and reasonable approach of
involving key stakeholders. However, there is
no reference to the involvement of
landowners in the preparation / workshop
process. Whilst some areas of land across
Runnymede may be clearly identifiable as
green or blue infrastructure, there will be
sites, such as the Thorpe Lea Road site,
where the involvement of the landowner
would have been very important (particularly
given its individual characteristics). The
Thorpe Lea Road site has historically been
controlled by Tarmac and, to the best of their
knowledge, no contact has been made in
relation to this particular site. It is a site which
has previously been used for mineral
extraction and contains an element of
previously developed land.

	Section 2.2 of the draft SPD outlines the
approach which the Council has taken to the
preparation of the document. It follows a
standard and reasonable approach of
involving key stakeholders. However, there is
no reference to the involvement of
landowners in the preparation / workshop
process. Whilst some areas of land across
Runnymede may be clearly identifiable as
green or blue infrastructure, there will be
sites, such as the Thorpe Lea Road site,
where the involvement of the landowner
would have been very important (particularly
given its individual characteristics). The
Thorpe Lea Road site has historically been
controlled by Tarmac and, to the best of their
knowledge, no contact has been made in
relation to this particular site. It is a site which
has previously been used for mineral
extraction and contains an element of
previously developed land.

	Therefore, we do not consider that the draft
SPD has been prepared in a robust manner,
as it has not included contact with key
landowners which we believe is an important
prerequisite before designating their land as
new green and blue infrastructure within the
document. Had proper contact been made,
the Thorpe Lea Road site would not have
attracted certain designations. This is
explained further below.


	Noted, preliminary stakeholder involvement
was undertaken and whilst this did not
include landowners (other than public
bodies) this did include key stakeholders.
Further, during preparation of the
Runnymede 2030 Local Plan the Council
engaged with a number of landowners, in
particular for sites which have been
allocated for development. It was not
considered reasonable to approach
allocation site landowners again in
preparation of the SPD where green
infrastructure requirements have already
been set out in adopted allocation policies
and neither was it considered reasonable to
engage with landowners of unallocated
sites.

	Noted, preliminary stakeholder involvement
was undertaken and whilst this did not
include landowners (other than public
bodies) this did include key stakeholders.
Further, during preparation of the
Runnymede 2030 Local Plan the Council
engaged with a number of landowners, in
particular for sites which have been
allocated for development. It was not
considered reasonable to approach
allocation site landowners again in
preparation of the SPD where green
infrastructure requirements have already
been set out in adopted allocation policies
and neither was it considered reasonable to
engage with landowners of unallocated
sites.

	As part of the evidence to support the 2030
Local Plan, the Council prepared an Open
Spaces Study published in 2017. The study
identified Thorpe Lea Road (site 229 in
Appendix 8) as open space on Map 48 on
p58 of the study, with protection against the
loss of open space set out in adopted 2030
Local Plan policy SL25. As such, it is the
2030 Local Plan and Open Spaces Study,
which were subject to public consultation
including with landowners, which classifies
and protects the Borough’s open spaces not
the SPD. In any event, the GBI SPD itself
simply sets out guidance on how
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	The classification of the Thorpe Lea Road
site

	TD
	The classification of the Thorpe Lea Road
site

	The classification of the Thorpe Lea Road
site

	Green Infrastructure

	The draft SPD classifies the Thorpe Lea
Road site as green infrastructure (see map
1.2) but not as accessible green
infrastructure (see map 1.3).

	The PPG definition of green infrastructure is
quoted as follows:

	“Green infrastructure can embrace a range of
spaces and assets that provide
environmental and wider benefits. It can, for
example, include parks, playing fields, other
areas of open space, woodland, allotments,
private gardens, sustainable drainage
features, green roofs and walls, street trees
and ‘blue infrastructure’ such as streams,
ponds, canals and other water bodies.
(Paragraph 004)”

	We note that the Thorpe Lea Road site does
not currently contain any physical
development (although it has previously been
used for mineral extraction, and then
restored) and it does currently lie within the
Green Belt. Whilst the eastern part of the site


	developers can achieve GBI within their
developments, it does not classify any new
green/blue infrastructure to those already
set out within the Open Spaces Study.

	developers can achieve GBI within their
developments, it does not classify any new
green/blue infrastructure to those already
set out within the Open Spaces Study.

	Noted, however it is not the SPD that
classifies the site as green infrastructure but
the Open Spaces Study and 2030 Local
Plan.

	The site’s characteristics are noted along
with its promotion through the Local Plan.
However, it is not for the SPD to de-classify
or change the typology of an open or
consider it’s promotion for allocation.


	No

	No

	No.
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	does contain some open space and
woodland, it should be noted that: (A) its
usability and access is very poor; and (B) the
historic uses of the site preclude it as place
that could be good quality accessible green
infrastructure; and (C) a large element of the
site is being promoted for much-needed
employment development through the new
Local Plan as a logical northwards extension
to the existing Thorpe Lea Industrial Estate.

	TD
	does contain some open space and
woodland, it should be noted that: (A) its
usability and access is very poor; and (B) the
historic uses of the site preclude it as place
that could be good quality accessible green
infrastructure; and (C) a large element of the
site is being promoted for much-needed
employment development through the new
Local Plan as a logical northwards extension
to the existing Thorpe Lea Industrial Estate.

	does contain some open space and
woodland, it should be noted that: (A) its
usability and access is very poor; and (B) the
historic uses of the site preclude it as place
that could be good quality accessible green
infrastructure; and (C) a large element of the
site is being promoted for much-needed
employment development through the new
Local Plan as a logical northwards extension
to the existing Thorpe Lea Industrial Estate.

	As part of this promotion, work has been
undertaken to assess the site against the
Green Belt purposes listed in NPPF Para.
138 (see attached). The assessment
concluded that the Thorpe Lea Road site
offers no useful contribution to the strategic
function of the Green Belt and that: (a) it
should be removed from the Green Belt; (b) it
has the capacity to support employment
development; and (c) development of part of
the site can provide compensatory
enhancements on the remainder of the Site
that will lead to a positive contribution to the
provision of green infrastructure. It would
therefore be inappropriate for the SPD to
impose an unreasonable constraint upon the
site which has not been tested through the
plan-making process and which has not been
properly justified.

	Public Park and Garden


	Representor’s Green Belt review of the site
is noted, however, this is a matter for the
Local Plan review not the SPD. As set out
above the SPD does not classify any new
open space/green infrastructure sites, but
simply reiterates those identified through
the Open Spaces Study which was tested
through 2030 Local Plan preparation.

	Representor’s Green Belt review of the site
is noted, however, this is a matter for the
Local Plan review not the SPD. As set out
above the SPD does not classify any new
open space/green infrastructure sites, but
simply reiterates those identified through
the Open Spaces Study which was tested
through 2030 Local Plan preparation.

	The classification of Public Park & Garden
is taken from the Open Spaces Study
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	No.

	No.


	Annex C (including Map A.7) also designates
the Thorpe Lea Road site as a ‘public park

	Annex C (including Map A.7) also designates
the Thorpe Lea Road site as a ‘public park
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	and garden’; the definition of which is given in
the annex as follows:

	TD
	and garden’; the definition of which is given in
the annex as follows:

	and garden’; the definition of which is given in
the annex as follows:

	“Public parks and gardens are urban green
spaces predominantly associated with
informal and formal recreation (including
playing fields and play spaces). There are a
number of public parks, playing fields and
play spaces widely distributed throughout
Runnymede’s towns. Key parks within
Runnymede include Chertsey recreation
ground; Heathervale recreation ground in
Addlestone; Ottershaw Memorial Fields; and
The Orchard and Abbeyfields in Chertsey”.

	The majority of the Thorpe Lea Road site
clearly does not meet any part of the
definition offered by the Council above. The
site is not accessible to the public and is, in
any event, not a usable space due to its
overgrown nature. The remainder of the site
is not promoted/advertised as a public park
and/or public garden so this designation is
clearly misleading, misrepresentative and
seeks to impose a policy constraint which has
not been tested through the plan-making
process. Therefore, there is no reasonable
justification for this designation to remain in
the final version of the SPD and we request
that is it removed from the document.

	It is clear that the scope and approach of the
SPD document needs to be reframed to allow
development proposals to demonstrate their
ability to make a positive contribution to the


	prepared as evidence to support the 2030
Local Plan and tested at EiP prior to its
adoption. As such, the SPD simply
reiterates the classification given by the
Open Spaces Study, it does not impose any
new classification on the site. As such, any
request to review of the site’s classification
would need to be made through the Local
Plan review process.

	prepared as evidence to support the 2030
Local Plan and tested at EiP prior to its
adoption. As such, the SPD simply
reiterates the classification given by the
Open Spaces Study, it does not impose any
new classification on the site. As such, any
request to review of the site’s classification
would need to be made through the Local
Plan review process.

	See comments below. 

	N/A
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	provision (and maintenance) of green and
blue infrastructure across Runnymede. There
are two particular points to note here.

	TD
	provision (and maintenance) of green and
blue infrastructure across Runnymede. There
are two particular points to note here.

	provision (and maintenance) of green and
blue infrastructure across Runnymede. There
are two particular points to note here.

	Firstly, the draft SPD provides some helpful
guidance for major development proposals in
Section 4. This advocates a common-sense,
step-by-step approach to assessing assets,
considering potential opportunities and then
incorporating green and blue infrastructure
into development proposals. However, this
sits uncomfortably with the presentation of
green infrastructure designations in the draft
SPD document, which gives the impression
that an audit of green infrastructure assets
has already been undertaken and does not
allow for suitable development proposals in
these areas. Whilst it is not unusual for
planning policy documents to outline green
and blue infrastructure, this is usually
supported by a robust justification for each
designated area. However, in this instance,
the Council has not published any justification
for the proposed designation of green and
blue infrastructure assets and therefore it
would appear that ‘step 1’ in section 4.2 of
the draft SPD should actually have been
undertaken for the purposes of preparing
a robust SPD. Therefore, the content of the
SPD needs to be restructured to include a
justification for each designation.

	Secondly, Section 4 must also acknowledge
that there are, in appropriate circumstances,


	Comments regarding the approach of the
SPD are noted. As stated above the
classification of open spaces in the SPD is
taken from the Open Spaces Study,
prepared for the 2030 Local Plan and tested
at EiP. The SPD contains guidance on
undertaking an audit of green infrastructure
with development proposals where existing
assets and opportunities should be
appraised but has not itself undertaken an
audit, but has taken the classifications from
the Open Spaces Study.

	No.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	opportunities for qualitative enhancements of
green and blue infrastructure via
development proposals even if the overall
area of GBI is reduced. This is certainly the
case in relation to the Thorpe Lea Road site
where the value of GBI at the eastern end of
the site (and beyond) can be enhanced as
part of development proposals on the
western part of the site. This concept needs
to be acknowledged in the SPD, with: (a) a
‘route map’ for achieving these benefits; and
(b) links to biodiversity net gains.

	TD
	opportunities for qualitative enhancements of
green and blue infrastructure via
development proposals even if the overall
area of GBI is reduced. This is certainly the
case in relation to the Thorpe Lea Road site
where the value of GBI at the eastern end of
the site (and beyond) can be enhanced as
part of development proposals on the
western part of the site. This concept needs
to be acknowledged in the SPD, with: (a) a
‘route map’ for achieving these benefits; and
(b) links to biodiversity net gains.

	opportunities for qualitative enhancements of
green and blue infrastructure via
development proposals even if the overall
area of GBI is reduced. This is certainly the
case in relation to the Thorpe Lea Road site
where the value of GBI at the eastern end of
the site (and beyond) can be enhanced as
part of development proposals on the
western part of the site. This concept needs
to be acknowledged in the SPD, with: (a) a
‘route map’ for achieving these benefits; and
(b) links to biodiversity net gains.

	We consider that in order to provide a robust
and sound SPD the above amendments and
additions should be made prior to any
adoption by the Council. Without these
amendments/additions the SPD will be
misleading in respect of GBI. It is important
that the development plan evidence base is
robust and that important development
proposals are not stifled unnecessarily by
unsubstantiated designations.


	Section 4 of the SPD sets out that an audit
of GBI assets should be undertaken. The
audit should be used as an opportunity to
appraise GBI assets (whether on or off site)
and feed into the identification of
opportunities and constraints. Whilst not
mentioned, the SPD does not specifically
preclude the reduction of GBI on a site.
However, any proposal where loss would
occur would need to be considered against
Policy SL25 of the 2030 Local Plan which
allows the loss of open space in certain
circumstances. As such, any loss would
need to justified, taking account of Policy
SL25 in the GBI audit and appraisal. This
could be more clearly set out in the SPD.

	Section 4 of the SPD sets out that an audit
of GBI assets should be undertaken. The
audit should be used as an opportunity to
appraise GBI assets (whether on or off site)
and feed into the identification of
opportunities and constraints. Whilst not
mentioned, the SPD does not specifically
preclude the reduction of GBI on a site.
However, any proposal where loss would
occur would need to be considered against
Policy SL25 of the 2030 Local Plan which
allows the loss of open space in certain
circumstances. As such, any loss would
need to justified, taking account of Policy
SL25 in the GBI audit and appraisal. This
could be more clearly set out in the SPD.

	See comments above.


	Yes. SPD to be made
clearer that where loss
occurs this will need to
be clearly justified
against Policy SL25 of
the 2030 Local Plan in
the GBI Audit.

	Yes. SPD to be made
clearer that where loss
occurs this will need to
be clearly justified
against Policy SL25 of
the 2030 Local Plan in
the GBI Audit.

	N/A



	Carter Jonas obo
Tarmac

	Carter Jonas obo
Tarmac

	Whilst TARMAC support the principles set
out in the GBISPD in acknowledgement to
both the benefits this has for healthy living
and the environment, there are comments we
want to make in relation to Longside Lake

	Noted and support welcomed. 
	No.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	to the west of the M25 in Egham (the ‘Site’)
which they own.

	TD
	to the west of the M25 in Egham (the ‘Site’)
which they own.

	to the west of the M25 in Egham (the ‘Site’)
which they own.

	As confirmed by Map 1.3, the Site is
shown/designated as both ‘Accessible Green
Infrastructure’ and ‘Blue Infrastructure’. Whilst
such infrastructure is supported as referred to
above, this designation should not preclude
an allocation in future iterations of a Local
Plan or indeed development of the Site. This
is particularly relevant when considering such
infrastructure can be integral to a
development and assist in delivering a range
of environmental, economic, social, health
and wellbeing benefits to both the local and
wider community.

	It is also relevant that whilst a site may be
designated as GBI, development may
represent an opportunity to enhance, protect
and maintain such areas and as a
consequence, provide stronger links to the
surrounding networks.

	In summary, TARMAC support the principles
of the GBISPD but want to highlight that
Green and Blue Infrastructure designations
should not limit opportunities for
development.


	Noted, the classification of a site and
whether it would be taken forward or not for
allocation is a matter for the Local Plan
review not the SPD. The SPD itself is a
guidance document setting out how
developers can achieve GBI within their
developments.

	Noted, the classification of a site and
whether it would be taken forward or not for
allocation is a matter for the Local Plan
review not the SPD. The SPD itself is a
guidance document setting out how
developers can achieve GBI within their
developments.

	Noted. Section 4 of the SPD sets out the
requirement to undertake a GBI audit and
identify opportunities within development.
Any loss of GBI would need to be justified
against Policy SL25 of the 2030 Local Plan
within the GBI audit.

	Noted.


	No.

	No.

	No.

	N/A



	Chobham Parish

	Chobham Parish

	Chobham Parish

	Council


	The Council supports the principles of the
supplementary planning document and the
role that the natural environment plays in
many capacities, including resilience to

	Noted. 
	N/A
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	climate change, the health of communities
and the wildlife population.

	TD
	climate change, the health of communities
and the wildlife population.

	climate change, the health of communities
and the wildlife population.

	The Council has reviewed the document with
interest and feels it contains very useful and
comprehensive information, guidance and
checklists. The Council has the following
comments to make on the overall aims of the
document:

	1. As well as Green and Blue infrastructure
assets within Runnymede Borough, it is
felt that it would be appropriate to ensure
the same guidance is applied when
considering development and
enhancement opportunities in the vicinity
of Green and Blue assets situated on the
borough’s border. For Chobham this
would include Chobham Common,
Stanners Hill and the open green space to
the east of Fairoaks Airport.

	2. It is felt that co-operation is vital with
neighbouring authorities to ensure policy
does not have the effect of enhancing
biodiversity in one area at the expense of
that in neighbouring administrative areas,
and that ecological corridors and
sustainable walking and cycling routes

	2. It is felt that co-operation is vital with
neighbouring authorities to ensure policy
does not have the effect of enhancing
biodiversity in one area at the expense of
that in neighbouring administrative areas,
and that ecological corridors and
sustainable walking and cycling routes



	Noted.

	Noted.

	Noted. The SPD will be applicable to all
development within Runnymede
irrespective of location. It could however
include reference to ensuring that major
development close to or adjacent to the
Borough’s boundaries takes account of GBI
assets in neighbouring areas through the
GBI audit. However, it cannot seek
enhancement to GBI outside of
Runnymede. In relation to Chobham
Common, as this is part of the National Site
Network any impacts (and mitigation) would
be considered through a Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA).

	Noted. See comments above. The GBI
audit undertaken by developers should
cover the aspects noted in the
representation as set out in Sections 4.2-4.4
of the SPD. SPD could be made clearer that
provision/enhancement of GBI in
Runnymede should not lead to a
deterioration of GBI in neighbouring areas.


	N/A

	N/A

	Yes. Add that GBI
audits should take
account of GBI assets
in neighbouring areas
where major
development is close
to the Borough
boundary.

	Yes, SPD to clarify that
provision/enhancement
of GBI in Runnymede
should not lead to a
deterioration of GBI in
neighbouring areas.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	can be joined up.

	TD
	can be joined up.

	can be joined up.

	3. Green and Blue infrastructure policy
should fully accord with policies already in
place to avoid adverse effects on the
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection
Area.

	4. The Parish Council is concerned that any
major development that creates a net loss
of greenfield or wooded land would
effectively wipe out smaller gains made
elsewhere. It is felt that more emphasis
could be placed on ensuring major
development is directed away from sites
already rich in Green and Blue assets.

	If the Council can provide any further
information on any of the above points,
please do not hesitate to contact CPC.


	Noted. Runnymede has a Thames Basin
Heaths SPA SPD which was adopted in
April 2021 and which sets out the
requirements for avoidance and mitigation.
It is not proposed to repeat these in the GBI
SPD as the two documents are
complementary however reference is made
to the TBH SPD in paragraph 2.1.9.

	Noted. Runnymede has a Thames Basin
Heaths SPA SPD which was adopted in
April 2021 and which sets out the
requirements for avoidance and mitigation.
It is not proposed to repeat these in the GBI
SPD as the two documents are
complementary however reference is made
to the TBH SPD in paragraph 2.1.9.

	Noted. The direction of development has
already been set out with the 2030 Local
Plan Spatial Strategy and allocation sites
and it is not for the SPD to revisit this. In
addition, Policy SL25 of the 2030 Local Plan
already affords general protection of the
Borough’s existing open spaces and Policy
EE11 the delivery of high quality green
infrastructure.

	Noted.


	No.

	No.

	No.

	N/A



	Coal Authority 
	Coal Authority 
	The Coal Authority is a non-departmental
public body sponsored by the Department of
Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy. As a
statutory consultee, the Coal Authority has a
duty to respond to planning applications and
development plans in order to protect the
public and the environment in mining areas.

	The Coal Authority is a non-departmental
public body sponsored by the Department of
Business, Energy & Industrial Strategy. As a
statutory consultee, the Coal Authority has a
duty to respond to planning applications and
development plans in order to protect the
public and the environment in mining areas.

	As you are aware, Runnymede Borough
Council lies outside the defined coalfield and


	Noted.

	Noted.

	Noted.


	N/A

	N/A

	N/A
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
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	therefore the Coal Authority has no specific
comments to make on your Local Plans /
SPDs etc.

	TD
	therefore the Coal Authority has no specific
comments to make on your Local Plans /
SPDs etc.

	therefore the Coal Authority has no specific
comments to make on your Local Plans /
SPDs etc.

	In the spirit of ensuring efficiency of
resources and proportionality, it will not be
necessary for the Council to provide the Coal
Authority with any future drafts or updates to
the emerging Plans. This letter can be used
as evidence for the legal and procedural
consultation requirements at examination, if
necessary.


	Noted. 
	N/A


	Egham Residents’
Association

	Egham Residents’
Association

	The Egham Residents’ Association warmly
welcomes the broad thrust of this document.

	The Egham Residents’ Association warmly
welcomes the broad thrust of this document.

	The background to it is one of ceaseless
development pressure on our town and
borough and one of rapidly increasing
awareness that there will be potentially
catastrophic consequences for mankind and
our planet if the climate change emergency is
not fully recognised and tackled. So the
proposals in this document to lock care for
the borough’s blue and green infrastructure
(GBI), and climate change resilience, into the
local planning system are very much a step in
the right direction. How could they not be
welcomed?

	The proposal to attach green and blue
infrastructure obligations to all local planning
applications, for both major and minor
schemes, is not only desirable but essential.


	Noted and welcomed.

	Noted and welcomed.

	Noted.

	Support noted and welcomed.


	N/A

	N/A

	N/A

	N/A
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	Representor 
	Representor 
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	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	We applaud it. Likewise the numerous
references to reinforcing local character and
sense of place, supporting nature and
biodiversity and contributing to healthy living
and wellbeing.

	TD
	We applaud it. Likewise the numerous
references to reinforcing local character and
sense of place, supporting nature and
biodiversity and contributing to healthy living
and wellbeing.

	We applaud it. Likewise the numerous
references to reinforcing local character and
sense of place, supporting nature and
biodiversity and contributing to healthy living
and wellbeing.

	However, the talk in the document of creating
GBI networks and green corridors does not
lack irony. Our awareness that the proportion
of Green Belt land in Runnymede Borough
has been cut from 79pc to 74pc in just six
years prompts the thought that if things carry
on like this our green infrastructure will be
reduced before much longer to a network of
thin and precarious threads of green in an
urban or suburban sprawl.

	The one reference in the document to the
Green Belt (paragraph 2.1.6) is surely
inadequate, and in view of recent experience
the conclusion of this paragraph is wide open
to dispute. It occurs to us that GBI might also
stand for Green Belt Irrelevant.

	To repeat, we very much welcome this new
SPD, but the proposals in it do smack of
bolting down the tables in the dining room
while the ship is still steaming at great speed
towards the iceberg (or, more appropriately in
the circumstances, the spaceship is still flying
towards the sun).

	We also think the document should include
greater reference to the River Thames


	Noted, however the areas of land released
from the Green Belt for development in the
2030 Local Plan were subject to rigorous
testing of their Green Belt and sustainability
credentials. Further, a number of sites
released are previously developed or
partially previously developed with little or
no green infrastructure on site but which will
now be provided for in the 2030 Local Plan
allocations.

	Noted, however the areas of land released
from the Green Belt for development in the
2030 Local Plan were subject to rigorous
testing of their Green Belt and sustainability
credentials. Further, a number of sites
released are previously developed or
partially previously developed with little or
no green infrastructure on site but which will
now be provided for in the 2030 Local Plan
allocations.

	Paragraph 2.1.6 of the SPD references the
vision set out in the 2030 Local Plan and it
is not the role of the GBI SPD to amend or
add to this or introduce new policies for the
protection of the Green Belt.

	Noted.

	The River Thames Scheme (RTS) is
included as an opportunity for the


	N/A

	N/A

	No.

	N/A

	No.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
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	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
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	Scheme – and the potential consequences
for Egham of a section of it not being
constructed - and to local playing fields.

	TD
	Scheme – and the potential consequences
for Egham of a section of it not being
constructed - and to local playing fields.

	Scheme – and the potential consequences
for Egham of a section of it not being
constructed - and to local playing fields.

	Further to this last point, why is the
Manorcrofts Playing Field shown in purple in
Map A7 as an “amenity greenspace” rather
than in green under the heading of “public
parks and gardens (including playing fields
and play spaces)”?


	creation/enhancement of green/blue
infrastructure in Annex D of the SPD.
Whether the RTS proceeds or not will be for
the National Infrastructure Commission and
Environment Agency. In any event the role
of the SPD is to set out guidance for
developers to follow in providing green/blue
infrastructure in their development sites,
rather than an audit or strategy for local
assets such as local playing fields.

	creation/enhancement of green/blue
infrastructure in Annex D of the SPD.
Whether the RTS proceeds or not will be for
the National Infrastructure Commission and
Environment Agency. In any event the role
of the SPD is to set out guidance for
developers to follow in providing green/blue
infrastructure in their development sites,
rather than an audit or strategy for local
assets such as local playing fields.

	The classification of the Manorcrofts Playing
Field has been taken from the Open Spaces
Study 2017 which supported the 2030 Local
Plan and is protected under Policy SL25. A
review and update of the Borough’s open
space classifications may be undertaken as
part of the Local Plan review.


	No.


	Environment Agency 
	Environment Agency 
	We welcome the contents of this SPD as it is
very well written and comprehensive; you
have included a lot of good information and
advice in this SPD. We thought the diagrams
with annotations of the GBI options were
really useful. We have some comments on
various sections of the SPD, set out below.

	We welcome the contents of this SPD as it is
very well written and comprehensive; you
have included a lot of good information and
advice in this SPD. We thought the diagrams
with annotations of the GBI options were
really useful. We have some comments on
various sections of the SPD, set out below.

	Section 1.1.1 - only mentions lakes as an
example of a blue asset. As this is one of the
first things readers will see, ideally this would
be changed to rivers or watercourses.

	Section 1.2 – We cannot see that you’ve
mentioned the SPA and Ramsar site (called


	Noted and welcomed.

	Noted and welcomed.

	Noted. Rivers or watercourses to be added
to para 1.1.1.

	Noted. South West London Waterbodies
SPA/Ramsar to be added to para 1.2.4.


	N/A

	N/A

	Yes. Add
river/watercourses to
para 1.1.1.

	Yes. Add South West
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	South West London Waterbodies) that is in
your local authority area (located between
Thorpe and Chertsey). This is an important
blue infrastructure asset.

	TD
	South West London Waterbodies) that is in
your local authority area (located between
Thorpe and Chertsey). This is an important
blue infrastructure asset.

	South West London Waterbodies) that is in
your local authority area (located between
Thorpe and Chertsey). This is an important
blue infrastructure asset.

	Map 1.1 - The settlements are named but the
watercourses aren't and it's not very clear
where the rivers are. We recommend
annotating a few of the bigger rivers (River
Thames, Addlestone Bourne, Chertsey
Bourne, River Wey). More description could
be made given the significant river corridors
in Runnymede, also include details on habitat
type/ WFD status.

	Section 2.1.13 - this seems a bit vague. We
assume 'good practice' is to follow the
mitigation hierarchy and 'seek specialist
advice' means that an ecologist (or
appropriate specialist) should be employed to
assess the risks. We believe this point should
be more clear and examples given to explain
what they mean.

	Section 3.1.2 - remove 'wherever possible' -
developments shouldn't accrue a net loss in
any circumstances, even if they can't achieve
a net gain.

	Section 3.4.2 - It should be made clear that
berberis and pyracantha are non-native, even
though they do have a benefit for wildlife. We


	Noted. Annotations of rivers and major
waterbodies are shown on Map A9 in
Appendix D and agreed that these can be
added to Map 1.1. Reference to Thames
River Basin District Management Plan and
link to WFD status added to Annex D.

	Noted. Annotations of rivers and major
waterbodies are shown on Map A9 in
Appendix D and agreed that these can be
added to Map 1.1. Reference to Thames
River Basin District Management Plan and
link to WFD status added to Annex D.

	Good practice and links to specialists are
signposted later in the document but SPD
could cross reference to these.

	Noted, however this section refers to
householder development where it may not
always be possible or reasonable to expect
to avoid a loss of GBI to accommodate
householder development i.e. using garden
space to build an extension etc.

	Noted. Reference to berberis and
pyracantha being non-native can be added


	London Waterbodies to
para 1.2.4.

	London Waterbodies to
para 1.2.4.

	Yes. Add annotations
to Map 1.1 and links to
Annex D.

	Yes. Cross reference
to Sections 3 and 4
added.

	No.

	Yes. Add that berberis
& pyracantha are non�native and reference to
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	are happy for these to be included as
examples but think it should be made clear
that they are not native. There should also be
a sentence about making sure any trees that
are planted are from sources that are certified
as pest and disease free, as mentioned on
p32.

	TD
	are happy for these to be included as
examples but think it should be made clear
that they are not native. There should also be
a sentence about making sure any trees that
are planted are from sources that are certified
as pest and disease free, as mentioned on
p32.

	are happy for these to be included as
examples but think it should be made clear
that they are not native. There should also be
a sentence about making sure any trees that
are planted are from sources that are certified
as pest and disease free, as mentioned on
p32.

	Section 3.5.1 - add that if planting native
wildflower mixes instead of an amenity lawn,
then a reduced mowing regime should be
implemented to allow the wildflowers to grow
and set seed. There will be no point in
planting native wildflower mixes if it's going to
be treated like an amenity lawn and mowed
every couple of weeks.

	Section 3.8.1 - The council should also
require a short paragraph explaining how
enhancements will be maintained in the
future, ie: bird boxes will need to be cleaned
out each year to prevent a build up of
parasites.

	Section 4.3.7 - Unsure what they mean when
they say that they will be expected to deliver
Green and Blue Infrastructure (GBI) net gain
on site unless it can be demonstrated with
evidence that this is neither feasible or viable.
GBI is really closely linked to Biodiversity Net
Gain (BNG). BNG will become mandatory
soon so all developments will need to secure
BNG and if they can't, they will have to
deliver it offsite. This phrasing suggests to


	as well as reference to trees being certified
as pest & disease free.

	as well as reference to trees being certified
as pest & disease free.

	This can be added as information for
applicants, however, as this relates to
householder development it would be
unreasonable to request as a mandatory
requirement.

	As above, this can be added as information
for applicants, however, as this relates to
householder development it would be
unreasonable to request as a mandatory
requirement such as a maintenance
agreement or planning condition.

	Section 4.3.7 relates to the delivery of GBI
and its relationship with CIL. The paragraph
references that although the Council
charges development CIL (which could be
spent on a range of infrastructure including
GBI), that the Council still expects GBI to be
provided on-site i.e. on top of CIL. This is
caveated, to explain that this is unless it can
be demonstrated with evidence that on-site
delivery is neither feasible or viable to allow


	certified pest & disease
free trees.

	certified pest & disease
free trees.

	Yes, but for information
only.

	Yes, but for information
only.

	No.
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	Representor 
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	me that if the applicants can demonstrate that
it's not viable or feasible to do anything on
site, then they don't have to do anything at all
which is not the case. It should be made clear
that in that instance, developers will have to
contribute to offsite enhancements.

	TD
	me that if the applicants can demonstrate that
it's not viable or feasible to do anything on
site, then they don't have to do anything at all
which is not the case. It should be made clear
that in that instance, developers will have to
contribute to offsite enhancements.

	me that if the applicants can demonstrate that
it's not viable or feasible to do anything on
site, then they don't have to do anything at all
which is not the case. It should be made clear
that in that instance, developers will have to
contribute to offsite enhancements.

	Diagram 4.2 - please can a river be added to
the diagram so that a buffer zone can be
shown. Number 12 on the diagram doesn't
seem to be in the correct place - it's hovering
over a hedge when it should be a wildflower
lawn. Ideally the diagram and annotations
should also all be on one page - it's hard to
flick back and forth to see the diagram and
then the annotations.

	Section 4.5.13 - Box 4.7 is blank.

	Section 4.5 16 - they talk about
demonstrating how green and blue corridors
in and adjacent to the site have been
retained, enhanced and linked. They should
link this to their buffer zone policy, and advise
that developments should be set back from
watercourses, ideally providing a variable
width along the development (with the
minimum width being the 8m for main rivers
and 5m for ordinary watercourses as set out
in their planning policy). Also the last two
bullet points on Page 35 reference buffer
zones and watercourses, all developments
not just major developments should


	for greater flexibility where site
circumstances may dictate that GBI is
undeliverable on-site. In these instances the
Council can use CIL to facilitate off-site
opportunities/enhancements as is indicated
in para 4.3.7.

	for greater flexibility where site
circumstances may dictate that GBI is
undeliverable on-site. In these instances the
Council can use CIL to facilitate off-site
opportunities/enhancements as is indicated
in para 4.3.7.

	Noted. River added to annotation and buffer
zone highlighted in the key. Annotation 12
to be moved. However, it is not possible to
fit the diagram and key on one page and so
will remain on two pages.

	Text added to Box 4.7

	Noted, reference to Policy EE12
requirement for 5m and 8m buffer zones
can be an added under ‘Minor & Major
Developments’ in 4.5.16. Point regarding
the last two bullet points is noted and third
bullet under ‘Major Developments’ can be
moved under Minor & Major developments’
and possibly combined with the bullet point
regarding 5m & 8m buffers.


	Annotation 12 moved,
and river added. Not
possible to fit diagram
and key on one page
due to space.

	Annotation 12 moved,
and river added. Not
possible to fit diagram
and key on one page
due to space.

	Yes, amend Box 4.7.

	Yes. Add reference to
buffer zones and move
third bullet under
‘Major Development’ to
encompass minor &
majors.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	demonstrate how GBI assets have been
retained and enhanced, and buffer zones for
watercourses should be included as part of
this.

	TD
	demonstrate how GBI assets have been
retained and enhanced, and buffer zones for
watercourses should be included as part of
this.

	demonstrate how GBI assets have been
retained and enhanced, and buffer zones for
watercourses should be included as part of
this.

	Section 4.5.18 - Change to Biodiversity
Metric 3.0 as this is now available for use

	Page 37 – Last bullet point under All Minor
and Major Development. Include detail on
naturalisation of river banks, inclusion of
undeveloped buffer zones.

	Section 4.5.21 – Page 43 Major development
bullet point. Natural buffer zones along main
rivers and water courses are expected of all
developments, not just major so this needs
moving into that section. Also include
comment on natural native planting, widening
and re-naturalisation of existing buffer zones
in brownfield areas.

	Page 44 – include a bullet point about blue
infrastructure – have watercourses/ buffer
zones been included to protect and enhance
Blue Infrastructure on site? These act as
important biodiversity corridors but also
provide natural flood risk reduction methods,


	Noted. Biodiversity Metric to be changed to
3.0.

	Noted. Biodiversity Metric to be changed to
3.0.

	Text to be added to last bullet to read ‘Have
existing habitats and landscape features
such as hedgerows, trees, water bodies
and corridors such as rivers, canals,
undeveloped buffer zones been integrated
into the scheme as well as opportunities for
naturalisation of river banks?

	Noted and bullet to be moved to encompass
minor & major developments. Natural native
planting can be added to first bullet and
widening & re-naturalisation of existing
buffers can be added to final bullet under
minors & majors.

	Noted and bullet to be added as suggested.


	Yes. Updated to refer
to the governments
most up to date
biodiversity metric.

	Yes. Updated to refer
to the governments
most up to date
biodiversity metric.

	Yes. Add text to last
bullet for Minor & Major
developments
regarding buffers and
naturalisation of river
banks.

	Yes. Add text for native
planting and widening
of existing buffers
under bullets one and
four of minor & major
developments.

	Yes. Add bullet under
‘all development’ to
include
watercourse/buffer
zones.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	and are useful in mitigating and adapting to
climate change.

	TD
	and are useful in mitigating and adapting to
climate change.

	and are useful in mitigating and adapting to
climate change.

	General comments

	It is a very long document, not sure individual
homeowners and developers are going to
read all this. If this can be streamlined, we
think it would be worthwhile.

	Also, most of the case studies have no before
and after pictures of the site. Visual aids are
really useful to showcase what can be
achieved. We note that case study 4.11
(Water Colour Homes in Redhill) de-culverted
a river as part of the development. Before
and after pictures of this would be great to
have in the document so the readers can see
how beneficial de-culverting is.

	Final Comments

	Once again, thank you for contacting us with
this Green and Blue Infrastructure SPD. Our
comments are based on our available
records and the information as submitted to
us.


	Noted. The SPD is split into different
sections for householders and major/minor
developments so applicants need only read
the sections that relate to their
development.

	Noted. The SPD is split into different
sections for householders and major/minor
developments so applicants need only read
the sections that relate to their
development.

	Noted


	No. No copyright-free
imagery of the de�culverted river
available.

	No. No copyright-free
imagery of the de�culverted river
available.

	N/A



	Marine Management

	Marine Management

	Marine Management

	Organisation


	The MMO will review your document and
respond to you directly should a bespoke
response be required. If you do not receive a
bespoke response from us within your
deadline, please consider the following
information as the MMO’s formal response.

	The MMO will review your document and
respond to you directly should a bespoke
response be required. If you do not receive a
bespoke response from us within your
deadline, please consider the following
information as the MMO’s formal response.

	Marine Management Organisation Functions


	Noted. No further response received and as
such this representation is taken as the
response from the MMO.

	N/A

	TR
	TD
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	The MMO is a non-departmental public body
responsible for the management of England’s
marine area on behalf of the UK government.
The MMO’s delivery functions are: marine
planning, marine licensing, wildlife licensing
and enforcement, marine protected area
management, marine emergencies, fisheries
management and issuing grants.

	TD
	The MMO is a non-departmental public body
responsible for the management of England’s
marine area on behalf of the UK government.
The MMO’s delivery functions are: marine
planning, marine licensing, wildlife licensing
and enforcement, marine protected area
management, marine emergencies, fisheries
management and issuing grants.

	The MMO is a non-departmental public body
responsible for the management of England’s
marine area on behalf of the UK government.
The MMO’s delivery functions are: marine
planning, marine licensing, wildlife licensing
and enforcement, marine protected area
management, marine emergencies, fisheries
management and issuing grants.

	Marine Planning and Local Plan development


	Noted.

	Noted.

	Noted. It would appear from the map in
Figure 1 of the South East Inshore Marine
Management Plan that the stretch of the
River Thames in Runnymede is not covered
by the South East Inshore Marine
Management Plan or any other Marine
Management Plan.


	N/A

	N/A

	N/A


	Under delegation from the Secretary of State
for DEFRA the MMO is responsible for
preparing marine plans for English inshore
and offshore waters. At its landward extent, a
marine plan will apply up to the Mean High
Water Springs (MHWS) mark, which includes
the tidal extent of any rivers. As marine plan
boundaries extend up to the level of MHWS,
there will be an overlap with terrestrial plans,
which generally extend to the Mean Low
Water Springs (MLWS) mark. To work
together in this overlap, Defra created the
Coastal Concordat. This is a framework
enabling decision-makers to co-ordinate
processes for coastal development consents.
It is designed to streamline the process
where multiple consents are required from
numerous decision-makers, thereby saving
time and resources. Defra encourage coastal
authorities to sign up as it provides a road
map to simplify the process of consenting a
development, which may require both a
terrestrial planning consent and a marine
licence. Furthermore, marine plans inform

	Under delegation from the Secretary of State
for DEFRA the MMO is responsible for
preparing marine plans for English inshore
and offshore waters. At its landward extent, a
marine plan will apply up to the Mean High
Water Springs (MHWS) mark, which includes
the tidal extent of any rivers. As marine plan
boundaries extend up to the level of MHWS,
there will be an overlap with terrestrial plans,
which generally extend to the Mean Low
Water Springs (MLWS) mark. To work
together in this overlap, Defra created the
Coastal Concordat. This is a framework
enabling decision-makers to co-ordinate
processes for coastal development consents.
It is designed to streamline the process
where multiple consents are required from
numerous decision-makers, thereby saving
time and resources. Defra encourage coastal
authorities to sign up as it provides a road
map to simplify the process of consenting a
development, which may require both a
terrestrial planning consent and a marine
licence. Furthermore, marine plans inform
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	and guide decision-makers on development
in marine and coastal areas.

	TD
	and guide decision-makers on development
in marine and coastal areas.

	and guide decision-makers on development
in marine and coastal areas.

	Under Section 58(3) of Marine and Coastal
Access Act (MCAA) 2009 all public
authorities making decisions capable of
affecting the UK marine area (but which are
not for authorisation or enforcement) must
have regard to the relevant marine plan and
the UK Marine Policy Statement. This
includes local authorities developing planning
documents for areas with a coastal influence.
We advise that all marine plan objectives and
policies are taken into consideration by local
planning authorities when plan-making. It is
important to note that individual marine plan
policies do not work in isolation, and
decision-makers should consider a whole�plan approach. All marine plans for English
waters are a material consideration for public
authorities with decision-making functions
and provide a framework for integrated plan�led management.

	Marine Licensing and consultation requests


	Noted. See comments above. 
	N/A

	below MHWS

	below MHWS

	below MHWS

	Activities taking place below MHWS (which
includes the tidal influence/limit of any river or
estuary) may require a marine licence in
accordance with the MCAA. Such activities
include the construction, alteration or
improvement of any works, dredging, or a
deposit or removal of a substance or object.
Activities between MHWS and MLWS may
also require a local authority planning




	19


	Consultation requests for development above

	Consultation requests for development above

	Consultation requests for development above

	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	permission. Such permissions would need to
be in accordance with the relevant marine
plan under section 58(1) of the MCAA.

	TD
	permission. Such permissions would need to
be in accordance with the relevant marine
plan under section 58(1) of the MCAA.

	Noted. See comments above. 
	N/A

	MHWS

	MHWS

	MHWS

	If you are requesting a consultee response
from the MMO on a planning application,
which your authority considers will affect the
UK marine area, please consider the
following points:

	• The UK Marine Policy Statement and
relevant marine plan are material
considerations for decision-making, but Local
Plans may be a more relevant consideration
in certain circumstances. This is because a
marine plan is not a ‘development plan’ under
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act

	• The UK Marine Policy Statement and
relevant marine plan are material
considerations for decision-making, but Local
Plans may be a more relevant consideration
in certain circumstances. This is because a
marine plan is not a ‘development plan’ under
the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act

	2004. Local planning authorities will wish to
consider this when determining whether a
planning application above MHWS should be
referred to the MMO for a consultee
response.

	• It is for the relevant decision-maker to
ensure s58 of MCAA has been considered as
part of the decision-making process. If a
public authority takes a decision under s58(1)
of MCAA that is not in accordance with a
marine plan, then the authority must state its
reasons under s58(2) of the same Act.

	• If the MMO does not respond to
specific consultation requests then please
use the above guidance to assist in making a
determination on any planning application.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
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	Natural England 
	Natural England 
	While we welcome this opportunity to give
our views, the topic this Supplementary
Planning Document covers is unlikely to have
major effects on the natural environment, but
may nonetheless have some effects. We
therefore do not wish to provide specific
comments, but advise you to consider the
following issues:

	While we welcome this opportunity to give
our views, the topic this Supplementary
Planning Document covers is unlikely to have
major effects on the natural environment, but
may nonetheless have some effects. We
therefore do not wish to provide specific
comments, but advise you to consider the
following issues:

	Green Infrastructure

	This SPD could consider making provision for
Green Infrastructure (GI) within development.
This should be in line with any GI strategy
covering your area.

	The National Planning Policy Framework
states that local planning authorities should
‘take a strategic approach to maintaining and
enhancing networks of habitats and green
infrastructure’. The Planning Practice
Guidance on Green Infrastructure provides
more detail on this.

	Urban green space provides multi-functional
benefits. It contributes to coherent and
resilient ecological networks, allowing
species to move around within, and between,
towns and the countryside with even small
patches of habitat benefitting movement.
Urban GI is also recognised as one of the
most effective tools available to us in
managing environmental risks such as
flooding and heat waves. Greener
neighbourhoods and improved access to


	Noted.

	Noted.

	The SPD sets out detailed guidance on how
development at all scales can deliver GBI.

	Noted. Reference to the NPPF and PPG is
set out within the SPD.

	Noted. This is set out within the SPD.


	N/A

	N/A

	No.

	No.

	No.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	nature can also improve public health and
quality of life and reduce environmental
inequalities.

	TD
	nature can also improve public health and
quality of life and reduce environmental
inequalities.

	nature can also improve public health and
quality of life and reduce environmental
inequalities.

	There may be significant opportunities to
retrofit green infrastructure in urban
environments. These can be realised
through:

	• green roof systems and roof gardens;

	• green roof systems and roof gardens;

	• green walls to provide insulation or shading
and cooling;

	• new tree planting or altering the
management of land (e.g. management of
verges to enhance biodiversity).


	You could also consider issues relating to the
protection of natural resources, including air
quality, ground and surface water and soils
within urban design plans.

	Further information on GI is included within
The Town and Country Planning
Association’s "Design Guide for Sustainable
Communities" and their more recent "Good
Practice Guidance for Green Infrastructure
and Biodiversity".

	Biodiversity enhancement

	This SPD could consider incorporating
features which are beneficial to wildlife within
development, in line with paragraph 118 of
the National Planning Policy Framework. You
may wish to consider providing guidance on,


	Included in the SPD
Included in the SPD

	Included in the SPD
Included in the SPD

	Covered in the SPD as the requirement for
details of maintenance/management of GBI.

	Issue of protection for natural resources
included in terms of water through rainwater
harvesting/greywater recycling, air quality
through planting and soils through
retention/enhancement of GBI assets.

	Noted. A link to good practice guidance for
Green Infrastructure & Biodiversity can be
added to Principle 1.

	SPD includes guidance throughout for
biodiversity enhancements, including links
to ecological advice for householders (Box
3.1) and for minor and major developments
(Box 4.1 and elsewhere in Section 4)


	No.
No.

	No.
No.

	No.

	No.

	Yes. Add link to
Principle 1

	Yes. Add link to
Principle 1


	No.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
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	for example, the level of bat roost or bird box
provision within the built structure, or other
measures to enhance biodiversity in the
urban environment. An example of good
practice includes the Exeter Residential
Design Guide SPD, which advises (amongst
other matters) a ratio of one nest/roost box
per residential unit.

	TD
	for example, the level of bat roost or bird box
provision within the built structure, or other
measures to enhance biodiversity in the
urban environment. An example of good
practice includes the Exeter Residential
Design Guide SPD, which advises (amongst
other matters) a ratio of one nest/roost box
per residential unit.

	for example, the level of bat roost or bird box
provision within the built structure, or other
measures to enhance biodiversity in the
urban environment. An example of good
practice includes the Exeter Residential
Design Guide SPD, which advises (amongst
other matters) a ratio of one nest/roost box
per residential unit.

	Landscape enhancement

	The SPD may provide opportunities to
enhance the character and local
distinctiveness of the surrounding natural and
built environment; use natural resources
more sustainably; and bring benefits for the
local community, for example through green
infrastructure provision and access to and
contact with nature. Landscape
characterisation and townscape
assessments, and associated sensitivity and
capacity assessments provide tools for
planners and developers to consider how
new development might makes a positive
contribution to the character and functions of
the landscape through sensitive siting and
good design and avoid unacceptable
impacts.

	For example, it may be appropriate to seek
that, where viable, trees should be of a
species capable of growth to exceed building
height and managed so to do, and where
mature trees are retained on site, provision is
made for succession planting so that new


	This is included within the SPD.

	This is included within the SPD.

	Noted. Signpost to guidance included within
the SPD on lighting proposals and bats and
Principle 2 deals with reinforcing local
character and sense of place but additional
text can be added with respect to trees of
appropriate species. The point regarding


	No.

	No.

	Yes. Add new bullet
point to Principle 2
	Yes. Add new bullet
point to Principle 2
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	trees will be well established by the time
mature trees die.

	TD
	trees will be well established by the time
mature trees die.

	trees will be well established by the time
mature trees die.

	Other design considerations

	The NPPF includes a number of design
principles which could be considered,
including the impacts of lighting on landscape
and biodiversity (para 180).

	Strategic Environmental

	Assessment/Habitats Regulations

	Assessment

	A SPD requires a Strategic Environmental
Assessment only in exceptional
circumstances as set out in the Planning
Practice Guidance here. While SPDs are
unlikely to give rise to likely significant effects
on European Sites, they should be
considered as a plan under the Habitats
Regulations in the same way as any other
plan or project. If your SPD requires a
Strategic Environmental Assessment or
Habitats Regulation Assessment, you are
required to consult us at certain stages as set
out in the Planning Practice Guidance.

	Should the plan be amended in a way which
significantly affects its impact on the natural
environment, then, please consult Natural
England again.


	succession planting is already covered by
the 3rd bullet in Principle 2.

	succession planting is already covered by
the 3rd bullet in Principle 2.

	Noted. Signpost to guidance included within
the SPD on lighting proposals and bats and
Principle 2 deals with reinforcing local
character and sense of place.

	An SEA/HRA screening assessment has
been undertaken and published alongside
the SPD. A draft version of the screening
was subject to consultation with the three
statutory bodies including Natural England
and comments incorporated into the final
assessment.

	Noted.


	No.

	No.

	No.

	N/A



	Spelthorne Borough

	Spelthorne Borough

	Spelthorne Borough

	Council


	The style and layout of the document is very
good and is easy to read and understand.

	Noted and comments welcomed. 
	N/A
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	The guide itself is clear and helpful and
should provide a sound basis for applicants
of varying scales of development to be aware
of Runnymede’s requirements.

	TD
	The guide itself is clear and helpful and
should provide a sound basis for applicants
of varying scales of development to be aware
of Runnymede’s requirements.

	The guide itself is clear and helpful and
should provide a sound basis for applicants
of varying scales of development to be aware
of Runnymede’s requirements.

	Is there a way of linking to the relevant
policies in the LP when these are referenced
in the text, through a hyperlink or similar to
aid the reader and ensure these are read
concurrently?

	Para 1.3.5 half of the text is different in
size/font to the remainder.


	Noted. Hyperlinks to the Runnymede 2030
Local Plan can be added but policies are
not set out separately so it would not be
possible to hyperlink to individual policies.

	Noted. Hyperlinks to the Runnymede 2030
Local Plan can be added but policies are
not set out separately so it would not be
possible to hyperlink to individual policies.

	Noted and text to be amended.


	Yes. Add hyperlink to
2030 Local Plan.

	Yes. Add hyperlink to
2030 Local Plan.

	Yes. Text font to be
amended.



	Sport England 
	Sport England 
	Sport England’s aim in working with the
planning system is to help provide active
environments that maximise opportunities for
sport and physical activity for all, enabling the
already active to be more so and the inactive
to become active. The many benefits of sport
and physical activity, including to people’s
physical and mental health, are widely
recognised. Our built and natural
environments are key to helping people
change their behaviours to lead more active
and healthier lifestyles.

	Sport England’s aim in working with the
planning system is to help provide active
environments that maximise opportunities for
sport and physical activity for all, enabling the
already active to be more so and the inactive
to become active. The many benefits of sport
and physical activity, including to people’s
physical and mental health, are widely
recognised. Our built and natural
environments are key to helping people
change their behaviours to lead more active
and healthier lifestyles.

	Sport England welcomes the emphasis within
the draft SPD on the role green and blue
infrastructure plays in supporting people to
live healthy and active lives. In particular, we
consider that the below principles 1; 5 and 6
set out in the SPD align with our own Active
Design guidance.


	Noted.

	Noted.

	Noted and comments welcomed.


	N/A

	N/A

	No.
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	Part
	Table
	Link
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	Principle 1: Delivery of Multi-Functional GBI
Networks

	TD
	Principle 1: Delivery of Multi-Functional GBI
Networks

	Principle 1: Delivery of Multi-Functional GBI
Networks

	Principle 5: Contributing to Healthy Living &
Well-Being

	Principle 6: Managing & Maintaining GBI
Active Design is a set of 10 guiding principles
which have been developed in partnership
between Sport England and Public Health
England to promote activity, health and
stronger communities through the way we
design and build our towns and cities. Further
detail can be found here:

	https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can�
	https://www.sportengland.org/how-we-can�


	Noted.

	Noted.

	Noted. Signpost to the Sport England
Guidance can be added into Principle 5 of
the SPD.

	Noted.


	N/A.

	N/A.

	Yes. Add hyperlink to
Sport England
guidance in Principle 5.

	N/A


	help/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost�
	help/facilities-and-planning/design-and-cost�

	guidance/active-design.

	guidance/active-design.

	guidance/active-design.

	guidance/active-design.




	We would strongly recommend, given the
synergy between the aims and objectives of
the SPD and our own Active Design
guidance, that there is specific references to
our Active Design guidance/principles within
the document.

	We would strongly recommend, given the
synergy between the aims and objectives of
the SPD and our own Active Design
guidance, that there is specific references to
our Active Design guidance/principles within
the document.

	We would strongly recommend, given the
synergy between the aims and objectives of
the SPD and our own Active Design
guidance, that there is specific references to
our Active Design guidance/principles within
the document.

	In relation to the relevant principles within the
SPD 1; 5 and 6 above, it is important that
movement; physical activity; both formal and
informal recreation and sport are considered
within the design of multi-functional GBI
networks. In particular, there is a strong
correlation here with Active Design (AD)
principle no. 5:

	• Network of multifunctional open space

	• Network of multifunctional open space
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	A network of multifunctional open space
should be created across all communities to
support a range of activities including sport,
recreation and play plus other landscape
features including Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS), woodland, wildlife habitat
and productive landscapes (allotments,
orchards). Facilities for sport, recreation and
play should be of an appropriate scale and
positioned in prominent locations.

	TD
	A network of multifunctional open space
should be created across all communities to
support a range of activities including sport,
recreation and play plus other landscape
features including Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS), woodland, wildlife habitat
and productive landscapes (allotments,
orchards). Facilities for sport, recreation and
play should be of an appropriate scale and
positioned in prominent locations.

	A network of multifunctional open space
should be created across all communities to
support a range of activities including sport,
recreation and play plus other landscape
features including Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS), woodland, wildlife habitat
and productive landscapes (allotments,
orchards). Facilities for sport, recreation and
play should be of an appropriate scale and
positioned in prominent locations.

	And, and AD principle no. 9:

	• Management, maintenance,

	• Management, maintenance,


	monitoring & evaluation

	The management, long-term maintenance
and viability of sports facilities and public
spaces should be considered in their design.
Monitoring and evaluation should be used to
assess the success of Active Design
initiatives and to inform future directions to
maximise activity outcomes from design
interventions.

	The remaining Active Design principles are
also highly relevant to achieving principle
no.5 within the SPD of contributing to healthy
living and well-being.


	Noted.

	Noted.

	Noted. Principle 6 of the SPD deals with the
long term management/maintenance,
funding and monitoring of GBI.

	Noted.


	N/A.

	N/A.

	N/A.

	N/A.



	Surrey County

	Surrey County

	Surrey County

	Council


	We have comments to make regarding
landscape, minerals restoration and flooding.
	TD
	TD
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	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Representor 
	Summary of Representation 
	Council’s Response 
	Amend SPD?


	Landscape

	TD
	Landscape

	Landscape

	The draft SPD is of good quality overall,
particularly the sections on guidance for
householders and minor/major
developments.

	However, the maps at the start of the
document (maps 1.1 to 1.4) are not
particularly legible or helpful due to their large
scale. The maps included in the draft SPD
could include greater detail identifying
specific green and blue infrastructure in the
borough, as well as highlighting important
areas such as Biodiversity Opportunity Areas
(BOAs).

	The connectivity of green and blue assets,
both in terms of human connectivity (e.g.
‘greenways’) and that of habitats could also
be shown in the maps. The draft SPD may
also want to refer to our Surrey interactive
map.

	Although the guide is geared towards private
individuals and applicants contributing
towards new green and blue infrastructure
within Runnymede, the draft SPD could
include examples or case studies of the
council themselves proactively driving new
GBI projects within the borough.

	The draft SPD could also link to the following
guidance;


	Noted and comments welcomed.

	Noted and comments welcomed.

	Maps set out within the SPD annexes
highlight areas of GBI in the Borough as
well as BOAs, priority habitats, landscape
types etc. These have been deliberately
placed in the annexes to reduce file size
and allow reading of the SPD to flow more
easily. However, additional labels have
been added to Maps 1.2-1.4.

	Reference to the Surrey Interactive Map
can be added to para 4.2.2. The
connectivity of green and blue assets in
terms of human connectivity via the PRoW
network is shown on map 1.4. RBC are not
aware of any habitat connectivity data within
the study area.

	Noted, however examples (other than
SANG) where the Council has been
responsible for GBI delivery are limited.


	N/A.

	N/A.

	Yes. Additional labels
added to Maps 1.2-1.4

	Yes. Add reference to
the Surrey interactive
map in 4.2.2.

	No.
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	• The National Model Design Code (parts 1
and 2) which has very good guidance on
green and blue infrastructure and sustainable
design principles.

	TD
	• The National Model Design Code (parts 1
and 2) which has very good guidance on
green and blue infrastructure and sustainable
design principles.

	• The National Model Design Code (parts 1
and 2) which has very good guidance on
green and blue infrastructure and sustainable
design principles.

	• The National Model Design Code (parts 1
and 2) which has very good guidance on
green and blue infrastructure and sustainable
design principles.

	• Plant Healthy, which aids the consideration
of sourcing trees and other plants from
certified members of the Plant Healthy
Certification Scheme, in the interests of
securing best practice in biosecurity.


	Minerals Restoration

	Minerals site restorations provide an
important opportunity to return land to its
natural state and therefore improve the green
and blue infrastructure offer. We are pleased
to see the example used in case Study 4.11
which is inspired by mineral restoration and
enhancement work, and an example of such
issues delivering multifunctional benefits.

	We would however like to see greater
coverage of minerals site restoration within
the document. The key issues and benefits of
minerals site restoration are set in the North
West Surrey Restoration Strategy, but please
SCC for more information.

	As a side note, the draft SPD does not
include the River Thames Scheme proposal
which should be considered as a blue
corridor.


	Noted. In terms of the National Model
Design Code, Section 4 of the SPD includes
guidance on green and blue infrastructure
principles aligned with the Council’s Design
SPD. ‘Plant Healthy’ link can be added
alongside the Landscape Institute’s Plant
Health and Biosecurity Toolkit (p32)

	Noted. In terms of the National Model
Design Code, Section 4 of the SPD includes
guidance on green and blue infrastructure
principles aligned with the Council’s Design
SPD. ‘Plant Healthy’ link can be added
alongside the Landscape Institute’s Plant
Health and Biosecurity Toolkit (p32)

	Noted. Although, it is considered that the
GBI SPD would be a material consideration
for Minerals schemes, RBC would not be
the consenting authority. As such, it will be
for SCC as the consenting authority to take
account of the guidance set out in the GBI
SPD which would be equally applicable to
minerals development and restoration in
Runnymede as to other types of
minor/major developments.

	Reference is made to the River Thames
Scheme (RTS) in the SPD Annex D. The
RTS cannot be mapped however, as it has
yet to be delivered.


	Yes, in relation to
‘plant healthy’ link.

	Yes, in relation to
‘plant healthy’ link.

	No.

	No.
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	Representor 
	Representor 
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	Flooding

	TD
	Flooding

	Flooding

	Our flooding team have provided the below
general comments;

	• On p.43/44, the ‘all development’ section
should include the use of SuDS on all
development which is in accordance with the
NPPF.

	• On p.43/44, the ‘all development’ section
should include the use of SuDS on all
development which is in accordance with the
NPPF.

	• On p.45, our LFRMS should be included in
the list of documents.

	• Within section 3.6.1, this should link to p.43-

	44 whereby all development should include
SuDS.

	• As a general note, SuDS should be
encouraged on all new development as per
the NPPF.



	Noted, however NPPF para 169 only refers
to major developments not minor
developments. Nevertheless Policy EE13 of
the 2030 Local Plan asks for SuDS in new
development and reference to this can be
added to Box 4.10

	Noted, however NPPF para 169 only refers
to major developments not minor
developments. Nevertheless Policy EE13 of
the 2030 Local Plan asks for SuDS in new
development and reference to this can be
added to Box 4.10

	Hyperlink to Local Flood Risk Management
Strategy to be added to p45.

	Noted, however, the NPPF para 169 only
refers to major developments not
householder development.

	See above in respect to Box 4.10. Section 3
of the SPD already encourages
householders to incorporate SuDS


	Yes. Add reference to
Policy EE13 in Box
4.10

	Yes. Add reference to
Policy EE13 in Box
4.10

	Yes. Add hyperlink to
Surrey LFRMS

	No.

	Yes. Add reference to
Policy EE13 in Box
4.10.



	Surrey Gardens Trust 
	Surrey Gardens Trust 
	This response is submitted on behalf of the
Surrey Gardens Trust (SGT), a member of
the Gardens Trust that is the statutory
consultee for Registered Parks and Gardens.

	This response is submitted on behalf of the
Surrey Gardens Trust (SGT), a member of
the Gardens Trust that is the statutory
consultee for Registered Parks and Gardens.

	The proposals look to be a very useful tool
adding to the considerations required by part
16 of the NPPF for heritage assets such as
parks and gardens.

	While within the Borough the Registered sites
are broadly in the "Wider Countryside" there
are other sites that might be considered as
non-designated heritage assets that are
within or adjoining the built-up areas. These


	Noted.

	Noted.

	Noted and comments welcomed.

	Noted.


	N/A

	N/A

	N/A

	N/A
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	Representor 
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	would, of course, be covered by the
acknowledgement in the proposals that sites
of a more domestic scale also contribute to
the Borough's Green infrastructure.

	TD
	would, of course, be covered by the
acknowledgement in the proposals that sites
of a more domestic scale also contribute to
the Borough's Green infrastructure.

	TD
	TD

	Transport for London 
	Transport for London 
	we have no comments to make on the draft
SPD.

	Noted. 
	N/A.
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