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Overview

The purpose of this Addendum Report is to provide additional clarity to the Sustainability Appraisal
documentation submitted with the Local Plan Submission document. This report will cover the
following aspects:
1. A Non-Technical Summary.
Assessment of “do nothing” for all policies against SA objectives
Assessment of “reasonable alternatives” against SA objectives
Unreasonable growth alternatives
Conclusion of additional SA assessment
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Non-Technical Summary

The following non-technical summary details process of Sustainability Appraisal (SA)
undertaken in plain English, avoiding the use of technical terms. The production of a non-
technical summary is a requirement of the EU Strategic Environmental Assessment Directive
known as the “SEA Directive”.

Introduction

Hartlepool Borough Council has prepared a planning document that will provide a long-
term planning vision for the Borough and contain policies and guidance that will be used to
guide development in Hartlepool until 2031. This planning document is known as the Local
Plan.

The Local Plan has been developed in a number of stages which are known as the ‘Issues
and Options’ and a ‘Preferred Options’ stages. Consultation processes where undertaken in
May 2014 and May 2016 respectively.

Comments received at these various stages were taken into account and the Local
Authorities response to proposals is set out in the following documents, these record the
modifications undertaken to the Local Plan through the development process:

e Local Plan Publication Draft Consultation Statement Regulation 22 (HLPO1/4)

¢ Local Plan Preferred Options Draft Consultation Statement (HLPO1/18)

¢ Local Plan Issues and Options Draft Consultation Statement (HPLO1/22)

The Local Plan (HLPO1/1) was submitted to the Secretary of State on 23 March 2017, it is now
formally being examined by an independent planning inspector. This document is being
prepared to detail that the sustainability appraisal process undertaken, which is a
procedural requirement and has been integral to the preparation of the Local Plan has
been prepared in accordance with the relevant legal and procedural regulations.

The Local Plan is expected to be adopted in Spring 2018, and will replace the adopted 2006
Hartlepool Local Plan.

The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that all local development
documents should contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. In addition,
European Directive 2001/42/EC (the SEA Directive) requires that a formal strategic
environment assessment (SEA) should be undertaken of certain plans and programmes
which are likely to have significant environmental effects on the environment.

Sustainability appraisal is a systematic and iterative appraisal process to assess the
economic, social and environmental effects of plans and strategies which at the same time
incorporates the requirements of the SEA Directive.

SA, incorporating the requirements of SEA, has been carried out by Hartlepool Council for
the Local Plan Submission Draft 2017.


https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2898/hlp01_4_final_consultation_statement_-_reg22_-_march_2017pdf.pdf
https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2911/hlp01_18_final_combined_consultation_statement_from_preferred_optionspdf.pdf
https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2914/hlp01_22_final_issues_and_options_consultation_statement_nov_2014pdf.pdf
https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2895/hlp01_1_hartlepool_local_plan_publication_final_dec_2016pdf.pdf

1.10 The Publication Stage Sustainability Appraisal Consultation Document (December 2016)
(HLPO1/8), details the process of SA undertaken up unfil the submission date. The SA work
undertaken to support this addendum has followed a consistent approach.



https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2903/hlp01_8_sustainability_appraisal_document_dec_2016pdf.pdf
https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2903/hlp01_8_sustainability_appraisal_document_dec_2016pdf.pdf

Scoping

A scoping stage is required as part of the SA. Scoping involves setting the context for the SA
by considering local current baseline information (i.e. the current situation) on the
environment, communities and the economy, and relevant plans and programmes that
guide and manage the area. A report setting out this process was produced in May 2014
and consulted upon for an 8 week period. An updated report setting out the proposed
framework for the SA was prepared in August 2014. It includes identifying main sustainability
issues that affect the area and the area’s characteristics; these are set out in Section 4 of the
Scoping Report (EX/HBC/1); briefly in summary these cover:

Economic

Boosting the local economy through economic growth and job creation; supporting
development of the tourism industry, local business, large scale investment in growth
industries such as offshore wind and renewable energy and other eco-industries
supported through Enterprise Zone development.

Infrastructure issues to accommodate development.

Enhance the regeneration and development of the town centre and waterfront.
Addressing unemployment levels at all levels, following positive outcomes of reducing
the employment in younger people.

Addressing imbalances in the housing stock and providing greater choice in the
housing market.

Environmental

Pressure on the rural area from expansion of the urban area westwards — housing and
infrastructure.

The Borough is bordered on the east by the North Sea and features extensive areas of
aftractive coastline including beaches, dunes and coastal grassland. Much of the
intertidal area of the coast is infernationally important for its bird species and is
protected as a Special Protection Area/Ramsar site — protection of these is essential.
Sea level change and coastal erosion and flooding.

Protection of Heritage Assets from inappropriate development.

Social

Addressing issues associated with Hartlepool having a lower proportion of the higher
socioeconomic groups than nationally, and conversely a higher proportion of the lower
socio-economic groups. Car ownership in Hartlepool is low.

Enhancing the provision of education and skills facilities across the borough to
accommodate growth requirements.

Enhancing culture and leisure facilities available for residents and visitors.

Crime rates in Hartlepool are relatively high, but are generally falling.

1.12 Through the scoping work undertaken, key issues and opportunities were identified. These
were the central themes used to develop the approach to strategic development set out in
the Local Plan. These have been detailed briefly below.


https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/3124/ex_hbc_1_local_plan_scoping_report_and_information_for_the_inspectorpdf.pdf

Key Issues

Geography of the town — the coastal location of the urban areaq, industrial areas to the
south and adjoining authority of Durham to the north limits where expansion of the
urban area can occur creating pressure to the west of the urban area.

Access — The key infrastructure routes to Hartlepool are focused on two key routes, the
A689 and A179, development pressure presents capacity and safety issues on the local
infrastructure network.

Limited land within the existing urban core to accommodate growth required.

Impact of the SPA on development within 6km of the protected coastline.

Viability due to market conditions impacting upon the delivery of sustainable
development.

Risk of flooding due to coastal location and impact of climate change.

High levels of unemployment and worklessness within the borough.

Population statistics demonstrate an ageing population; this will increase the
requirement for certain types of accommodation and result in infrastructure
requirements.

Opportunities

Creation of a good quality third access to the town, creating a safe access at Elwick
on to the A19 through the development of a bypass and grade separated junction.
Additional benefit of this will be on the community of Elwick village as road safety and
congestion levels through the village will the improved.

Widening the choice of housing within the borough through the allocation of a range
of housing sites within the villages, western edge, Wynyard and urban area.

Working with colleges and businesses to retain population previously lost to other areas,
through the focused development of the Innovation and Skills Quarter.

Creation of high quality green spaces within development with multiple social and
environmental benefits.

Attraction of business through working with Combined Authority on the Strategic
Economic Plan aided by devolution powers.

Creating high quality social infrastructure within new developments, through the
allocation of sites for new primary schools and community infrastructure.

Addressing affordable housing needs within the town centre and through strategic site
allocations.

Improving vitality and viability of the villages with the provision of limited growth.
Development of a sustainable community at Wynyard through the provision of
community infrastructure.

1.13 From the scoping exercise undertaking, 15 SA objectives were defined as appropriate
indicators to test new Local Plan policies. They cover social, environmental and economic
elements and detail comprehensive appraisal criteria.

1.14 Appraisal Criteria Used

SA Objectives Appraisal Criteria

1. Economy. 1. Willit encourage and support the establishment and
To encourage strong, development of inward investment companies?
diverse and stable 2.  Willit encourage new start business?
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economy. 3.  Willit provide a range of quality sustainable jobs?
4. Will'it diversify the local economy?
5. Will'it diversify the rural economy?
6.  Willit improve the viability and vitality of fown and local centres?
7. Willit reduce levels of deprivation?2
2. Education and Skills. 1. Will'it contribute to the development of new and improved
To enable all children and education facilities?
young people to achieve | 2.  Willit encourage lifelong learning and fraining to meet the
their full potential and to workforce needs of local confractors and other major employers
maximise the education from local sources?
and skills levels of 3. Willitincrease the levels of attainment and participation in
Hartlepool Residents. education?
1. Willitimprove access to public services and health facilities?
2. Will'it provide opportunities to promote healthier lifestyles?
3. Health. - . . .
. 3.  Willit provide local play provision, parks and quality green space
To improve the health . .
. and increase access to the counftryside?
and well-being of the - L i .
: 4.  Willit promote the use of existing facilities and open-air
Hartlepool community. :
recreation?
5.  Willit reduce poverty and health inequalities?
4 Safety and Securit 1. Will'it create safer and cleaner communities?
) Y & 2. Willit reduce crime, violence, disorder and anti-social behaviour?
To create safer and - . X .
. 3.  WIllit help to ensure residents are kept safe in the event of a firee
cleaner community, - . S . .
; . . 4.  Will'it contribute to maintaining and keeping clean public areas?
reducing crime and anti- - . . -
. . S. Will it reduce the perception of crime and allow communities to
social behaviour.
safely access all areas?
1.  Willit promote the re-use of previously developed land?
2. Willit help to ensure the balance of supply and demand in the
housing stock is met in sustainable locations?
3. Will'it help to ensure that Hartlepool residents have access to a
5. Housing. choice of good quality housing in sustainable communities across
To ensure Hartlepool tenures that meets their needs and aspirations?
residents have access to 4.  Willit encourage improvements in homes to meet and exceed
decent, good quality, the ‘decent homes standard’2
affordable homes. 5. Willit provide increased access to open space for residents within
Hartlepool?
6. Will it meet the housing needs of vulnerable people?
7. Willit encourage high quality design and sufficient open space in
new developments?
1. Willit reduce the transport barriers to accessing employment,
education and training and health care?
2. Willit support the location of new development and provision of
services that reduces the need to fravel?
6. Transport. 3.  Willit reduce the incidence and severity of personal injury road
To help develop high crashes?
quality, integrated, 4.  Willit increase personal safety and security whilst travelling?
accessible and safe 5. Willit encourage more sustainable modes of fravel, especially in
fransport system. urban areas?
6. Willit maintain, improve and make more efficient use of the
existing fransport network?e
7. Willit control and maintain local air quality and seek to reduce
fransport emissions that contribute to climate change?
1. Willthe plan enhance the quality, character and local
7 Built and Natural distinctiveness of the area'’s Iondscqpes, open space,
. tfownscapes, streetscapes, countryside and coastline?
Environment. A . .
2. Will'it prevent urban development encroaching and/or occurring
To protect and enhance . .
the quality and local n ’rhe countryside. . .
L 3.  Willit enhance the quality, character and setting of Hartlepool's
distinctiveness of : . . o .
, designated Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, historic parks,
Hartlepool’s rural, urban . .
A . gardens, scheduled ancient monuments, none designated
and historic environment. . L
heritage assets and areas of archaeological interest?
4.  Willit enhance orincrease access to these natural and cultural
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assets?

5. Willit be of detriment to surrounding landscape and open space?
6.  Willit help to ensure that the physical environment is aftractive,
responsive, flexible and sustainable?
7. Willit encourage high quality design@
8.  Willit provide sufficient open space in new developments?
9.  Willitimprove Green Infrastructure within Hartlepool and adjacent
Boroughs?
8. Biodiversity and - . . .
. . 1. Willit preserve or enhance the quality of Nature Conservation Sites
Geodiversity. s
within Hartlepool?
To protect and enhance o . .
S . 2. Willit improve access to these nature conservation sites?
the biodiversity and - : o .
. . 3. Willit protect habitats and priority species?
geodiversity of the natural e .
. 4.  Willit improve or enhance ecological networks.
environment.
9. Water, Air and Soil
Pollution. 1. Willit help to achieve sustainable use of water resources?
To improve and or retain 2. Willit protect orimprove and monitor local air quality2
the quality of 3. Will'it minimise atmospheric, noise, land, soil and water pollution?
watercourses, air quality 4.  Willit protect orimprove the quality of controlled waters?2
and soil quality. To 5. Willit improve infrastructure such as coastal defences?
achieve sustainable use 6.  Willit prevent and/or reduce the risk of local flooding?
of water resources.
10. Liveability and Place. 1. Willit improve occe55|b|l|‘ry and quality of key services and facilities
. and improve access to jobse
To create and sustain . . - - -
) 2. Willit provide sufficient retail facilities for local people?
liveable places, e . . .
. . 3.  Willitimprove access to culture, leisure and recreational activities?
promoting sustainable - . . . .
. . 4. Willit create and sustain a vibrant and diverse community and
lifestyles and social o
cohesion promote a sense of place?
) 5.  Willit promote social cohesion?
1. Willit promote social inclusion and tackle worklessnesse
11. Equity, Diversity, 2. Willit hglp to reduce deprivation and ensure no group of people
. AT are disadvantaged?
Equality and Participation . . . . .
3.  Willit encourage stronger socially inclusive communities?
To promote strong and e ) ’
: . " 4.  Willit increase community cohesion?
inclusive communities - . . C
5. WiIllit create community ownership, participation and
engagement?
12. Energy Efficiency and 1. Willit minimise energy use through sustainable, efficient and
Natural Resources. effective use of buildings and land?
To minimise energy use 2. Willit support or promote the increasing use of renewable energy
and support renewable resources in environmentally acceptable locations?
energy production and 3.  Willit reduce demand for natural resources?
encourage the prudent 4.  Willit encourage the prudent and efficient use of natural
use of natural resources. resources?
1. Willit minimise the generation of household and commercial
13. Waste. waste?
To minimise the 2. Willit ensure that waste is dealt with as close to the source as
production of waste and feasible?
fo maximise opportunities | 3. Will it maximise the opportunities for recycling waste materialse
for recycling. 4,  Willit ensure that waste is dealt with in a sustainable manner?
5. Does it make provision for an adequate supply of mineralse
1. Willit encourage prudent use of natural resources?
2. Willit lead to a reduction in CO2 emissions?
- R . . o
14. Climate Change. 3. W!II !‘r gssm in mmgo‘non_ and/or gdopToTpn to climate change?®
4.  Willit increase emphasis on the issue of climate change and
To address the causes of . - .
. global warming effects, such as rising sea levels and the impact
climate change and o
o e of additional development?
minimise emissions of S .
5. Willit ensure that flood management takes a sustainable
greenhouse gasses.
approache
6. Willit reduce the risk of flooding?
7. Willit tackle global sustainability issues?




1.15

1.16

1.17

1.18

1.19

1.20

15. Futurity.

To ensure that
development that meets
the needs of foday
should not restrict choices
and opportunities for

1. Willits outcomes be detrimental to future generations?
2. Willit restrict the choices of future generations?

future generations

Process of Undertaking the SA

Throughout the development process of the local plan, draft policies have been subject to
SA. A comprehensive appraisal was undertaken at the preferred options stage in May 2016
(document HLPO1/19). The impact of each of the policies on the SA objectives was assessed
to determine the short, medium and long term impact. Further assessment was then
undertaken between the preferred options stage and the publication stage of the Local
Plan preparation.

The majority of changes that were made between the Preferred Options and the Publication
Document in response to the consultation on the Preferred Options Document were minor,
non-material amendments at this stage which did not have any implications for the SA.
However consultation at this stage led to the inclusion of additional policies within the plan,
full appraisals were undertaken on all additional policies. Details of the original and updated
assessments are set out in submitted Sustainability Appraisal; in addition the document also
presents a clear audit trail detailing where recommendations from SA were not taken
forward as policy changes and the reasoning for this.

Further SA work has been undertaken post submission to present a ‘do nothing’ alternative
on all of the draft polices as well as alternative growth scenarios considered through the
development of the local plan. SA work was also carried out on alternative policy and site
options that were considered through the SHLAA process; these are detailed within sections
2 and 3 of this report. Unreasonable alternatives were discounted prior to assessment
against the SA objectives, these are detailed in section 4 of this reports and include
justification for their exclusion.

At all stages of appraisal the assessments were undertaken by a multi-disciplinary team of
officers from across the Local Authority to ensure perspectives beyond the scope of strategic
planning are appropriately considered.

Conclusions

Policies are justified through the SA process; the policies have been amended through SA
appraisal to overcome issues identified, strengthening the draft policies where possible in
sustainability terms. Details on the recommendations made are set on in Appendix 2 of this
document and how these recommendations have been taken forward are detailed in
Section 6 of Publication Stage Sustainability Appraisal Consultation Document (December
2016) (HLPO1/8).

The further work detailed in this addendum has demonstrated through SA assessment on the
‘do nothing' policy option and reasonable alternatives that the draft policies as set out in
the submitted Local Plan provide a sound sustainable future for the borough.

8


https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2912/hlp01_19_preferred_options_final_sa_document_may_2016pdf.pdf
https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2903/hlp01_8_sustainability_appraisal_document_dec_2016pdf.pdf
https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2903/hlp01_8_sustainability_appraisal_document_dec_2016pdf.pdf

2.1

2.2

23

2.4

Assessment of “do nothing” for all policies against SA objectives

In response to the initial observations of the planning inspector as part of the examination
process of the submitted local plan and supporting SA document further work was
undertaken to assess the impact on the SA objectives of a ‘do nothing’ alternative to each
of the proposed draft policies. This has been completed to ensure the SA meets the
requirement of the SEA directive.

The assessment considered the 15 SA objectives as set out in 1.14 of this report and was
assessed in the same manor using a mulfidisciplinary team. Appendix 1 records the
outcome of these appraisals on the 87 draft policies within the plan.

As a general overview the SA of the ‘do nothing’ approached, presented as the ‘policy off’
alternative in Appendix 1, demonstrates that in all cases the proposed policy is considered
the most sustainable approach. For the majority of policies there would be a significant
detrimental impact on the SA objectives if a ‘do nothing' approach was adopted. There
are examples where the ‘do nothing' alternative performs better against some of the
individual SA objectives than having the policy in place; for example not having EMP5
(Safeguarded Land for New Nuclear Power Station) would be a more positive benefit on
both the Built and Natural Environment; and Biodiversity and Geodiversity SA objectives.
However, even where individual objectives do show a positive benefit of the ‘do nothing’
alternative when the 15 SA objective are considered as a whole in all cases the most
sustainable option is demonstrated by the draft policy.

Providing the ‘do nothing’ alternative on all of the draft policies have increased the
transparency of the decision to pursue the preferred policy option. Appropriate mitigation
for the draft policies suggested as a result of the SA process is set out in HLPO1/8.


https://www.hartlepool.gov.uk/download/downloads/id/2903/hlp01_8_sustainability_appraisal_document_dec_2016pdf.pdf

3.1

3.2

3.3

3.4

Assessment of “reasonable alternatives” against SA objectives

As part of the development of the Local Plan, officers have considered a range of
alternative growth and development scenarios, some of which have resulted from proposals
put forward by developers as part of the Preferred Options and Publication Stage
consultation periods. As the growth of the Borough is restricted by the geography of the area
(north sea to the east and north) and existing industrial uses including a nuclear power
station to the south, the range of alternatives is limited. No alternative employment areas
were put forward and given the findings of the Employment Land Review which proposed to
de-allocate or re-allocate a number of previous employment sites due to an oversupply of
employment land it was not considered appropriate to look at any additional areas. In total
another eight scenarios have been considered and the appraisal tables in Appendix two
provide a comprehensive assessment of the alternative scenarios against the agreed SA
objectives. Below is a brief summary of the eight scenarios and the findings of the
assessments.

Policy CC4 - Alternative 1 - Four Turbines at Brenda Road only, no turbines at High Volts

This policy alternative to emerging policy CC4 would see the omission of the proposed
additional turbines at High Volts with just a single allocation at Brenda Road for 4 turbines.
Whilst this may result in a lesser impact on a number of sustainability appraisal objectives
such as the built and natural environment and biodiversity, the reduction in the scale of
renewable energy development across the Borough over the plan period would prevent
part of the Borough that has been assessed as suitable for wind turbine development (High
Volts) from being used for this purpose and ultimately lessen the effectiveness of the policy in
addressing climate change and sustainability issues as well as reducing the positive impact
on the local economy. The assessment recommended not to progress this policy alternative.

Policy CC4 - Alternative 2 — Three Turbines at High Volts only, no turbines at Brenda Road

This policy alternative to emerging policy CC4 would see the omission of the proposed wind
turbine allocation at Brenda Road with only a single allocation at High Volts for an additional
3 turbines. Whilst this may result in a lesser impact on a number of sustainability appraisal
objectives such as the built and natural environment and biodiversity, the reduction in the
scale of renewable energy development across the Borough over the plan period would
prevent part of the Borough that has been assessed as suitable for wind turbine
development (Brenda Road) from being used for this purpose and ultimately lessen the
effectiveness of the policy in addressing climate change and sustainability issues as well as
reducing the positive impact on the local economy. The assessment recommended not o
progress this policy alternative.

Policy Hsg1 — Growth Scenario A - Less Housing at Wynyard and the additional 450 dwellings
at Quarry Farm

Cecil M Yuill Ltd submitted a representation at both the Preferred Options and the
Publication Stage of the Local Plan. Within their comments on the Publication stage they

suggested that they have land capable of increasing the Quarry Farm development by an
10



3.5

3.6

3.7

additional 450. Whilst they queried the housing requirement figures, these are based on
evidence within the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA, 2015), SHMA Addendum
(2016) and the Housing and Employment Growth Topic Paper (2017) and is therefore not
proposed an acceptable alternative to look at adjusting the annual target as part of this
process. Therefore, in order to consider the proposal for additional housing at Quarry Farm,
and taking account that the South West Extension has outline planning consent, the only
alternative area to take growth from is Wynyard or High Tunstall. As the quantum of
development is needed at High Tunstall to help with the viability of the Elwick bypass and
grade separated junction this scenario considered moving 450 houses from the proposed
Wynyard allocation.

The appraisal objectives were all carefully considered, and some of the criteria showed a
positive outcome, however in the case of the economy this was not necessarily as a result of
the location of the development, more that development still has a positive impact on the
economy through construction, council tax, new homes bonus etc. The alternative was
assessed as having a positive impact in terms of housing, however not as positive as the
preferred option, with the main difference being that a higher reliance on a particular area
of the housing market and a concern that Wynyard would not become a sustainable
community with lower numbers of homes as these are crucial to providing the viability to
establish the community facilities that are part of the vision for that sustainable community.
This was reflected in the assessments of the liveability and place and the Equity, Diversity,
Equality and Participation objectives which were scored negatively because of this concern.
If community facilities are not provided as part of the Wynyard development this would also
have an adverse impact in fransport terms as more people who already live in the area will
have to travel further to access community facilities elsewhere.

It was concluded that the detrimental impact on the sustainability of Wynyard as a
settlement through the proposals in Scenario A would outweigh the benefits of improving the
viability/deliverability of the bypass of Elwick village, which it concluded will be more
deliverable if a recent bid to the National Productivity Investment Fund (NPIF) for £10million in
grant funding is successful. The assessment recommended not to progress this policy
alternative.

Policy Hsg1 — Growth Scenario B — Less Housing at Wynyard and the additional 400 dwellings
at Tunstall Farm

As part of the consultation on the Preferred Options and Publication Stages of the Local Plan
production Taylor Wimpey made representations seeking the inclusion of approximately 400
dwellings at Tunstall Farm (2). Whilst they queried the housing requirement figures, these are
based on evidence within the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA, 2015), SHMA
Addendum (2016) and the Housing and Employment Growth Topic Paper (2017) and is
therefore not proposed an acceptable alternative to look at adjusting the annual target as
part of this process. Therefore, in order to consider the proposal for additional housing at
Tunstall Farm, and taking account that the South West Extension has outline planning
consent, the only alternative area to take growth from is Wynyard or High Tunstall. As the
quantum of development is needed at High Tunstall to help with the viability of the Elwick
bypass and grade separated junction this scenario considered moving 400 houses from the
proposed Wynyard allocation.

11



3.8

3.9

3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

The appraisal objectives were all carefully considered, and some of the criteria showed a
positive outcome, however in the case of the economy this was not necessarily as a result of
the location of the development, more that development still has a positive impact on the
economy through construction, council tax, new homes bonus etc. The alternative was
assessed as having a positive impact in terms of housing, however not as positive as the
preferred option, with the main difference being that a higher reliance on a particular area
of the housing market and a concern that Wynyard would not become a sustainable
community with lower numbers of homes as these are crucial to providing the viability to
establish the community facilities that are part of the vision for that sustainable community.
This was reflected in the assessments of the liveability and place and the Equity, Diversity,
Equality and Participation objectives which were scored negatively because of this concern.
If community facilities are not provided as part of the Wynyard development this would also
have an adverse impact in fransport terms as more people who already live in the area will
have to travel further to access community facilities elsewhere.

The assessment of the High Tunstall alternative also noted a number of negative impacts
such as on health - Whilst the provision of more housing on the edge of the town would assist
in supporting existing facilities, the further development of the Tunstall Farm site would have a
detrimental impact on Summerhill Country Park which would have negative implications for
promoting healthier lifestyles, providing parks and quality green space, increasing access to
the countryside and promoting the use of existing facilities. It is considered this would
outweigh any health benefits of the proposal. Furthermore, fewer houses at Wynyard will
make the delivery of health and healthcare related services more difficult.

A negative impact was also identified on transport — the assessment identified that the site
relies on an access from Summerhill Lane which the developers do not own or have an
option on. The proposed access would also cut across a Local Wildlife site near to the
entrance of the Summerhill Country Park. Even if this access could be provided there are
serious concerns about traffic from 400 homes coming out onto Catcote Road and both the
capacity of the road to deal with this and also from a safety point of view due to the
location of two schools just fo the south of Summerhill Lane.

There were also severe impacts identified in terms of the built and natural environment,
biodiversity and geodiversity and futurity which identified a significant impact on the Green
Wedge and Summerhill Country Park and it was considered the outcome of this option
would therefore be significantly detrimental for future generations.

The assessment recommended not to progress this policy alternative.

Policy Hsgl - Growth Scenario C - Reduced Quantum at High Tunstall and increase the
South West Extension

As part of the consultation on the development of the Local Plan production Persimmon
made representations seeking additional growth at the South West Extension. Whilst they
queried the housing requirement figures, these are based on evidence within the Strategic
Housing Market Assessment (SHMA, 2015), SHMA Addendum (2016) and the Housing and
Employment Growth Topic Paper (2017) and is therefore not proposed an acceptable
alternative to look at adjusting the annual target as part of this process.
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3.14

3.15

3.16

3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

3.21

3.22

This scenario considers the proposal to put additional housing at the South West Extension.
Persimmon have noted that the previously withdrawn Local Plan included the site for up to
2500 and have suggested that additional land should be identified as safeguarded land to
provide a fall back position if other sites do not deliver. For the purposes of this assessment
we have considered the impact of switching 600 homes from High Tunstall and locating
them at the South West Extension.

In terms of the economy there was identified to be a neutral impact in the short and
medium term as the housing would develop at both sites and have economic benefits,
however in the longer term it was considered it would place too much reliance on one
developer meaning that they could control the build out rates more easily to ensure price
houses remained at a higher level.

It was considered more growth in the SWE area would place more reliance on health
services in the area and also may impact on the viability of new services in the High Tunstall
areaq.

In highway terms the assessment identified a reduction in the quantum of development at
High Tunstall could threaten the delivery of a new bypass to the north of Elwick Village and
a new grade separated junction at the A19 to create a “third” main access point into
Hartlepool. The new grade separated junction will address highway safety issues. The
scenario could result in improvements to the local road network but the increased
quantum of development would also increase the pressure on the local road network. A
reduced quantum of development could potentially threaten the viability of the planned
link, for which the emerging Local Plan safeguards land, between the two developments.
This scenario could also increase traffic pressure on the Aé89, which is congested at times,
The impact of this development scenario on the Aé89/A19 have not been assessed;
therefore there could be an infrastructure improvement requirement.

In ferms of futurity this alternative scenario scored very poorly in relation to the transport
impacts and also with regard to the greater reliance on one housing developer that it
would create.

Assessors considered that the alternative scenario would have marginal negative impacts
for economy, health, housing and, transport and a significant negative impact for futurity.

The assessment recommended not to progress this policy alternative.

Policy Hsgl - Growth Scenario D - Addition of North Burn site and removal of the High
Tunstall allocation

The Homes and Communities Agency own the land formerly allocated as employment
land at North Burn within the 2006 Local Plan. They made representations to the Publication
Stage of the Local Plan process suggesting a mixed use development included
approximately 1000 homes.

The assessment of this option did not identify any positive SA impacts as even the economy
objectives only resulted in a neufral effect when compared to the High Tunstall
development.
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Significant and minor negative impacts were identified against Transport and Safety and
Security objectives respectively given the safety issues at A19 Elwick and Dalton junctions —
development of High Tunstall will assist in delivering a new grade separated junction and
bypass which will improve safety both within Elwick Village (reduced traffic through the
vilage) and on the A19 through the implementation of the new grade separated junction.
North Burn would not deliver this necessary improvement, only a new junction into that
development. There could also be negative implications for safety and security from the
North Burn development as the site only has one entry/exit which may limit access for
emergency services or slow response times. In highway terms this scenario would result in
housing development in a less sustainable location (North Burn) which would increase the
need for travel and encourage more unsustainable modes of fransport. There are
significant highway infrastructure costs associated with a new junction that is required from
the A19 slip road to access the North Burn site which would only be of benefit to that site.
Scenario D would render the proposed bypass of Elwick village undeliverable which would
have otherwise seen a third good quality access from the A19 into Hartlepool, highway
safety improvements on the A19 and within Elwick and would have reduced congestion on
the A179 and Aé89. This would also make other housing sites to the west of the town
undeliverable due to highway safety concerns.

Various other negative impacts were identified with regards to the Natural and Built
Environment, Biodiversity and Geodiversity, Water, Air and Soil Pollution, Liveability and
Place, Equity, Diversity, Equality and Particiaption, waste and climate change.

In terms of Energy Efficiency and Natural Resources Scenario D would require greenfield
development and a new junction and highway works for a single site only. The
development of North Burn and omission of High Tunstall would also harm the viability of the
Elwick bypass which serves a number of developments. This is not considered an efficient or
sustainable use of land and given the relatively remote location of the development this
would encourage greater car use and increase demand on natural resources.

In terms of futurity North Burn is considered to be an unsustainable location for new housing,
particularly when compared to High Tunstall. Given the impact of the proposal on the
viability of the town centre, the deliverability of the Elwick bypass and other housing sites it
supports, the associated increased energy use and climate change impacts, restrictions on
access to the site and implications for safety and security and potential impact on
education will all have detrimental impacts on future generations.

The assessment recommended not to progress this policy alternative.

Policy Hsg1 — Growth Scenario E — Additional Housing in the villages with a reduction at
Wynyard

This scenario considers whether some increased growth within the villages with slightly less
growth at Wynyard would be acceptable.

In terms of the economy, there could be a negative impact on the local economy through
a reduction in Council Tax revenue; fraditionally Wynyard has higher tax bands. Additional
provision in the villages would support businesses in the vilages, however as a
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consequence a reduction in numbers could have an impact on the deliverability of
facilities at Wynyard — impacting on the sustainability of the settlement over the long term.

In education terms a pressure on education facilities within the villages was identified as
well as a potential long term risk to the provision of education facilities at Wynyard if the
quantum of housing was not sufficient to require the school.

The assessment also concluded that there would be a negative impact in ferms of housing
as Wynyard will deliver to meet a demand for homes in this location, including executive
homes. This adds an additional choice of types and location of development across the
borough. Further developments of the villages would increase the supply in the villages and
help to address further need in the villages. There is already a level of development
allocated in the villages as part of the local plan; it is a fine balance between
development of additional dwellings to meet need and overdevelopment of the village,
eroding the character of the village - this impacts upon the choice of different dwellings
across the Borough.

In terms of Natural and Built environment it was identified that Elwick and Greatham
vilages both have Conservation Areas within them, these heritage assets include listed
buildings and locally listed buildings. The Quality of Place chapter ensures that high quality
design is integral to all developments. The additional development of the villages, does risk
the changing nature of the village character over the long term.

In terms of Liveability and Place the assessment scored negatively, noting that In Wynyard
the improved infrastructure will meet demands created by the development and have a
positive impact on the wider connectivity. Limited extension to the villages could extend
the facilities available in the villages; however the scope of this is largely reliant on the
viability of schemes.

The only positive impact identified was on climate change where it was considered that
there would be a slightly improved impact on the Climate Change objective if
development was undertaken in the villages. This is due to the closer proximity to services
of fthis location, e.g. wider variety of employment location and retail facilities
(supermarkets), it was considered that this would have a positive impact on CO2reduction
through reduced length of car journeys to access essential services / amenities, although
this may be mitigated if additional services, employment, retail etc were created near to
Wynyard.

The assessment concluded that overall, this alternative scenario presents a weaker case in
terms of sustainability. Development of the villages is finely balanced, allowing incremental
growth to support the services within the villages whilst also ensuring that the villages grow
and develop in an appropriate manner without impacting on the strategic gap. A
reduction in the level of housing development, whilst could reduce the pressure on the
local road infrastructure also has the potential impact on the development of this
infrastructure and community facilities which will make the development of additional
dwellings more sustainable.

The assessment recommended not to progress this policy alternative.
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Policy Hsgl - Growth Scenario F -No development in the villages and an extension to
Upper Warren

As part of the consultation on the Publication Stage Local Plan a representation was
received from Persimmon on behalf of a landowner to the west of Upper Warren proposing
an extension to Upper Warren for development of up to 120 dwellings.

When the assessment of the Upper Warren extension as opposed to the growth in the
vilages was assessed there was only one positive impact highlighted in terms of climate
change and reduced impact on climate change from better access to services in the
fown.

There were however a number of negative impacts in terms of the economy (impact on
the economy of the villages), education and skills (no new pupils within the villages to
aftend the schools given the ageing population), health, housing (reduction in choices of
sites if no village sites were included), built and natural environment (encroachment of the
strategic gap between the urban edge and Hart Village if Upper Warren was developed),
liveability and place and equity, diversity, equality and participation.

Overall it was considered there would be a significant negative impact on futurity as no
further residential development in the villages would restrict the choices of future
generations.

The assessment recommended not to progress this policy alternative.

Summary

As has been highlighted above the various alternative growth strategies which have been
considered and assessed are not considered as appropriate or as sustainably acceptable as
the preferred growth strategy for Hartlepool as set out in the Publication Version of the
Hartlepool Local Plan.
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Unreasonable growth alternatives

During public consultations on the Local Plan some sites were suggested as having potential
for housing. The following sites were considered unreasonable for housing for the reasons
highlighted below and were therefore not considered as part of the alternative growth
scenarios section of this Sustainability Appraisal Addendum.

Wynyard Park Prestige Employment Site (EMP1)

During the Preferred Options consultation it was suggested that the site allocated for prestige
employment should be allocated as housing land as there was concern that 54 hectares of
employment land would not be deliverable over the plan period. Whilst the Council did
make an amendment to the size of the Emp1 allocation in the subsequent Publication
version of the Local Plan which reduced the size of the employment allocation to 32.7
hectares of prestige employment land and allocated part of the land as Inf4 (Community
Facilities) and 11.4 hectares as additional housing land, the Council noted that while the
Employment Land Review did conclude that there is a general oversupply of employment
land in Hartlepool the Review did not conclude that the business park allocation at Wynyard
should be de-allocated or re-allocated and it is considered critical to the future of
Hartlepool's economy to have a prestige employment site capable of attracting
international and national companies. The NPPF requires local authorities to plan for
sustainable communities. The provision of land for employment uses plays an integral part of
creating sustainable communities, providing opportunities for work close to where people
live and therefore reducing commuting levels.

The Tees Valley Strategic Economic Plan (SEP) covers the period 2016-2026 and it has been
refreshed to ensure that it includes all of the latest priorities to diversify and accelerate
growth in the local economy. Its overarching objectives are to enhance productivity and
improving lifetime opportunities through the provision of more and better jobs. Its ambition is
for the Tees Valley to become a high value, low carbon, diverse and inclusive economy and
focuses on six thematic building blocks: business growth; research, development, innovation
and energy, education, employment and skills, place, culture, transport and infrastructure.
The SEP sets the aim of creating 25,000 jobs over the next ten years across the Tees Valley
across the above sectors. Through agreement with neighbouring authorities Hartlepool’s
proportion of the jobs is set at 290 jobs per year which has been exirapolated over the 15
year plan period. This has been used to help inform the Objectively Assessed Housing Need
as set out in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) (2015), SHMA Addendum
(2016) and the Housing and Employment Growth Topic Paper (2017). The prestige
employment site at Wynyard is seen as a crucial element of the Borough's employment land
supply, needed to help meet this jobs growth. Without this predicted level of jobs growth
there would likely be a corresponding reduction in the housing need across the plan period.

Whilst Wynyard Park still sought some changes to the boundary in the locality of the Inf4
allocation to reflect the site of the previous hospital permission, the changes made in the
Publication were recognised and welcomed by the landowner and it was noted that they
were content that this land remains allocated for future employment development subject

to on-going plan reviews and assessments of demand in the future.
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Sovereign Park Site (Emp3)

The landowners of Sovereign Park have for some time been seeking to get the land re-
allocated from employment land to a residential allocation and have noted the NPPF says
that local authorities should not seek to retain employment land where there is no
reasonable chance it will be developed. There have been discussions with the local
authority regarding the possibility of housing on this site. The Employment Land Review,
which forms part of the evidence base for the Local Plan, does acknowledge potential
flooding and other issues associated with Sovereign Park. However the Employment Land
Review does recommend that the employment land allocation be retained.

The owners have noted issues regarding past uses as a smelting works as leaving a legacy of
issues which mean the land would need to be remediated to allow development on the site.
It is likely that there may be sub-surface foundations, etc that will require removal before
development can take place. It is also clear that development is hampered environmental
issue relating to the land-forming required to create a development platform. The scale of
work needed to remediate the land to make it acceptable for housing development is a
significant concern and no viability work to suggest this could be done in a manner which
would allow a viable housing development has been submitted.

There is also the issue of flood risk that exists on the site. In flood terms residential
development is classified as a more vulnerable use as opposed to warehousing or other likely
employment uses which may locate on the site if developed which would be less vulnerable.
The landowners consider it is wrongly shown on the Environment Agencies flood maps and
believe it should be flood zone 1. The Council noted the comments made about flooding at
the Preferred Options stage and acknowledged that the Environment Agency flood zone
map may be inaccurate regarding the Sovereign park area but stated that unless more
detailed modelling work was undertaken and submitted the EA flood zone map cannot be
amended. At the Publication Stage consultation the Council again noted within ifs
comments on the representation that the only way for this flooding issue to be progressed is
an assessment by the Environment Agency as a result of additional flood assessments, this is
a matter for the owner / agent to pursue with the Environment Agency - it would be at their
discretion as to whether they considered information of a flood assessment in relation to a
different site being appropriate for reassessment of the flood risk. The Council commissioned
a Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). The draft Level 1 SFRA shows that 75.09% of
the site is in Flood Zone 1 and 24.91% is in Flood Zone 3a (high risk). The current use is classified
as ‘less vulnerable’ in Table 3: Flood risk vulnerability and flood zone ‘compatibility’ in the
National Planning Practice Guidance. Residential use is classified as ‘more vulnerable’ in
Table 3. This means that the allocation of the site for residential development would fail the
Sequential Test.

Given the constraints the Council does not accept that Sovereign Park is a viable housing
site that could be delivered during the plan period. The recent de-allocation of the SECAAH
site to the south of Seaton Lane as a result of the grant of planning permission ( originally a
decision granted on appeal by the planning inspectorate) resulted in the loss of
employment land in this area which is another justification for this site to be retained for
employment land and will likely improve the likelihood of Sovereign park attracting new

inward investment as an employment site.
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Hartville Meadows

The site was put forward as part of the SHLAA process for consideration as a housing site and
a representation was also received during the Publication stage local plan consultation for
inclusion as a housing site and objecting to the proposed allocation as a Local Wildlife site.
The site was assessed as part of the SHLAA under site 19 (Hart Station) and was assessed as
not deliverable due to the environmental designation on the site.

It is a Local Wildlife site which was designated in 2010 as part of a Local Wildlife Sites Review.
It was then proposed for allocation in the Preferred Options and Publication versions (NE1c)
of the emerging Local Plan. The site was assessed by the ecologist at the time of the
designation as a grazing field sloping down to a beck, with a high proportion of herbs
(particularly clovers, Self-heal and in places Autumn Hawkbit) in the sward. 2 grasses &10
herbs from approximately 2 Neutral Grassland Flora (other grasses are likely to be present but
not flowering at time of survey).

It is also worth noting the proximity of the Special Protection Area on the coast which has
been a concern for Natural England on other sites in the vicinity, but further from the SPA,
recently considered as part of planning applications.

Given the availability of other land on the edge of the settflement which had been put
forward as part of the SHLAA there was not considered to be a justification to propose to
allocate housing land on a designated Local Wildlife site and it is therefore considered an
unreasonable alternative which has not been assessed.

19



5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

5.5

5.6

5.7

Conclusion of SA assessment

The additional SA work undertaken further strengthens the Council’'s position that the draft
policies present a sustainable growth framework for the next 15 years. Policies which include
site allocations tend to score well when assessed against the SA Objectives; this is
strengthened further by the presentation of the ‘do nothing’ alternative in Appendix 1. In
addition the growth options set out in the plan preformed more positively than alternative
growth opftions assessed. Furthermore, consideration of the reduced policy allocation of
wind turbine sites has also concluded that the ‘policy on’ option would provide the most
sustainable option for policy adoption.

The SA process has incorporated many stages, allowing for the consultation and revision of
policies to ensure that these final options presented have, where possible, been amended
and refined to allow for improved SA outcomes.

Collectively the separate stages SA assessments provide a transparent methodology to
understanding the process undertaken to consider the sustainability of the Local Plan and
gives a background detailing why certain mitigation measures have been proposed within
the policies.

Detailed below is an overview of the main findings of the SA in terms of the three pillars of
sustainability.

Economic Objectives

Overall, the policies and site allocations of the Local Plan are considered to be compatible
with the economic SA objectives. They provide a long term vision for the sustainable
economic growth of the town, encouraging new jobs, enterprise and innovation through the
provision of a variety of employment sites; including prestige, high quality, and general
employment areas with Enterprise Zone opportunities. In addition the Retail policies in the
plan set out a positive growth aspiration of the town centre, Waterfront and Innovation and
Skills Quarter; aiming to encourage further enterprise, jobs and education and skills
opportunifies.

These policies support and go hand in hand with the housing growth policies to ensure the
long term economic growth of the borough is focused in the most sustainable locations.

There are environmental mitigation requirements to many of the policies focused on the
growth of the town associated to flood risk and ecology, these ensure that development
can take place whilst avoiding the most sensitive areas, or in the worst case scenario provide
adequate mitigation to ensure long term sustainable growth.
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Social Objectives

Overall, the social impact of the policies is positive or neutral. The direct social outcomes to
ensuring sustainable town centres, affordable housing, housing choice and encouraging
employment growth are evident through the SA assessments.

The Local Plan has to deliver sufficient homes to meet the housing needs of the Borough.
There is no reasonable alternative to this. The Local Plan supports this delivery through a suite
of housing-based policies and site allocations. The only optfions available due to the
geographical constraints of the borough are to allocate strategic sites on Greenfield land.
Whilst this presents opportunity to create sustainable communities from the outset to meet
the needs of the growing population, incorporation appropriate infrastructure, community
infrastructure, green infrastructure, leisure, health and play provision.

Negative social impacts associated to displacement of communities through housing market
renewal was outlined in the short term however the long term benefits of the policy support
inclusion. Long term regeneration of the town centre will contribute to positive sustainable
outcomes for the future vitality of the town.

There is the need to protect and enhance health communities; this is supported directly
through policies for the retention of health services on the hospital site (INF3); and Hot Food
Takeaways (RC18) which carefully controls the allocation of these uses near schools. Many
of the other policies in the plan contribute indirectly to improving health indicators.

Environmental Objectives

5.12

5.12

5.13

Overall, the policies set out within the plan ensure that environmental considerations have
been appropriately taken into consideration through the plan development process.  With
the development requirement for additional homes in particular it is inevitable that there will
be impact on the natural environment, geodiversity and biodiversity. However the SA
process in addition to the HRA requirement will ensure that appropriate avoidance and
mitigation in undertaken to protect the valuable environmental sites across the borough.

Given the coastal location of the Borough, water management and flood risk is a key
consideration, mitigation has been developed into the policy framework, and this is being
tested through the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment.

The Quality of Place policies aim to protect the environment against detrimental impacts
from development, the SA process has strengthened these policies through additional
mitigation measures.

Monitoring

5.14

The monitoring approach to the policies is set out in the Monitoring Framework (HLPO1/3).
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Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal
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Policy: SD1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

Date: 1# April 2016 Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration & Development), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control)
Date:29 June 2017 Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
s | m | L | explanation s | M| L
The policy supports sustainable Less likely to achieve sustainable
development. Although it is an overarching development. Less benefit fo
1. Economy. + + + policy, it will have clear economic benefits. - - - population and economy in the long
term. Risk of less development.
This is an overarching policy; depending on Less sustainable development and
) the specific development there may be the impact on education and skills.
gkﬁlducqhon and + + + opportunity to have a positive impact on S - -
ills. education and skills.
This is an overarching policy; depending on Less sustainable development, impacts
3. Health. + + + the specific development there may be the _ ) ) on health.
opportunity to have a positive impact on
health.
This is an overarching policy; depending on No impact from not having policy.
4. Safety and i
N the specific development there may be the
Security. + + + . TR 0 0 0
opportunity to have a positive impact on
safety and security.
This is an overarching policy; depending on Less emphasis on sustainable locations
5. Housing. + + + the specific development there may be the / housing mix / access to open space.
opportunity to have a positive impact on
housing.
This is an overarching policy; depending on Less emphasis on sustainable locations
6. Transport. + + + the speaflc developmen’r.’r.her.e may be the and transport implications.
opportunity to have a positive impact on
fransport.
7 Built and This is an overarching policy; depending on Less emphasis on sustainable
N.oiural + + + the specific development there may be the | ) ) development / strategic development.
. opportunity to have a positive impact on
Environment. : :
the built and natural environment.
This is an overarching policy; depending on
8. Biodiversity and the specific development there may be the
- . + + + . T - = -
Geodiversity. opportunity to have a positive impact on
biodiversity and geodiversity.
This is an overarching policy; depending on Not emphasising sustainable
9. Water, Air and " " " the specific development there may be the development — environmental impact.
Soil Pollution. opportunity to have a positive impact on
water, air and soil pollution.
This is an overarching policy; depending on Not as significant social implications.
10. Liveability and + + + the specific development there may be the |~ ) )
Place. opportunity to have a positive impact on
liveability and place.
11. Equity This is an overarching policy; depending on No direct link.
- FAUTty. . the specific development there may be the
Diversity, Equality | + + + . e 0 0 0
s opportunity to have a positive impact on
and Participation- ) . : h SR
equity, diversity, equality and participation.
12. Energy This is an overarching policy; depending on Less development but less sustainable.
Efficiency and + + + the specific development there may be the
Natural opportunity to have a positive impact on
Resources. energy efficiency and natural resources.
This is an overarching policy; depending on Less direct link.
the specific development there may be the
13. Waste. + + + . T
opportunity to have a positive impact on
waste.
This is an overarching policy; depending on Sustainable development is a key
the specific development there may be the priority for development to address
14. Climate opportunity to have a positive impact on climate change. Without this policy in
+ + + - - f .
Change. climate change. Sustainable development place - there will be a negative
is a key priority for development o address impact on climate change.
climate change.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: SD1 Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration & Development), Ryan Cowley

. f 1
Dl 19 Ajprll 2806 (Development Control)

Date:29% June 2017 Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
H explanation
s | m | L | explanation s | M| L

The purpose of the policy is to achieve
sustainable development, ensuring that
development does not have a detrimental
impact on society, the environment or the
economy for current and future generations.
Therefore the policy protects against
unsustainable development.

Loss of flexibility when other policies
become out of date. Less emphasis on
Sustainable Development.

15. Futurity.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions The policy’s purpose is to promote sustainable development, the appraisal suggested that in the form presented it will
achieve this.

Recommendations None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Doing nothing in this instance would have an overall negative impact as it would place less emphasis on sustainable development and
poftentially reduce flexibility and pragmatism in the planning system when other policies become out of date. The absence of this policy,
which encourages development provided it is sustainable, may result in less development coming forward however that development that
does come forward may be less sustainable.

Policy: LS1 Locational Strategy

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services) and Peter Nixon

. 1 1
DEIiES I Ap 20116 (Transportation & Traffic)

Date:29" June 2017 Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfcry/
. explanation
s | m | L | explanation s | M| L
This policy sets out where new development Not having the policy wouldn't stifle
will be located, it reserves land for development as there would sfill be
employment uses thus helping the other policies to guide development
economy. however there would be no strategic
Possible to provide a range of jobs as the overview.

policy provides the land to allow for
employment creation in many job areas.
Limit to what this policy and the plan overall
can do, it can prevent unwanted
development in specific locations, but
cannot force development to locate in the
borough.

No reference is made to the rural economy,
could it be added? i.e HBC will seek to

1. Economy. + + protect and diversify the rural area efc. the 0 0 0
plan has a suite of rural policies but no
reference to the rural area in this key
strategic policy for the borough.

Direct reference to the town centre efc. is
positive within the policy.

If the benefits come to Hartlepool then the
benefits will increase over time. However the
policy does allow for short term wins i.e if the
Marina developed within the next three
years that would be a short term significant
benefit.

Overall the policy will allow for many
benefits to the borough, with increasing
benefits as the borough develops.
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Policy: LS1 Locational Strategy

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services) and Peter Nixon

. 1st q
Dl 19 Ajprll 2806 (Transportation & Traffic)

Date:29% June 2017 Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)

Policy On Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale Timescale Commentary/

S

M

Commentary/
explanation

S

M

explanation

2. Education and
Skills.

No mention of education —recommend a
positive link goes in the policy, or link to all
fown centre uses as educational

establishments are main town centre uses.

More employment equates to more jobs
and tfraining but the policy does not
specifically provide fraining etc. it provides
the land for opportunities.

Cross reference the policy with the planning
obligations policy as that has a link to
training and skills of local people.

Overall there is deemed to be no
relationship between the policy and the SA
criteria. The policy does not preclude
education and fraining etc. but it does allow
for development to happen within certain
locations.

No relationship identified.

3. Health.

Mention all other town centre development
as that will cover doctors etc. in the town
cenfre section.

Gl and other infrastructure element is a
positive which should help increase physical
activity.

The policy safeguards land for employment
uses across the borough, and an increase in
employment should help tackle poverty.
This is not specifically a health policy but it
could have positive aspects for tackling
health inequalities within the borough.

Without this policy there would be no
defined development limits or Strategic
Gap allocation- there would therefore
be negative implications for
unprotected areas of countryside and
access to this, which would have a
defrimental impact on health.

4. Safety and
Security. X

Noft for this policy to focus on safety and
security, other policies achieve this and
ensure the plan as a whole is sustainable. It is
not essential that this policy is cross
referenced with the safety and security
policy as the policy focuses on the location
of development, not specifically the design
elements of development.

No relationship identified.

5. Housing.

Policy will allow for lots of greenfield housing
development, but not all sites are in
sustainable locations i.e Wynyard.

Policy does not mention overall design but
open space and Gl elements are positive.

The policy focuses on where homes will be it
does nof stipulate the quality of them. So
overall the policy is neutral.

6. Transport. +

The need to fravel by car could be reduced
as the locations of many sites are quite
accessible. However where sites are not in
sustainable locations they tend to be quite
isolated and detached from the main urban
area i.e Wynyard which is likely to require
movement particularly by car and thus will
lead to anincrease in Co2.

The bespoke policies will improve the
transport network not this policy, although
reference to infrastructure improvements is
positive. Policy fries fo maximize on
sustainable locations by stating where
development can go so overallitis a
positive policy.

Without policy there would be no
emphasis on reuse of previously
developed land, no emphasis on
providing access to a choice of good
quality housing in sustainable
communities across tenures (more
market driven development) and there
may be less access to open space
(countryside) for residents.

Not having the policy would
encourage more development in
unsustainable locations that requires
an increase in unsustainable modes of
fransport.
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Policy: LS1 Locational Strategy

Date: 1st April 2016

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services) and Peter Nixon
(Transportation & Traffic)

Date:29 June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
S M L | explanation S M L el

This policy does not link to design There would be less emphasis on
specifically. Policy seeks to look after the maintaining and enhancing the
best bifs of the borough; it is other policies quality, character and local
that secure the improvements and distinctiveness of the area’s
protection. This policy will allow the spread landscapes, open space, townscapes,
of the urban area and many sites are on the streetscapes, countryside and
urban/village edge. coastline as unchecked development,
Policy has regard to heritage but it is the without a strategic overview (no
other plan policies that will ensure heritage is development limits or Strategic Gap)
delivered/ moved forward /protected. could result in urban sprawl, loss of
The policy allows for development on open countryside and coalescence of the

7 Built and space and it is often considered that urban area and rural villages.

N.qiurql + + + developmerﬂ. destroys the Iondscqpe. More . .

Environment employment in employment locations will Without the policy there could be less

’ not be negative as it exists at present, but a access to natural and cultural assefts,
new nuclear power stafion could impact and less opportunity o ensure that the
upon Seaton Common landscape. More physical environment is attractive,
homes on greenfield land will destroy the responsive, flexible and sustainable.
landscape too.
The link to Gl is positive but there is no
reference to design. This policy focuses on
location not design.
The plan puts forward sites with least impact
so by locations the policy protects the
features but other policies would seek to
improve the environment etc.
No relationship. Whilst there would sfill be Natural
Environment policies, focus on
- . biodiversity and geodiversity
8. Biodiversity and X X X - - - protection and enhancement would

Geodiversity.

be weakened. There would also be
negative implications should there be
more development in the countryside.

No relationship. Without the policy there could be
9. Water, Air and more.develo.pmem in gnsus’romoble
. . X X X - - - locations which could increase flood
Soil Pollution. . .
risk and generate more pollution.
In many instances the location of these sites Less likelihood of creating and
is in the urban area, which is generally sustaining vibrant/sustainable/diverse
accessible to all by a variety of modes of communities and promoting a sense of
fransport. So employment opportunities are place (urban sprawl and in wrong
offered across the borough. locations). Negative implications for
social cohesion. Coalescence with
10. Liveability and The policy sets out the retail hierarchy, which villages- loss of individual communities.
+ + + seeks to prevent the unwanted spread of - - -
Place. : L o
retail and concenfrate it in specific areas.
There are no direct links to sense of place
and social cohesion. However the design
polices should assist in ensuring as sense of
place and crate spaces for social
interaction.
11. Equity, No relationship identified. As above.
Diversity, Equality | x X X - - -
and Participation-
Lots of greenfield development with regard Greater chance of development in
to housing but other elementsi.e. unsustainable locations, less emphasis
employment and retail are in sustainable on minimising energy use, increased
locations. demand for and less prudent and
12. Energy .
Efficiency and . efficient use of natural resources.
0 0 0 No link to renewable energy — should there - - -

Natural
Resources.

be areference.

Neuftral overall because housing is in
unsustainable locations but retail and leisure
etc. are generdlly in sustainable locations.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: LS1 Locational Strategy

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services) and Peter Nixon

. t 1
Dies 117 Al 200e (Transportation & Traffic)

Date:29" June 2017 Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)
Policy On Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale g)?nl‘c::z;?nnl/
s | m| L | explanation s | m| L P

Potential link between likelihood of
more development in unsustainable
locations contributing to increased
13. Waste. + + + 0 0 0 distances in transporting waste
however noft significant given the
limited size of the Borough.

Lots of greenfield development with regard Greater likelihood of development in
to housing but other elementsi.e. unsustainable locations. Potential
employment and retail are in sustainable increased flood risk.

locations.

Policy will not lead to a reduction in Co2 as
all development will increase Co? but this
policy does not directly link to reducing the
14. Climate impact of carbon emissions. However Gl
Change. helps with mitigation and there is reference
to flood risk which can help climate change
so there are positives within the policy.

Positive overall because of the location of
development in generally sustainable
locations. Other less sustainable sites could
have been chosen, but in general sites are
deemed to be in sustainable locations.

Positive overall because of the location of Less control over development- less
development in generally sustainable sustainable development. Environment
locations. The choice of locations should not implications for future generations.

be detrimental to future generations. Potentially less choice in terms of

15. Futurity. N R : : : housing mix and location however not

certain. Impact on agricultural industry
(development in countryside).

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Overall the policy is positive where is expected to be, but this policy focuses on the location of development so does not need
fo go info detail about design, habitat and biodiversity efc. The policy is designed to set out where new development will be located and
the maijority of locations chosen are in sustainable locations. The only exception to this are some of the housing sites either detached from
the urban area such as Wynyard or on the urban edge, thus encroaching into the countryside at High Tunstall and in the villages.

Recommendations: Make a reference to the importance of the rural area and its economy not just the protection of the strategic gaps.
Second paragraph, add in sustainable transport before recreation and leisure to emphasise the importance of the walking and cycling links.
Draw reference to education orin the town centre section add in other town centre uses as that relates to many things other than retail and
commercial development such as educational establishnments and GP's and medical centres. Draw reference to renewable energy, have
specific locations been set for where renewable energy may or may not be located?

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The policy sets out the strategic approach of the Council with respect to development across the Borough over the next 15 years, without
setting this out clearly, there is likely to be less control over development, particularly with respect to maintaining the limits to development
and strategic gap, as these are only referenced directly in this policy. However, other policies still cover the majority of areas referred to in
LS1.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: CC1 Minimising and Adapting to Climate Change

Date: 8t November 2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor (Development
Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date:29h June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqtary/
: explanation
S M explanation 3 M
In the long term, the policy has indirect Without emphasis on minimising and
benefits to the economy. By adapting to adapting to climate change, there
climate change, land and any business would be negative implications for
developments on the land will be better economy in long term as negative
1. Economy 0 + protected from detfrimental climate change 0 _ environmental effects of climate
’ ' effects such as floods. The policy change and lack of preparedness
encourages mitigation/precautionary have impacts on communities /
procedures to be put in place to protect businesses / tourism / industry
developments hence the economy benefits.
No relationship. No relationship identified.
2. Education and
skills. X |x x |x
3. Health. No relationship. prenﬁol relationship but not strong
X X 0 0 either way.
4. Safety and No relationship.
- X X X X
Security.
The policy encourages improvements to Not having the policy would result in
buildings fo make them more energy less energy efficient housing, in less
5. Housing. + + efficient, building in sustainable locations _ _ sustainable locations, more susceptible
less prone to flooding therefore this to flooding which would therefore be
encourages good quality housing. lower quality.
The policy encourages more sustainable Less emphasis on sustainable modes of
modes of fransport and makes more transport and efficient use of existing
efficient use of existing fransport network. network.
This has high potential to reduce reliance on
the private car thereby reducing transport This would not help in the reduction in
6. Transport. + + e L - - A .
greenhouse gas emissions and contributing reliance on private car usage, thereby
to better air quality. failing to reduce transport greenhouse
gas emissions and encourage better
air quality.
Policy promotes high quality design, building Long term negative impact on built
on sustainable locations and incorporating environment through lower quality
green infrastructure in new developments. buildings in less sustainable locations
Therefore it will confribute to a better built with less green infrastructure that are
and natural environment. more prone to flooding.
7. Built and
Natural 0 0 On the other hand, by promoting 0 0
Environment. renewable low carbon energy in new
developments, the policy will promote
structures on/off shore such as wind furbines
and these will have an impact on visual
amenity. However, in the long term there is a
possibility of getting used to such structures.
By promoting mitigation against climate Not having the policy would likely result
change effects, the policy has potential of in detrimental impacts on Nature
protecting nature conservation sites, Conservation Sites, habitats, priority
habitats, plant and animal species. species and ecological networks
s . However, preservation and protection of through increased flooding, less
8. Biodiversity and . . - . . .
Geodiversity. + + coastal nature F:onse.rvcthor.\ sites such as - - emphos]s onreusing brownﬂeld S|.Tes
SPAS/RAMSAR sites will be highly dependent and maintaining/enhancing habitat
on the type of flood defence works networks and green infrastructure.
promoted by the policy to alleviate
anticipated sea level rises as a result of
climate change.

9. Water, Air and
Soil Pollution.

The policy addresses nearly all of the
assessment criteria for this objective.

Not having the policy would fail o
achieve/address any of the
assessment criteria




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: CC1 Minimising and Adapting to Climate Change

Date: 8t November 2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor (Development
Contral), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date:29h June 2017 Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/

S M | L | explanation S YR

explanation

No relationship.

10. Liveability and However policy does promote sense of
Place. place by making the built environment
attractive and promoting sustainable modes
of transport.

No relationship identified.

11. Equity, No relationship.
Diversity, Equality | x X X X X X
and Participation-

No relationship identified.

The policy addresses all of the assessment
criteria for this objective.

The policy promotes development on
Brownfield sites, efficient use of land in
sustainable locations and promotes different

Not having the policy would fail fo
achieve/address any of the
assessment criteria

Loss of policy would have negative
implications for reduction, re-use and
recycling of waste

The purpose of the policy is to minimise
the impacts of and adapt to climate
change, not having the policy would
therefore be negative when assessed
against all assessment criteria and the
objective as a whole

12. Energy types of renewable energy in new
Efficiency and developments as well as making new
Natural buildings more energy efficient.

Resources. Seeking on site renewables on a case-by-
case basis where development does not fall
within the threshold stated in the policy,
reinforces the strong performance of the
policy against this criterion.

Policy encourages reduction, re-use and

13. Waste. recycling of waste.

Policy is significantly relevant to climate
change and addresses all of the assessment

14. Climate criteria.

Change.

Policy encourages recycling, preservation,
and sustainable use of natural resources. It
also promotes reduction of green house gas

15. Futurity. emissions, use of renewable energy and

reduces reliance on non renewable sources
of energy. It therefore ensures futurity.

Conclusions: The climate change policy is significantly strong in mitigating against climate change effects, ensuring sustainable
development, increasing energy efficiency and preservation of natural resources, improving water/air/soil pollution and promoting use of
low carbon renewable sources of energy. It is stfrong in protecting the economy, encouraging good quality energy efficient housing,
increasing sustainable modes of transport, protecting biodiversity and encouraging waste minimisation and recycling. The policy is neutral on
the built and natural environment objective since its benefits somehow balance out with its ‘dis-benefits’. The changes to the policy have
resulted in any changes to the sustainability appraisal.

Recommendations: None

Failing to take into account climate change in decision making now will have a significant defrimental impact on sustainability objectives

and the long term welfare of future generations.

Not having the policy would be failing
to prepare for climate change which
would result in detrimental outcomes
for future generations and the choices
of future generations.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: CC2 Reducing and Mitigating Flood Risk

Date: 8t November
2016

Appraisers: Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date:29" June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
3 M explanation s | m| L
There is no direct relationship with the No relationship identified.
objective however it is noted that well
1. Economy. X X located sites with less flooding issues may X X X

attract investors/developers more than
those located in high flood risk areas.

2. Education and

No relationship with this objective however it
is noted that policy encourages green
wedges, SUDs which can provide habitats
and improve biodiversity. This can be used

No relatfionship identified.

. X X ) . - X X X
Skills. for educating the community/school pupils
about nature in their locality.
No direct relafionship but policy makes Less emphasis on SuDS creation could
3 Health provision for SUDs which can be used for result in less opportunity for recreation
’ : 0 0 recreational purposes and also encourage 0 0 0 though not significant link
people to walk to these places for leisure
and exercise.
4. Safety and No direct relationship but the policy has No relationship identified.
Security. X X great potential to contribute in ferms of X X X
flooding safety and flooding incidents.
No relationship but policy has potential to Could result in poorly designed
. direct housing developments to good developments with increased flood
5. Housing. . S . - :
X X locations. - - - risk, in poor/inappropriate locations
with less SuDs/open space
6. Transport. 52 52 No relationship. 57 57 53 No relationship identified.
Through encouraging SUDs, policy has Less emphasis on SuDs would result in a
poftential of improving quality of the built poorer quality built and natural
and natural environment. environment, less character and local
distinctiveness, less attractive,
7. Built and responsive, flexible and sustainable
Natural + + - - - environments. Less likely fo provide
Environment. sufficient open space in new
developments and less likely to
improve green infrastructure within
Hartlepool and adjacent Boroughs.
By encouraging SUDs and green wedges, Less likely that SuDs and green wedges
policy has potential of creating new would be created in new
habitats enhancing biodiversity. development therefore less likelihood
8. Biodiversity and n n _ _ ) of creating new habitats and

Geodiversity.

9. Water, Air and
Soil Pollution.

10. Liveability and

enhancing biodiversity. Negative
implications for biodiversity through
increased flood risk.

Policy will prevent and reduce the risk of
locating developments in high risk flooding
areas. Assessors consider that the changes
to the policy improve the performance
against this objective from + to ++.

Not having the policy would not help
achieve sustainable use of water
resources, protect air quality, minimise
pollution, improve the quality of
controlled waters, improve coastal
defences or reduce the risk of flooding.

Policy creates opportunities for recreational
facilities through SUDs. Assessors considered

There is unlikely to be any significant
implications for liveability and place

Place + + that the changes to the policy means thatit | 0 0 0 through not having the policy.

: now performs positively against this

objective.

11. Equity, No relationship with this objective. No relationship identified.
Diversity, Equality | x X X X X
and Participation-
12. Energy No relationship with this objective. Less prudent use of water resources
Efficiency and and watercourses.
Natural x| X R

Resources.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: CC2 Reducing and Mitigating Flood Risk

Date: 8t November Appraisers: Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
2016 (Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date:29% June 2017 Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
s | m | L | explanation s | M| L
13. Waste. X X X No relationship with this objective. X X X No relationship identified.

Policy is directly relevant to managing the
adverse effects of climate change.

Not having policy would not
encourage prudent use of natural
resources, would not assist in mitigating
or adapting to climate change, would
not increase emphasis on climate
change issues, would not ensure that
flood management takes a sustainable
approach and would not reduce flood
risk.

14. Climate
Change.

Policy encourages developments in suitable
locations with less flooding issues.

Not having the policy would increase
flood risk which would be detfrimental
to future generations and restrict their
choices.

15. Futurity.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy is strong on climate change and futurity as it directs developments to sustainable locations and also deals with
flooding which is one of the effects of climate change. Through its provision for SUDs, the policy is strong for several objectives. The changes
to the policy have strengthened its performance against objectives 9 and 10.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The absence of this policy is likely to increase flood risk across the Borough to the detriment of residents and businesses both now and in the
future.

Policy: CC3 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation (Assessed as INFé)

Date: 17 March 2016 Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Phillip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services) and Peter
Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe (Community
Date: 30t June 2017 Regeneration & Development)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale S:r?;?‘z:}:::r:y/
S M | L | explanation S ML P
The policy could lead to the creation of Less support for growing renewable
supplier chain jobs linked to the sector. The energy industry would have a
1. Economy. + + + policy will also help to diversify the rural - - - detrimental impact on the economy.
economy.
. No relationship.
2. Education and X X X X X X
Skills.
3. Health. No relationship.
X X X X X X
4. Safety and No relationship.
Security. X X X X X X
. No relationship. Noted that poor siting and design may
5. Housing. . .
X X X X X X impact house prices however not
considered fo relate to objective.
6. Transport. x x x No relationship. x X x No relationship.
. The policy will help to safeguard heritage Not having the policy would result in
7. Built and A ) i -
Natural n n n assets. Negative |mpoct.s on surroun@ng ) ) ) less control over the siting and design
. areas are guarded against by the criteria of renewable and low carbon energy
Environment. e " .
within the policy. generation related development.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: CC3 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy Generation (Assessed as INFé)

Date: 17th March 2016

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Phillip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services) and Peter

Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology)

Date: 30 June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe (Community

Regeneration & Development)

12. Energy
Efficiency and
Natural
Resources.

13. Waste.

14. Climate
Change.

15. Futurity.

generations.

The policy supports the use of renewable
energy generation in environmentally
acceptable locations and will reduce the
demand for natural resources over the plan
period.

No relationship.

The policy, through encouraging renewable
energy generation will encourage the
prudent use of natural resources and in furn
will lead to a reduction in emissions and will
help in the fight against climate change.

The environmental benefits the policy could
result in will be beneficial to current and
future generations.

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
S M L | explanation S M
It was noted that distinctiveness is quite a
subjective issue. For example some people
do not think turbines have a negative
impact on the landscape and feel they add
a point of inferest.
The policy is posifive in that it seeks to ensure Less control over location and less
that habitats are protected. emphasis on ensuring habitats are
8. Biodiversity and + + + ) _ protected would be detrimental to
Geodiversity. It is suggested that the policy needs to link biodiversity and geodiversity.
to the natural policies or mention mitigation
within the policy.
The policy should help to protect and see Less control over such development
an improvement in local air quality through and may encourage more non-
9. Water, Air and " " " minimising pollution from other forms of ) ) renewable forms of energy generation
Soil Pollution. energy generation. in its absence, resulting in more
pollution.
No relationship. Primarily related to the built and
natural environment objective but may
10. Liveability and have an impact on sense of place if
X X X 0 0 .
Place. development is not adequately
controlled.
. No relatfionship. Less job creation without support of the
11. Equity, : .
. : . policy could have negative
Diversity, Equality | x X X 0 0 NS ; S
P implications for this objective though
and Participation- S : L
the link is not considered significant.

Less emphasis on use of renewable
energy generation in environmentally
acceptable locations. Increased
likelihood of increased demand for
natural resources.

Other types of power generation may
generate more waste.

Not encouraging renewable energy
generation will in turn encourage less
prudent use of natural resources and
lead to more emissions, contributing to
climate change.

Not having the policy may result in

further environmental harm which

would be detrimental to future
enerations.

Conclusions: The policy scores very well environmentally and should help in the fight against climate change. There are some slight
economic benefits. Socially, the policy guards against inappropriate development which could impact on the lives of residents.

Recommendations: It is suggested that the policy needs to link to the natural policies or mention mitigation within the policy.

Doing nothing in this instance will fail to support measures that seek to address environmental issues that are a contributing factor to climate
change. The absence of this policy would also weaken control over the nature of the development. This would be detrimental to future




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: CC4 Strategic Wind Turbine Developments

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor (Development

- 8th
DRIE B NS 20O Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 34 July 2017 Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfary/
S | M| L | explanation s | M L explanation

1. Economy.

Having a policy which is supportive of wind
turbine development in certain areas may
attract energy companies to locate /
choose sites in Hartlepool for their turbines
and create jobs in the construction and
maintenance of the turbines.

Itis accepted that the wind turbine
development market is niche however
there would be an impact of not
having this policy as it would restrict
wind turbine related development in
Hartlepool.

2. Education and
Skills.

No relationship.

No relationship identfified.

3. Health. No relationship. No relationship identified.

4. Safety and No relationship. No relationship identified.

Security.

5. Housing. No relationship. No relationship identified.

6. Transport. No relationship. No relationship identified.

7. Built and By being specific about the two areas that Due to the national position — no
Natural are suitable, the policy helps to protect the additional wind turbine development

Environment.

distinctiveness of the rest of the counftryside
and helps to protect designated heritage
assefts.

8. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity.

The policy helps to ensure key habitats are
protected from negative impacts of
development.

A cross reference to the relevant natural
policies may strengthen policy.

will go ahead without a policy
allocating suitable sites. Therefore
there would be no impact on
landscapes and heritage as the
development would not take place.

9. Water, Air and
Soil Pollution.

It will help to protect air quality through
minimising the need for the use of fossil fuels
and ultimately through helping fight climate
change will help to prevent flooding in the
long ferm.

Due to the national position — no
additional wind turbine development
will go ahead without a policy
allocating suitable sites. Therefore
there would be no impact on existing
habitats or protected environments.

Not having the policy in place has the
potential to increase the demands on
fossil fuels by not providing opportunity
for this form of greener energy.

10. Liveability and
Place.

No relationship.

There is a level of interest in the local
community in relation to development
of the Brenda Road site for wind
turbines. Not having the policy in
place has no change on this objective.
It is acknowledged that there may be
an impact on the local community if
the policy is in place, although the
policy does specify criteria to negate
negative impacts.

11. Equity,
Diversity, Equality
and Participation-

12. Energy
Efficiency and
Natural
Resources.

No relationship.

13. Waste.

The policy supports the use of renewable
energy generation in environmentally
acceptable locations and will reduce the
demand for natural resources over the plan
period.

No relationship.

14. Climate
Change.

No relationship.

Removes opportunity for wind turbine
development.

No relationship identified.

The policy, through encouraging renewable
energy generation will encourage the
prudent use of natural resources and in turn
will lead to a reduction in emissions and will
help in the fight against climate change.

Not having the policy removes the
opportunity for this type of
development in Hartlepool. This
directly has a negative impact in not
enabling the reduction of emissions as
a result of using such fechnologies.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: CC4 Strategic Wind Turbine Developments

Date: 8t November 2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor (Development
Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 3d July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration)

SA objectives

Policy On

Policy Off

15. Futurity.

Timescale

Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/

&

The impact of not having opportunity
fo use such technologies will have
more of an impact in the longer term
as fossil fuel resources diminish.

The environmental benefits the policy could
result in will be beneficial to current and
future generations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy is extremely positive from an environmental viewpoint and also will lead to social benefits in terms of health through
reductions in pollution etc. There are some smaller economic benefits. The changes to the policy have not resulted in any changes to the
sustainability appraisal.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The impact of not having the policy whilst it can be seen as having a positive impact on landscape and local environment and biodiversity,
the impact on the wider environment and climate change on the medium to long term is greater and therefore overall the impact of not
having the policy in place is seen as negative.

Policy: CC5 Large scale Solar Photovoltaic developments (Assessed as INF8)

Date: 5t April 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist), Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Date: 3d July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
S M explanation s | M| L
The policy could have a positive impact on The development of large scale Solar
the local economy. Boosting businesses Photovoltaic developments could still
related to solar farm development. In happen without this policy being in
addition with the majority of such place therefore there is no change on
1. Economy. + + i) + + + -
developments being in the rural areq, the impact on the economy.
landowners would benefit from such
development which would potentially have
a positive impact on the rural economy.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and
skills. X | X X | XX
3. Health. X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified. Whilst the
4. Safety and policy does refer to safety and security,
Security. X X X X X however such issues would also be
covered by other policies.
Whilst no relationship is identified to the Whilst no relationship is identified to the
5. Housing. objective overall, the policy does reference objective overall, the policy does
X X : X X X f
the reuse of previously developed land. reference the reuse of previously
developed land.
Whilst no relationship is identified to the Whilst no relationship is identified to the
objective overall, the policy does reference objective overall, the policy does
6. Transport. X X protection from glare, which has the X X X reference protection from glare, which
potential to impact upon users of the local has the potential to impact upon users
fransport network. of the local transport network.
The policy could support development that The policy protects from development
will have an adverse impact upon of certain landscapes. There is the
7 Built and landscape quality. Howgyer T.he policy .does potential for this impo.cf on The.
N‘qiural 0 0 ensure that adequate mitigation is provided, | " . landscape to be detrimental without
. outlining landscape, heritage and the the protection of the policy.
Environment. . .
requirement for a Landscape and Visual
Assessment. The policy also requires high
quality development.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: CC5 Large scale Solar Photovoltaic developments (Assessed as INF8)

Date: 5t April 2016 Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist), Leigh Taylor (Development Conftrol)
Date: 3 July 2017 Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.tary/
: explanation
(3 M L | explanation s M L

The policy does refer to mitigation in relation
to landscape which refers o tree planting
and hedges. The currently favoured

8. Biodiversity and mitigation for such development is
Geodiversity. wildflower meadow, suggested that the
policy could be amended to reflect this.
This habitat provides nectar, shelter and
increased foraging opportunities for wildlife.

The lack of having this policy in place
has the potential for a defrimental
impact on security of appropriate
mitigation.

Whilst no direct relationship is identified to Whilst no direct relationship is identified
the objective overall, the policy will reduce to the objective overall, the policy will
9. Water. Air and the need for fossil fuel usage; in the long run reduce the need for fossil fuel usage; in
) ! X X X this would improve local air quality. X X X the long run this would improve local

Soil Pollution. air quality therefore not having the

policy in place has the opposite
impact.

No relationship identified. The policy refers to acceptable
neighbouring uses; this has the
potential to have a social impact.

10. Liveability and X X X - - - Therefore not having the policy in

Place. place to consider these directly has
the potential to have a detrimental
social impact.

No direct relationship identified, however The policy refers to community
11. Equity the policy does refer to a requirement for engagement; this has the potential to
Di\}ersity IEquaIi'ry X X X the developer to engage with the local _ ) ) have a social impact. Therefore not
: community. having the policy in place to consider

and Participation- these directly has the potential to have

a detfrimental social impact.

The policy supports the development of Removing the policy has the potential
12. Energy renev_voble energy generoﬁ_on. Thi§ will fo weaken how this type of
Efffciency and confribute directly towards increasing the devglopment can b(? managed at the
Natural percentage of energy used being - - - application stage; this may particularly
generated through renewable sources. impact upon the location of
Resources. L o
Therefore this will reduce pressure on finite development.
natural resources.
13. Waste. No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
The policy supports the development of Without the policy in place this type of
renewable energy generation, which will development will not be guided as
14. Climate have a direct impact - reducing CO2 closely however the absence of the
Change. emissions and will contribute towards policy does not preclude this type of
addressing global sustainability issues. development which would have a
positive benefit on climate change.
The policy helps to reduce the pressure on Not having a policy in place to
finite natural resources which helps preserve safeguard against the negative
15. Futurity. resources for future generations. impact of development, this has the

potential fo have a negative impact
on future generations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy supports sustainable development by supporting development of renewable energy generation. The policy sets
out clear criteria which aim to mitigate against any potential adverse impacts created by such development.

Recommendations: The policy could be improved relating to ecology and biodiversity by referring to wildflower planting as a means of
mitigatfion. There has been a recent press release where the RSPB outlines the opportunities for native species provided by wildflower
planting around solar farms (http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016é/mar/07/solar-farms-to-create-natural-habitats-for-threatened-
british-species).

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Whilst it is acknowledged that not having the policy in place would not preclude this type of development, the lack of such a policy would
have a potentially detrimental impact on this type of development, the environment, amenity (visual and residential) and the overall quality
of life in the Borough.



http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/mar/07/solar-farms-to-create-natural-habitats-for-threatened-british-species
http://www.theguardian.com/environment/2016/mar/07/solar-farms-to-create-natural-habitats-for-threatened-british-species

Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INF1Sustainable Transport Policy

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Fiona McCall

- 29nd
B 2 S DR U AV (Development Control)

Date:29h June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!tary/
S M L | explanation s M L explanation

1. Economy.

This policy has the potential to have a very
positive impact on the economy by
supporting the delivery of a high class
fransport system which would encourage
businesses to locate within the town and
allow employees to travel to work with
minimal congestion or using a high quality
public transport system.

Less emphasis on sustainable transport
and improving the strategic transport
network is ultimately bad for the
economy by restricting access to
employment for workers and
businesses for consumers. More
congestion and poorer linkages will
discourage investment and stifle the
viability and vitality of town and local
centres, increasing levels of
deprivation.

A better, more sustainable fransport network More congestion and poorer public
is more likely to lead to positive decisions in transport and pedestrian and cycle
terms of investment in educational facilities linkages will restrict access to
2.Educationand | | and could therefore lead to a positive education facilities. Poorer transport
Skills. impact. network will restrict opportunities for
investment in educational facilities.
3 H Improving access enables people to access Absence of policy will likely result in less
. Health. - : L o . .
health services in a timelier manner and opportunities for cycling and walking
through a choice of means of transport. and poorer access to health facilities
Better fransport networks allow emergency Absence of the policy could lead to
4. Safety and services to access emergencies in a timelier poorer safe access to areas and self
Security. + + manner. policing through pedestrian walkways
and cycle paths
A better transport system will help lead to Whilst there is considered to be some
investment from developers into new relationship between delivery of a
5. Housing housing within the town. This is also a key sustainable fransport network and the
’ : + + consideration for people buying the new supply of decent, good quality,
homes — knowing the fransport networks are affordable homes, it is not considered
of good quality. significant.
The policy will help meet and achieve all of The absence of this policy would fail to
the assessment criteria and will lead to a address the appraisal criteria of this
better and more sustainable transport objective, in particular it would not
network within Hartlepool. reduce the transport barriers fo
accessing employment, education
and tfraining and health care, would
6. Transport not support the location of new
’ : development and service that reduces
the need to tfravel, would not
encourage sustainable travel, would
not make more efficient use of the
existing fransport network and would
not reduce emissions.
Whilst an improved fransport network may The absence of this policy could result
help to enhance access to heritage assets, in less well design development and
" new roads and infrastructure will have a poorer access.
7. Built and S . .
Natural 0 0 negative impact where delivered in the

Environment.

countryside. It is important that where
improvements to infrastructure and road
networks are proposed that the avoid
landscape and environmental designations.

8. Biodiversity and

The policy supports the improvement of
footpaths and cycle ways and that could

The absence of the policy may restrict
access to areas of biodiversity interest;

- . + + enhance access to areas of biodiversity this can be both good and bad with
Geodiversity. . . Z
interest. respect to this objective.
No relationship. A less sustainable transport network will
9. Water, Air and X X result in greater levels of pollution

Soil Pollution.

through vehicle emissions




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INF1Sustainable Transport Policy

- 29nd
B 2 S DR U AV (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Fiona McCall

Date:29h June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Philip Timmins (Estates)

Despite the policy seeking fo establish a

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M | L | explanation S YR
This policy will help to meet criteria 1 and 3in Not significant link however
terms of improving access to key services implications for accessibility of key
10. Liveability and " " " and facilifies. 0 0 0 services, facilities and jobs as well as
Place. culture, leisure and recreational
activities.
11. Equity, The policy should help to tackle worklessness Not significant link however
Diversity, Equality | + + + by improving access to jobs. 0 0 0 implications for tackling worklessness
and Participation-

A less sustainable transport network will

final paragraph.

generations.

12. Energy sustainable fransport network, ultimately exacerbate the issues presented
Efficiency and development of the infrastructure and the through the SA of the ‘policy on’
Natural . . : ongoing use will use natural resources — scenario.
Resources. albeit, less than if the network was not a
sustainable one.
13. Waste. 52 52 5% No relationship. 52 52 No relationship identified.
Developing a more sustainable network will Failing to develop a sustainable
involve the use of natural resources, but long fransport network will not encourage
term likely fo move towards a more the prudent use of natural resources,
sustainable network. would lead to greater CO2 emissions,
. would not seek to mitigate or adapt to
14. Climate . o
0 + climate change, would fail to increase
Change. . . .
emphasis on issues of climate change
and would not reduce the risk of
flooding. The implications of this would
worsen over time.
The policy will lead to a sustainable transport Not having the policy would be
network developing over the plan period detrimental to future generations for
which will benefit both existing and future the aforementioned reasons and
. generations. would restrict choices in ferms of
15. Futurity.

Conclusions: This policy scores very positively from an economic and social viewpoint and despite longer term environmental benefits there
is likely to be some short ferm negative impacts.

Recommendations: It is recommended that the policy could benefit from a reference to the Planning Obligations SPD and Policy within the

The absence of this policy would have significant detrimental effects on the local economy, health, transport and sustainability. This is likely to
worsen significantly over time as the town grows and with increased pressure on the existing fransport system, to the detriment of future

fransport and access to housing,
services, key facilities and
employment.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INF2 Improving Connectivity in Hartlepool

Date: 5t April 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor (Development Control), Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 30t June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe (Community
Regeneration & Development)

SA objectives

1. Economy.

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.tury/
s | m | L | explanation s T mlL explanation

The policy supports the provision of
infrastructure to provide good connectivity
in Hartlepool and to the wider sub region.
Having such good links does support the
local economy and provides opportunities
for further businesses to locate within the
Borough. Indirectly if infrastructure and
connectivity is improved there is the
potential for additional employment
opportunities in Hartlepool.

Failing to improve connectivity is
ultimately bad for the economy by
restricting access fo employment for
workers and businesses for consumers.
More congestion and poorer linkages
will discourage investment and stifle
the viability and vitality of the town
and local centres, increasing levels of
deprivation. The implications of this will
worsen over time without intervention
as the fown grows.

The policy supports improved connectivity With expansions to education facilities
at all levels. This therefore has the potential and wider growth of the fown, access
to improve access fo schools and other to education and skills will be restricted

2 Ed . education, this policy has the potential to if the fransport network and

. Education and . . . L .

Skills. + + + confmbu‘re fowards reducmg / removing . - - F:onnechvﬁy of Thv_e fown is not
barriers to access to education and learning improved accordingly.
opportunities. There is potentially a weak
link to raising aftainment - this is by
increasing accessibility.
The policy refers to cycling and pedestrian Failing to improve connectivity would
links; there are direct links between stifle opportunities for cycling and
increased physical activity and health walking which would be detrimental to
benefits. The policy also has the potential to public health. Poorer connectivity to

3. Health. " n n increase links to the countryside, which links ) ) _ the countryside would also exacerbate
to open-air recreation. Health benefits can this.
also be linked to the wider choice of shops
(perhaps healthier food) enabled by better
connectivity across the Borough.
In the longer term the policy encourages the The absence of the policy may result in
reduction in car usage. There is a clear less safe cycle routes through poorer
safety benefit to road users by improving the provision (lower qudlity, poorly lit) and

4. Safety and infrastructure network across Hartlepool. A increased fraffic on roads.

Security. + + + more frequent bus service has the potential - - -
to increase natural surveillance within an
areaq, therefore there is the possibility that
fear of crime and the perception of crime
could be reduced.
The policy links to housing as it aims o Poorer connectivity may be dissuasive
ensure that adequate new development for developers. Poorer access between
contributes towards development of the housing and employment may restrict
infrastructure network to ensure sustainable choices. Without the policy there may
development. be less access to open space for

5. Housing. " " " ) ) _ residents of housing schemes. However
There is the potential that enhancement of not having the policy may result in less
the infrastructure network fo accommodate cost for developers in funding
greenfield development will have a infrastructure through planning
negative impact on the potential of obligations. Overall negative.
brownfield development sites within the
urban area.
The policy supports improvements to Failing to support improvements to
connectivity across Hartlepool. This will have connectivity across Hartlepool will
a direct positive benefit to accessibility to have a negative impact on
jobs, education, healthcare and services. accessibility fo jobs, education,
Junction improvements and new roads will healthcare and services. Failing to
alleviate congestion and have a positive improve junctions or build new roads

6. Transport. impact on reducing manoeuvres at higher will exacerbate congestion as the

risk junctions.

The policy encourages more sustainable
methods of fransport, e.g. the enhancement
of cycle lanes.

Itis noted that improving infrastructure could
increase fravel which may increase
fransport emissions.

tfown grows and would have a
negative impact on highway safety.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INF2 Improving Connectivity in Hartlepool

Date: 5t April 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor (Development Control), Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 30t June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe (Community
Regeneration & Development)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
S M explanation S M L el
The impact of the policy has the potential to Increased congestion and poorer
have a positive impact on the built connectivity will have a detrimental
environment in Elwick Village, as well as impact on the quality and character
increasing access across the wider borough. of the area’s landscapes, open space,
The development of new roads and townscapes, streetscapes, countryside
junctions will have a negative impact on the and coastline. This would also be
. natural environment (such as direct habitat detfrimental to the setting and
7. Built and . P~ . - .
Natural _ _ loss, severing W|Id||fe" corr@ors, increased ) ) o character of Heritage Assets and
Environment road mortality of animals, increased access to natural and cultural
’ disturbance, increased light pollution). As affractions. The impact would worsen
well as having a direct impact on the areas over time as the town grows and
of land impacted upon it will also pressure increases on the network.
encourage / facilitate further greenfield
development leading to further
encroachment of urban development into
the countryside.
The policy supports the development of new Without the policy, still negative
roads to improve human connectivity. This implications for biodiversity and
has the potential to cut through existing geodiversity which could potentially be
ecological networks and sever wildlife worsened without a strategic
connectivity. It could cause direct habitat approach and appropriate control
loss, increased road mortality of animals, over highway/connectivity
increased disturbance, such as from people, improvement schemes. Poorer access
8. Biodiversity and dogs and increased light pollution. The best to nature conservation sites without the
Geodiversity. ) : way to mitigate this is to design in wildlife : : : policy.
bridges and wildlife underpasses, which are
costly and generally resisted
On the minor + side it may improve access
to nature conservation sites but this is not a
key aim of the policy and is marginal.
Cross reference with Green Networks
Policies.
The policy does not mention monitoring of Poorer connectivity, increased
local air quality, however there is the congestion and less emphasis on
potential to improve it, especially in Elwick sustainable travel will have a
Village and through the support of more detrimental impact on water, air and
9. Water, Air and 0 0 efficient connectivity. However thereis also | _ _ soil pollution.
Soil Pollution. the potential for additional traffic and
vehicle noise increases. The opening up of
potfential greenfield development sites
could also cause additional pollution
indirectly.
The policy supports better bus services. Poorer access to jobs and services will
Better connectivity to jobs and services has be detrimental to liveability. More
a positive impact on liveability. traffic and fewer opportunities for
10. Liveability and recreation due to poor connectivity
+ + - - -- . . ; )
Place. will be detfrimental to social cohesion
which will worsen with time as the town
grows.
The policy supports better connectivity Similar issues to the previous objective
across the borough, this can directly relate with respect to absence of the policy
11. Equity, to improving social interactions between being defrimental to social cohesion,
Diversity, Equality | + + communities. - - - ownership, participation and
and Participation- engagement. Absence of the policy
would not assist in fackling worklessness
or reducing deprivation.
There is the potential that the policy could Less emphasis on sustainable travel
12. Energy . .
Efficiency and increase the use of natural resources. would be .of.furfher defriment to
Natural - - - - - energy efficiency and natural
resources.
Resources.
13. Waste. X x No relationship identified. x x X No relationship identified.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INF2 Improving Connectivity in Hartlepool

Date: 5t April 2016 Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor (Development Control), Graham Megson (Ecologist)
Date: 30 June 2017 Apprmsers:. Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe (Community
Regeneration & Development)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
H explanation
S M explanation s | M| L
The policy supports sustainable fransport Less emphasis on sustainable travel will
which has the potential to reduce emissions be detrimental to addressing the
. however there is the risk that road causes of climate change and
14. Climate . . . o A o
0 0 improvements and efficiencies within the - - - minimising emissions of greenhouse
Change. .
road network could increase usage and gasses.
therefore also have an impact upon
emissions.
The policy supports the improvement of The absence of the policy would be
connectivity across the Borough which has detfrimental to future generations due
clear positive benefits for current and future to the aforementioned economic,
generations. environment and social consequences
of failing fo improve connectivity
. across the town. This would restrict
15. Futurity. + + - - -- - - .
choices for future generations in terms
of access to employment, retail, social
activities and housing. Impacts of poor
fransport connectivity would worsen
with fime as the town grows.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

This policy is overall positive, there are strong economic and social benefits to the policy, however there is the potential for

negative impacts on the environment; mitigation would be required to ensure sustainable development.

Recommendations: Consider referencing lit cycle lanes (where appropriate), to improve the safety aspect of such fravel. In addition it is
suggested that the policy is cross referenced to design policies, green network policies and the planning obligations policy and SPD.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Failing fo encourage and support investment in improvements to connectivity across the Borough is likely fo have a significant detrimental
impact on overall health, the economy and liveability, as well as the character of the built and natural environment. This is likely to worsen as

the town grows and pressure increases on the existing transport network.

Policy: INF3 University Hospital of Hartlepool

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Fiona Reeve (Development Control) and Steven Carter (Health

Date: 22nd March 2016
Improvement)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe (Community

° th
e Regeneration & Development)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
3 M explanation 3 M L
Given the policy is creating a health sector Without the policy there could be less
within this areq, it could lead to supply chain healthcare jobs and related/supply
businesses locating in the area and chain businesses. Failure to provide
therefore potential for a medium to long and protect adequate healthcare
1. Economy. X + term benefit. - - - facilities within the Borough could lead

to aless healthy and productive
population which would have a
negative economic impact.

2. Education and
Skills.

The policy could lead to an opportunity to
link with education organisations to provide
arange of health related learning
opportunities with the health hub.

Less opportunity for links with
education, skills and training without
the policy or if the hospital site were to
change use.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INF3 University Hospital of Hartlepool

Date: 22nd March 2016

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Fiona Reeve (Development Control) and Steven Carter (Health
Improvement)

Date: 30 June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe (Community
Regeneration & Development)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfary/
. explanation

S M | L | explanation s | m| L
Itis crucial for the long term wellbeing of the Itis crucial for the long term wellbeing
residents of Harflepool that the hospital is of the residents of Hartflepool that the
retained. Through promoting the creation of hospital is retained. Without this policy
a health hub surrounding the hospital it is it is much more likely that the site will
hoped this will help to ensure these vital be lost for healthcare and related uses

3. Health. facilities remain and expand over the plan which will have a detrimental impact

period. on the health objective with respect to
access to health facilities, opportunities
to promote healthier lifestyles,
promoting the use of existing facilities
and reducing health inequalifies.

The policy promotes the retention of the Absence of the policy may lead to loss

hospital and future expansion of the health of facilities or hospital in its entirety.

services this means that residents of More likely people would have to

4. Safety and Hartlepool will be able to access the travel o Stockton. Having to travel

Security. + + + hospital quickly —if the hospital is closed this - - - makes people feel less secure,

could have safety concerns for residents increases travel safety risk, adds to

who may have to fravel to Stockton or urgent care worries and creates issues

further when urgent care is needed. for both patients and visitors.

No relationship Without protection provided by the
policy, the site may be used as an

5. Housing urban brownfield site for housing,

’ : X X X 0 0 0 however this is not a given and without
details of the proposal it is unclear how
it would perform against this objective.

By encouraging the health facilities to stay Failing fo protect the existing health
and locate within this area it is helping to facilities within this location will mean
create a viable health hub. This in turn will people will likely need to travel

6. Transport. + + + mean people won't need to travel as far / - - - more/further to other towns for health

to other towns for health services and will services, increasing road and public
help to minimise journeys on the road. fransport pressures.

7 Built and No relationship. Regevelopment of the site (without the

Natural X X X 0 0 0 policy) may or may not presenf'

Environment. opportunity to mprove aesthetics
however not a given.

8. Biodiversity and No relationship.

- . X X X X X X

Geodiversity.

No relationship. Absence of the policy may result in
fewer health facilities in Hartlepool and

9. Water. Air and increase the need to travel. Increased

. -~ X X X 0 0 0 fravel would likely result in additional

Soil Pollution. - S -
pollution however link is not direct or
significant.

This policy would help to locate health There may be reduced access to

facilities in one location meaning easier employment (health sector) and key

access and hopefully the development of a services and facilities without the

sense of place or health hub. policy. However, redevelopment of the
site for other uses may lead to a better

10. Liveability and n n n ) ) ) sense of place and community,

Place. though not considered a significant
link. Existing hospital services and
support may help create a sense of
community and place e.g. support
groups, rehabilitation.

11. Equi The policy could lead to the provision of The absence of the policy could lead

. Equity, . e - A

Diversity, Equality | + + + new jobs as well as safeguard existing jobs ) ) ) to fewer new.Jo.bs qnd would fgll fo

and Parficipation- and should therefore help to prevent §ofegugrd existing jobs, potentially

worklessness. increasing worklessness.

12. Energy

_I The policy is highly sustainable as it seeks fo . . . Loss of the site for hospital use could




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INF3 University Hospital of Hartlepool

Date: 22nd March 2016
Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Fiona Reeve (Development Control) and Steven Carter (Health

Date: 30 June 2017

Regeneration & Development)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe (Community

fravel to locations outside of the Borough for health services.

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Con;meztary/
S M L | explanation S M éxplanation
Efficiency and keep the health facilities within the town reduce energy demands in this area
Natural therefore minimising future need to fravel to however would lead fo increased
Resources. other towns to access health care. travel, would not constitute
sustainable, efficient and effective use
The policy also links to policies which of existing buildings and land and
promote sustainable construction and use of could conversely increase demand for
renewables. natural resources (through increased
fravel).
The facilities will obviously create waste Unclear what would happen without
during their use, however use of recycling the policy and so difficult to determine
within the NHS is promoted. whether this would have a positive or
13. Waste. 0 0 0 0 0 negative impact with respect to the
waste SA objective. Loss of the hospital
would result in less NHS waste.
The various benefits in relation fo keeping Absence of the policy and potential
health facilities within the town all will help to loss of hospital facility could increase
reduce the effects of climate change. the need to fravel from the fown to
other boroughs (making the town less
14. Climate + + + 0 0 sustainable) and increase CO2
Change. emissions but would reduce trips into
and within Hartlepool. Not a significant
relationship with other climate change
appraisal criteria.
This policy is positive for both existing and The loss of the hospital site would be
future generations as it seeks to keep key detrimental to future generations for
health facilities within the fown and develop the above mentioned reasons, in
a health hub around the hospital. particular loss of access to a major
15. Futurity. employer, supply chain employers and

key NHS services for residents. Would
restrict choices of future generationsin
terms of healthcare and employment.

Conclusions: Socially this policy scores very positively. It also scores positively in both environmental and economy terms. The Policy will be
crucial in helping to protect health facilities and to help develop a health hub within the location around the hospital.

Recommendations: Recommended that the policy specifically refers to supporting supplier chain businesses which link to the health sector.
Also, it is thought it may be beneficial if the policy required the need for new buildings to use renewable technologies.

Failing to protect the hospital site for healthcare uses could result in its redevelopment for alternative uses in future. This would be detrimental
to public health, jobs and the local economy. This would also reduce the sustainability of the town overall through encouraging increased




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INFA Community Facilities & Services

Date: 1st April 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development) , Ryan Cowley (Development Control)

Date: 30t June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe
(Community Regeneration & Development)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqtary/
: explanation
S M explanation S M
This policy has the potential to support Given marginal impact on the
businesses that provide community facilities economy it is not considered that the
1. Economy. 0 0 and services, although it is proposed that 0o |o absence of the policy would move
the impact will be marginal. significantly towards or away from this
objective.

The policy refers to the primary school The absence of this policy would limit

required as part of the High Tunstall the availability of educational facilities

development. The local authority has an for communities.
2. Education and + + employment charter which links ) )
Skills. development to training and skills, although

this is not cross referenced in the policy.

This policy will help to increase the facilities

available for communities.

The policy supports the provision of Absence of this policy would lead o

community facilities; therefore there is the limited access to sports, leisure and

3. Health. - - N . o
+ + potential to reduce health inequadlities if - - recreational facilities.

leisure and recreational facilities are

improved across the borough.

There is the potential for the policy to help to Failure to provide and support

48 reduce crime and anti-social behaviour as a adequate community facilities and
. Safety and - s . L . .
N result of increased provision of activities. services could result in increases in anti-
Security. 0 0 - - . . . ;
social behaviour. Likely fo resultin
poorer social cohesion.
Open space within new housing Absence of the policy would fail fo
developments has the potential to promote sustainable communities with
5. Housing. 0 0 accommodate new community facilities. _ _ adequate community facilities.

Cross reference policy to Planning

Obligations policy.

Community facilities are supported in local Failure to provide and support

communifies; therefore there is the potential adequate community facilities within

to make facilities and services more new and existing developments will
6. Transport. 0 0 - = = )

accessible. lead to increased travel and pressure
on transport infrastructure.

The policy refers to the protection, Less or poorer quality recreational

" maintenance and improvement of facilities, space will have a detrimental impact
7. Built and . .
Natural 0 0 e.g. §|oorfs pitches may help fo gnhonce the ) ) on quality of place and the character
. quality of open space if maintained. of the area.
Environment. o . .

However it is recognised that it depends on

what is being built.

There is the potential that the policy will help There is a relationship between

to enhance ecological networks through recreational space provision and

the provision of open space. There is also biodiversity however not significant.

8. Biodiversity and 0 0 the potential that the policy could support 0 0
Geodiversity. development that may have a detrimental

impact on habitats; this will be dependent

on what is being built and where it is being

built.

No relationship identified. Potential increase in noise and air
pollution through increased travel
where adequate facilities have not

9. Water, Air and X x ) ) been provided plus increased noise

Soil Pollution. and disturbance from associated anti-
social behaviour due to a lack of
facilities and activities.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INFA Community Facilities & Services

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Date: 1st April 2016 Development) , Ryan Cowley (Development Control)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe

Date: 30t June 2017 (Community Regeneration & Development)
Policy On Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen‘tary/
S M L | explanation s M L explanation

Promotes new facilities for the access of all.
This has the potential to encourage team
facilities which can contribute positively to
social cohesion.

Failure to provide and improve facilifies
will reduce their accessibility and
quality, reducing access to culture,
leisure and recreational activities. This
in turn can damage community
cohesion and sense of place.

10. Liveability and
Place.

The policy supports development of
community facilities and services. This has
the potential to increase services within
localities which could increase social
cohesion.

Failure to provide and improve facilities
will reduce their accessibility and
quality, reducing access to culture,
leisure and recreational activities. This
in turn can damage community
cohesion and sense of place.

11. Equity,
Diversity, Equality
and Participation-

There is the potential that this policy could Less investment in facilities will result in
12. Energy impact upon energy efficiency and natural poorer energy efficiency and more
Efficiency and 0 0 0 resources; this is if existing facilities are ) ) _ need to fravel to access better quality
Natural replaced by newer ones which are more facilifies.
Resources. efficient or new builds as part of new

developments.

Increasing the amount of facilities has the Considered to be a link however not

potential to increase waste generation. significant.
13. Waste. . " | © | Suggested that the policy should be cross 0 |0 |0

referenced with the climate change policy.

Provision of facilities within communities has Facilities are likely to be less energy

the potential to reduce the need to travel. efficient without the policy and may
14. Climate 0 0 0 0 0 0 result in additional travel/emissions
Change. though not considered a strong

relationship.

The policy will support the development of
additional facilities; this enables increased
choices for residents.

Poor quality of facilities and less access
to these will reduce choices for future

15. Futurity. generations.

Conclusions: Overall the policy is a strong positive policy which will encourage sustainable development.

Recommendations: Cross reference with the Planning Obligations and Climate Change policies. The flow of the chapter is dissected by the
Hospital Policy, therefore it is suggested that the flow of the chapter is looked af.

Failing fo support and protect community facilities will reduce choices for future generations and impact on the sustainability of areas of the
fown, damaging sense of place and social cohesion by reducing opportunities for engagement, interaction and participation in sport,
leisure and community activities and possibly resulting in increased antisocial behaviour. The absence of the policy would also have a
negative impact on the health of the population.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INF5 Telecommunications

Date: 22nd March 2016

(Economic Regeneration)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Israr Hussain

Date: 30t June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe
(Community Regeneration & Development)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!tary/
S M L | explanation explanation

1. Economy.

This policy will have a positive impact on the
viability of businesses within the Borough,
enablement and access to adequate
telecommunications services provides
opportunities for the economy. There is the
potential that the policy could have a
positive impact on employment. Digital
media is a high skills market.

2. Education and
Skills.

The policy supports the development of
telecommunications. This has a direct link to
education and skills as online resources
develop and become more integral fo the
education system. This will help to support
increased access from home.

Failing fo support felecommunications
infrastructure will be detrimental to the
local economy by stifling connectivity
and reducing the borough's
attractiveness to new business.
Employment opportunities associated
with the telecommunications industry
may also be lost.

The absence of this policy would not
support telecommunications related
jobs and skills/fraining. Failing to
provide a high quality
telecommunications network will also
reduce access to educational online
resources.

The policy links to increasing access to The absence of this policy may reduce
health services. Shifts to online provision access to online health and welfare
3 Health within the health service to access services resources/services and would reduce
’ : + + + (e.g. online booking, NHS Choices and safeguards for ensuring health impacts
teleconferencing appointments). In of masts are taken into consideration.
addition there is increasing online publicity
related to the health service.
There are increasing links between A poorer communication network is
telecommunications and safety and crime likely to reduce safety and security as it
prevention. Safety equipment can be may hamper the ability to contact
4. Safety and _connected to media devices as Teghnglogy emergency services, reduce .
Sécurity + + + improves, demand for telecommunications effectiveness of connected media
: willincrease. E.g. CCTV which is internet devices (e.g. CCTV) and result in less
enabled is becoming more popular. information sharing online (e.g. through
social media). This is likely to worsen the
sense of safety and security over time.
5. Housing No relationship identified. Noted that digital connectivity of new
’ : X X X X X housing stock could be an indicator of
the quality of the housing.
No relationship identified. Failing to enhance the
telecommunications network may
6. Transport. X x x 0 0 encourage more Trove! as people
have less access to online services,
teleconferencing etc.
The only potential impact of the policy on The policy gives the Council greater
the built and natural environment is the control over the siting and design of
7 Built and placing of masts in ’rhe. countryside, vyhilsf Teleqo.mmunicoﬁohs equipmept SO
N.aturql 0 0 0 these have the potential to have an impact _ _ that it is sympo’rhehc to the built and
Environment upon the landscape character and natural environment; the absence of
’ heritage assets the policy does require this policy would negate this.
suitable mitigation against adverse impacts
of development.
8. Biodiversity and | x X X No relationship identified. 0 0 Similar to above (7), without the policy,
Geodiversity. uncontrolled siting and design may
have an impact on
biodiversity/geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and X X X No relationship identified. X X Acknowledged potential for increased
Soil Pollution. fravel however nof significant link and
relates more to other objectives.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: INF5 Telecommunications

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Israr Hussain

Date: 22nd March 2016 (Economic Regeneration)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe

Date: 30t June 2017 (Community Regeneration & Development)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
3 M | L | explanation s | m| L
There is the possibility that by increasing Considered neutral overall as not
access to broadband; residents and improving telecommunications may
businesses can access a greater amount of increase the demand for and
services. It is not envisaged that this policy necessitate improvements to physical
will have a direct impact on social and services and facilities however would
community interaction. restrict access to online services.
10. Liveability and Greater physical interaction is more
Place. 0 0 0 0 likely to promote a sense of place and
social cohesion however a poorer
telecommunications network will
reduce online connectivity between
people and limit access to online
services.
The policy supports growth of Failing fo support the
telecommunications. This will have a direct telecommunications network will be
impact on increasing accessibility to services defrimental to social inclusion and
and information. worklessness as it would reduce access
to services and information, this would
11. Equity, not help reduce deprivation or ensure
Diversity, Equality + - - - groups are not disadvantaged.
and Participation- Acknowledged, as above, that limited
online connectivity may encourage
greater face-to-face interaction
however not considered fo outweigh
negatives.
There is the potential that this policy could Acknowledged that more fravel (and
relate fo an increase in energy usage as therefore less efficient use of natural
availability of broadband is increased. resources) may result from poorer
12. Energy : . S .
Efficiency and There may also b.e.’rhe opportunity to raise telecommunications |rjfrosTrucTure
Natural - awareness of efficient energy usage. 0 0 0 however there would likely be Iess.
Resources demand for energy to power devices.
: Not considered significant link either
way.
13. Waste. < No relationship identified. 52 52 52 No relationship identified.
14. Climate No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
X X X X
Change.
The policy will have a direct positive impact The absence of this policy is likely to
on communications, which will increase reduce access o services and
15. Futurity. opportunities and access to and awareness | == | == -- information and restrict opportunities
of services. and choices for future generations

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

Overall the policy is a strong positive policy which will encourage sustainable development.

Recommendations: Cross reference with the Rural Policy section due to the potential impact on masts on the rural area.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not setting out a policy supporting the growth of telecommunications infrastructure whilst also safeguarding against inappropriate
development would have a detrimental impact on the local economy through limited connectivity and would reduce the attractiveness of
the town to new businesses and residents. There would also likely be adverse impacts on the built and natural environment without
appropriate control over development.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP1 Planning Obligations

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Conftrol), Zoe

Date: 24t March 2016 Rickelton (Sports & Recreation)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community

Date: 3rd July 2017

Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.iary/
s | M explanation s | M explanation
Overall no relationship, although there may No relationship - see ‘policy on’
e a minor positive on the provision of comment.
X X sustainable jobs as planning obligationscan | y | x

1. Economy.

be used to specify training and employment
for local people as part of a development
approval

2. Education and
Skills.

3. Health.

4. Safety and
Security.

Marginally positive as planning obligations
can specify fraining requirements as part of
a new development

There will be significant positive benefits as
planning obligations can specify play
facilities, playing pitches, outdoor sports
facilities, built sports facilities and green
infrastructure elements, all of which can
increase opportunities for people to access
such facilities and their associated health
benefits.

Neutral overall, although the policy does
specify maintenance as an appropriate
planning obligation

5. Housing.

The provision of affordable homes as part of
a wider housing development can be a key
planning obligation making a major
contribution to the supply of affordable
homes in Hartlepool. Planning obligations
can also provide adequate open space
within housing developments and provide
more opportunities for accessing such open
space as part of a green infrastructure
conftribution.

6. Transport.

7. Built and
Natural
Environment.

Planning obligations can help to secure a
number of positive fransport benefits
including the provision of bus services to
new developments which will provide
opportunities fo access jobs and key
facilities; footpaths and cycle routes which
can provide attractive alternatives to the
use of private cars, and can provide for
improvements to existing transport services.
Confribution to provide new or improved
sections of the more strategic road network
can also help to improve safety on more
congested and busier sections of the
network.

Positive benefits for most of the appraisal
criteria including the provision of open
space, improved access to natural and
cultural facilities, and elements of green
infrastructure. The Council can also ensure
through planning obligations that all facilities
meet required design and other quality
standards.

This is the main mechanism within the
planning process to secure planning
obligations towards education
provision.

Not having this policy in place will
have a negative impact on the health
objective as a direct result of not
securing health related planning
obligations, including contributions
tfowards play, built sports and green
infrastructure.

Neutral overall, although the policy
does specify maintenance as an
appropriate planning obligation - so
removal of the policy has no direct
impact.

Not having the policy will have a
negative impact on the Council’s
ability to secure affordable housing
within sites and off site contributions
tfowards delivering affordable homes
(although this is also covered by the
HSG9 Affordable Housing Policy). This
also has a potential negative impact
on the design of new housing as open
space and green infrastructure are
secured using this policy.

Not having this policy in place has a
direct impact on the delivery of
sustainable development in relation to
infrastructure required.

There is a negative impact from not
having the policy as it impacts on the
ability improve the built and natural
environment as a direct response to
ensuring development is sustainable.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP1 Planning Obligations

Date: 24h March 2016

Rickelton (Sports & Recreation)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Conftrol), Zoe

Date: 3rd July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community

Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqw /
S M explanation s M : explanation

8. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity.

Planning obligations can be used to
improve and protect most of the appraisal
criteria.

Not having the policy in place has the
potential to impact upon the provision
of green infrastructure and open
space within developments which
have benefits for biodiversity and
geodiversity. In addition there is the
potential for a negative impact on
mifigation requirements however these
are also covered in the Natural
Environment chapter of the plan.

Marginally positive as planning obligations Potentially more challenging fo secure
can be used to require the provision of adequate mifigation measures without
9. Water, Air and + + sustainable droirjoge schgmes (SuDS) which the policy in place.
soil Pollution. can help to achieve sustainable use of - - -
water resources and reduce the risk of
flooding;
Neutral overall although it should be noted Negative social impact of lack of
that measures to improve transport provision of community facilities within
10. Liveabilityand | 0 | 0 associated with new development, willalso | _ | . | _ developments, impacts on the
Place. help improve accessibility to jobs and perception of place and sustainability
services. of development in the long ferm.
No relationship identified. The provision of social facilities provides
11. Equity, opportunities for social inclusion. Not
Diversity, Equality | x X - - - having this policy impacts the ability to
and Participation- deliver this as part of new
developments.
Neutral overall although it is possible to The policy refers to energy efficiency
specify contributions for energy from and adaptation which have a positive
12. Energy : . .
Efficiency and 0 0 renewable sources. However it should also |mpgc’r on chmo’rg change. Not
Natural pe noted that new development could - - - hovmg The policy in place has a .
increase demand for natural resources. negative impact with respect to this
Resources. o .
however it is acknowledged that this is
dealt with by other related policies.
13. Waste. 52 52 No relationship identified. 57 57 53 No relationship identfified.
Neutral overall as could increase use of The policy refers to energy efficiency
natural resources but could also work and adaptation which have a positive
14. Climate 0 0 towards sustainable flood risk monoge.me.nt impgc’r on climofg change. Not
CHonge through the use of SuDS, and a reduction in - - - having the policy in place has a
' CO2 emissions through greater accessibility negative impact with respect to this
to sustainable transport modes. however it is acknowledged that this is
dealt with by other related policies.
Through the use of planning obligations the Significant impact on the sustainability
15. Futurity. + + policy can ensure that new.developmem‘ | of f.ufure developments without the
can meet changing needs into the future. policy in place.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Planning obligations can play an essential role in making new development acceptable both now and into the future.
Planning obligations are driven by the need for development to be sustainable.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Significant negative impacts in relation to the sustainability appraisal objectives if this policy was removed.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP2 Compulsory Purchase Orders

Date: 23rd March 2016

James (Development Confrol)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Richard Harrison (Regeneration), Daniel

Date: 3d July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community

Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.tary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M
Policy aims at improving and making the There would be a negative impact of
physical environment attractive thereby not having a mechanism to address
improving perception of place. This may problem buildings once all other
lead to inward investor interest, more enforcement options have been
businesses and job creation in the town exhausted. Not addressing decline
1. Economy. + + ’ o o
hence encouraging economy growth. can be a catalyst for downward
However, economic growth will be marginal decline which can have a negative
as it will depend on the type of impact on the local economy.
development on the acquired derelict
building/land.
Effect of policy on education depends on Dependent on uses, therefore neutral
the type of development on the acquired impact.
derelict building/land.
2. Education and 0 0 0 0
Skills. If re-developed for education it will be
positive and vice versa hence neutral score
If derelict building/land is left unattended for There is a health impact of not
a long time, they may pose health hazard, addressing problem areas / derelict
3. Health. + + increased risk of injury, dust, asbestosis, local | _ buildings as there can be an ongoing
air pollution. Policy will marginally help negative impact on the environment.
provide a cleaner environment and improve Canresultin the decline of an area.
health

4. Safety and

Derelict buildings/land can provide meeting
spots for crime and antisocial behaviour
thereby increasing fear of crime in the
community. They can also encourage fly
tipping and increase waste

Derelict buildings/land can provide hot
spots for crime and antisocial
behaviour thereby increasing fear of
crime in the community. They can also
encourage fly tipping and increase

Security. waste. Not having the policy in place
This policy seeks to address the problem of could have a negative impact on
derelict buildings/land. Therefore the policy local communities.
will significantly contribute to creating safer
and cleaner communities and reduce crime
and antisocial behaviour.

Effect of policy on housing depends on the Reduces ability fo positively address

type of development that goes on the problem areas / derelict buildings.

acquired derelict building/land. Therefore has the potential fo impact
on deliverability of housing sites.

5. Housing. If re—d_eveloped for housing it will be positive

+ + and vice versa. - -
Policy will promote re-use of previously
developed land and assuming that it is for
housing then this will have a marginal
positive effect on housing
Large development schemes such as Not having the policy in place could
housing require new roads, new access weaken the position, for example of
points or by-passes and new routes e.g. the the ability to deliver road infrastructure
planned Elwick by pass as a result of a large if CPOs are required for land
housing development at Tunstall Farm acquisition.

6. Transport. + + In such circumstances properﬁes/lor)d _ _
along planned new routes may require to
be purchased from the owners to make way
for the new route. Therefore this policy can
contribute towards delivery of the transport
infrastructure.

" Policy aims at improving and making the The presence of derelict land and
7. Built and . . - o A
Natural " " physical er)\.nronment clean or)d attractive ) ) buﬂdmgs.ccm have a r)egohve impact
. hence positive for both the built and natural on the wider community.

Environment. -

environment




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP2 Compulsory Purchase Orders

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Richard Harrison (Regeneration), Daniel

Date: 23rd March 2016 James (Development Control)

Date: 3¢ July 2017 Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community

Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M explanation 3 M L
Derelict buildings/land can provide habitat Neutral benefit of not having the
for animals and new plant species but on policy is in line with the impact of
8. Biodiversity and the other hand can also encourage pests having the policy.
- . 0 0 . . . 0 0 0
Geodiversity. such as rats and invasive plant species.
On balance this policy is therefore neutral
Derelict buildings/land depending on their Not having the policy in place has the
state and previous use can act as pollutants potential to prevent issues in relation to
9. Water, Air and + + to water, local air and soil. _ _ : water, air and soil pollution caused by
Soil Pollution. derelict land and buildings from being
This policy will therefore be positive for this addressed.
objective.
Policy will promote sense of place among Untidy and derelict land and buildings
the community by increasing place can have a detrimental impact on
10. Liveability and " " perception. " " . neighbourhoods and the communities
Place. that reside in the vicinity of these sites.
Not addressing such issues can lead to
a spiral of decline.
Effect of policy on objective (11) will Not having the policy in place will
depend on the type of development on the potentially lead to the failure of issues
acquired derelict building/land. which directly impact on communities
. being addressed.
11. Equity, .
. . . Due to the uncertainty of what type of
Diversity, Equality | 0 0 f - - -
P development will take place once the
and Participation- e : .
land/building is acquired, a neutral score is
appropriate
The policy promotes efficient use of Not having the policy in place has the
12. Energy . A -
. . Brownfield sites hence encourages prudent potential to prevent the
Efficiency and : i
+ + use of the land natural resource - - - redevelopment of brownfield sites
Natural .
which can be a valuable land
Resources.
resource.
No relationship Impact of not addressing such issues
13. Waste X X _ _ _ has the potential to create negative
) : litter problems. Derelict buildings can
attract waste issues such as fly tipping.
Policy encourages sustainable use of land as Not having the policy has the potential
. a natural resource but does not necessarily fo create a marginal negative impact
14. Climate L . . . .
0 0 minimise greenhouse gas emissions - - - in relatfion to climate change as the
Change. - -
opportunities to reuse such sites may
not be present.
Policy will encourage sustainable use of the There is the potential for a worsening
. land resource hence preserving it for future negative impact on communities as
15. Futurity. + + - - - -- . . . .
generations sites and buildings potentially remain
issues for longer.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy is strongest on encouraging safety and security for the community by dealing with unsightly derelict land/buildings.
Although it is strong on many objectives (1, 3, 5,6,7, 9,10 and 15), its strength is highly dependent on what type of development goes on the
acquired land/building. The policy is neutral on objectives 2, 8 and 14. It has no direct relationship with only one objective i.e. waste but

policy does discourage fly tipping hence indirectly reduces illegal waste dumping.

Recommendations: To make it stronger, this policy may need additional wording in the direction of types of development(s) to go on the
acquired land/building(s). Example of wording o add ‘Development needs in or within the vicinity of the acquired land/buildings will be
assessed and appropriate development delivered accordingly’

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having this policy in place would have social and environmental negative impacts.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP3 Location, Accessibility, Highway Safety and Parking

Date: 8t November 2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 3rd July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community

Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale EOT;?;?‘T"W/
S M explanation S M xp !
Well designed developments in sustainable Not having the policy in place can
locations will attract investors and visitors impact how developments are
1. Economy. + + and this will marginally improve the - - designed which canin turn impact on

economy. This policy therefore encourages
economic growth.

their usability and vitality. For example
the policy ensures adequate parking.

2. Education and

The policy has a weak link with this
objective. The policy has the potential of

Marginally weak negative impact as
there is the potential that

Skills 0 0 improving sustainable access to education = = development of sustainable access to
: facilities. education facilities may be
weakened.
Policy has the potential to encourage Without the policy in place there is the
3 Health healthier lifestyles through promoting risk that encouragement of sustainable
’ : + + sustainable modes of transport for all by - - modes of transport for all won't take
encouraging walking, cycling and use of place.
public transport.
4. Safety and The policy is strong in this objective as it The policy directly refers to highway
) N directly influences highway safety. safety; therefore not having this policy
Security. - - : . !
in place has a negative impact on this
element of safety and security.
No relationship with affordable housing Marginally weak negative impact as
5. Housing provision however policy promotes good there is the potential that
’ : 0 0 quality housing through sustainable designin | - - development design to improve the
sustainable locations. sustainability of housing locations will
be weakened.
This objective is well promoted by policy. It Without the policy which states to
reduces fransport barriers, promotes reduce transport barriers, promote
sustainable modes of transport, safe sustainable modes of tfransport, safe
fransport systems and also personal security. fransport systems and also personal
Assessors noted that the policy now allows security, securing such provision will be
the intensification of road use but this is more challenging as such this will have
6. Transport. + + . . o
subject to the approval of Highways a negative impact on the
England and/or the highways authority and achievement of sustainable
is in conjunction with the proportionate development.
provision of sustainable travel modes. It is
considered that the policy no longer
performs as strongly against this objective.
. Through promoting sustainable design in Negative impact as the mechanism to
7. Built and .
Natural + + new devglopmen’rs, green mfrostruc’rurg, ensure developmems gnhonce The
. free planting, the policy enhances quality of quality of the built environment will not
Environment. ) .
the built environment. be present.
The policy has a weak link to this objective. By virtue to the original assessment
8. Biodiversity and By promoting green infrastructure and free identifying a very weak link fo the
. . . 0 0 planting in new developments this may 0 0 objective, not having it in place would
Geodiversity. - . . L .
contribute to biodiversity but not significantly suggest a neutral impact.
SO.
No direct link but policy seeks to reduce No direct link but policy seeks to
reliance on the car and promotes reduce reliance on the car and
sustainable modes of transport hence promotes sustainable modes of
9. Water, Air and + + carbon emissions will be reduced. _ _ fransport hence carbon emissions will
Soil Pollution. be reduced. Therefore not having the
policy in place has the potential to
have a negative impact on this
objective.

10. Liveability and
Place.

11. Equity,
Diversity, Equality
and Participation-

Sustainable design in sustainable locations
with sustainable transport modes is
promoted by this policy hence liveability
and place objective will be most probably
met by end of the plan period and beyond.

Policy has weak link with this objective since
it seeks to promote sustainable
developments which indirectly influence

The policy supports sustainable design
in sustainable locations with
sustainable transport modes promoted
hence liveability and place objective
will be most probably met by end of
the plan period and beyond. Not
having the policy will negatively
impact this.

Without the policy in place there is the
potential that this would have a
negative impact on the creation of




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP3 Location, Accessibility, Highway Safety and Parking

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
Date: 8t November 2016 (Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins
(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community

Date: 3rd July 2017

Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale g;r:n;z?iqry/
S M L | explanation S M L p fon
inclusive communities. inclusive communities.
12. Energy Indirect benefit through reducing reliance Negative impact as without the policy
Efficiency and + + + on the car thereby reducing demand for _ _ ) it willimpact the achievability of
Natural fuel which is a non renewable natural reducing car reliance.
Resources. resource.
Policy is slent on how waste arising as result No reference in the policy to waste
of new developments will be treated. Linking therefore not having the policy in
13. Waste. - - - this policy with waste polices in the Local 0 0 0 place would have a neutral impact on
Plan will probably address this and make waste.
policy stronger.

Policy is strong on mitigating against effects
of climate change by promoting
developments that reflect sustainable

Given the policy is strong on
addressing Climate change, not
having the policy will result in a

14. Climate . L : I

design principles. It contributes towards negative impact.
Change. IR .

minimising greenhouse gas emissions by

promoting sustainable travel and reducing

reliance on the private car.

Policy is not detrimental to future The impact of not having the policy in
15. Futurity generations but strong in conserving the place could result in developments in

environment and the land natural resource
for future generations.

poor locations with poor access.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy is strongest on safety and security, tfransport, liveability and place, climate change and futurity. It is strong in
promoting the economy, health, built and natural environment, reducing air, water soil pollution, promoting strong and inclusive
communities and increasing energy efficiency of new developments. The policy is neutral in objectives education and skills, housing,
biodiversity and geodiversity. The policy is silent on waste. The changes to the policy have resulted in the policy no longer performing as
strongly against the fransport objective.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy in place will have an impact on safety and security, fransport, liveability and place, climate change and futurity. As
the policy is strong in promofting the economy, health, built and natural environment, reducing air, water soil pollution, promoting strong and
inclusive communities and increasing energy efficiency of new developments — not having it will have a negative impact.

Policy: QP4 Layout and design of new development

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
Date: 8h November 2016 (Development Control), Stevep Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins
(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community

Date: 3rd July 2017

Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale :Z;)mmen"rary/
: planation
s | m | L | explanation s | M| L

Given it was considered that the policy

Quality of design and layout of business Je
would have a neutral benefit it is

parks can encourage new investment to

0o |o |o |[locateataparticularlocation. A cross o o |o considered that not having the policy
1. Economy. reference to the Queen's Meadow and would have the same impact.
Wynyard Business Park policies may be
beneficial.
2. Education and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.

Skills.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP4 Layout and design of new development

Date: 8t November 2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 3rd July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community

Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
S M L | explanation explanation

3. Health.

4. Safety and
Security.

Well planned and located open space will
encourage people to use such spaces
which in furn may lead to people adopting
healthier lifestyles. Ensuring that vehicles are
prevented from parking on areas not
designated for vehicles has the potential to
improve open-air recreation. Assessors
consider that the changes to the policy
have strengthened its performance against
this objective.

Overall marginally positive as there is
potential through well designed
developments to reduce the opportunity for
crime and make people feel safer.

5. Housing.

In conjunction with the relevant housing
policies, this policy will help to provide good
quality housing in sustainable locations, with
adequate, good quality open space. While
the policy does refer to the needs of an
ageing population consideration should also
be given to referring to the needs of
dementia sufferers as this is covered in the
supporting text.

6. Transport.

7. Built and
Natural
Environment.

Overall no direct relationship but
consideration should be given fo including a
cross reference to the sustainable transport
policy as the layout and design of new
development can facilitate the provision of
foot and cycle links and access fo bus stops.

This policy should contribute significantly to
enhancing quality, character and
distinctiveness of townscapes and
streetscapes; enhancing the setting of
heritage assefts; improving the physical
environment, and encouraging high quality
design. The policy also has potential for
contributing positively to elements of the
green infrastructure network and improving
access to natural and cultural assets.

Not having the policy in place would
have a significant detrimental impact
on ensuring design features within
developments that have a positive
impact on health, e.g. requirement for
open spaces.

Without the policy there is the potential
that design features which improve
people feeling safe and secure are not
implemented. There can be long term
detrimental impacts relating to anti-
social behaviour as a result of poor
quality design.

Without the policy there is a weakened
local policy position in securing quality
design in new developments which will
have a defrimental impact on the
sustainability of housing development.

No direct relationship identified.

The policy will have a significant
impact on the quality of developments
achieved therefore not having it in
place will potentially have a negative
impact on the quality of design
impacting directly the built and natural
environment.

No direct relationship but consideration Removes opportunities for creating
8. Biodiversity and | x x x could be given to cross rgaference to the habitats through green infrastructure
Geodiversity. open space and ecological network = = enhancements.
policies.
9. Water, Air and X X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
Soil Pollution.
Marginally positive overall as the policy Not having the policy in place may
could contribute to improving access to impact on the delivery of well
services and facilities, although this depends designed developments as a result
10. Liveabilityand | + | + | + | fosome extent on the size of the . there is the possibility that this would
Place. development proposal. There should also have a negative impact on Liveability
be positive effects on promoting a sense of and Place.
place and community cohesion.
11. Equity, Marginally positive as the policy should Well designed places have a positive
. . o + + + . . . . . .
Diversity, Equality confribute fo increasing community - - impact on those who engage with
and Participation- cohesion, and creating ownership and those spaces, promote engagement




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP4 Layout and design of new development

Date: 8t November 2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 3rd July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Tracy Rowe (Community

Regeneration)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
S M L | explanation S M =ellele e
engagement. and have positive impacts on
community ownership.
12. Energy The policy has potential through good Has the potential to have the opposite
Efficiency and + + + design to contribute to energy efficiency impact of the policy being in place.
Natural and the use of renewable sources. : :
Resources.
Overall no relationship, although it should be No relationship identified. Comment
noted that most types of new built on ‘policy on' option should be noted.
13. Waste. X X X development will generate more household X X
and/or commercial waste.
No direct relatfionship but there is a link No relationship identified. Comment
14. Climate X X X between good design and the creationof a | x X on ‘policy on’ option should be noted.
Change. good quality green infrastructure network.
Taking intfo account the changing needs of Design and layout of development is
users as part of the design process should essential fo sustainable development.
‘future proof’ development for future The policy promotes good design
generations. which will help to address issues (such
. . + as the appropriate location for green
15. Futurity. space) ensuring that developments
are sustainable in the short, medium
and long term. Not having the fools in
place to ensure this from the outset
can have a significant detrimental
impact on development.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Overall the policy will contribute towards achieving sustainable development as there should be positive benefits for health,
safety and security, successful housing schemes, promoting a sense of place and future proofing for the changing needs of users. There
should be significant benefits for enhancing the built environment and the setting of heritage assets, providing an attractive and sustainable
physical environment. Assessors considered that the changes to the policy reinforce the existing strong performance against the built and
natural environment objective and result in the policy now performing strongly against the health objective.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The policy is vital fo ensure high quality, well designed developments, without this policy in place there are potential detrimental impacts

which could have long term consequences for the sustainable development of sites.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP5 Safety and Security

Date: 24h March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development) and Peter Nixon (Transportation & Traffic)

Date: 3 July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Conftrol), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
S M explanation S M L
No relationship Safer environments are more
conducive to economic prosperity so
not having an emphasis on safety and
security could be detrimental however
1. Economy. X X X | X X not considered to be a significant link.
Less tree planting may result without
policy however other policies cover
this so no significant link.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and X X X X X
Skills.
Marginally positive as having safe and Less emphasis on safety and security
secure developments should encourage without policy which could result in less
people to make more use of outdoor space, safe development. This may
3. Health. + + with consequent benefits for health. The _ _ : discourage people from using open
policy specifically mentions shading and space, play space and
cooling which will provide health benefits. walkways/cycle routes for recreation
or for access to recreation sites/health
facilities
This policy is designed to support the Without policy there would be no
creation of safe and clean communities; emphasis on supporting the creation of
4. Safety and . L - - .
- help in reducing incidences of crime and safe and clean communities, helping
Security. N Lo - -- -- e .
antisocial behaviour; reduce fear of crime to reduce incidence of crime, fear of
and ensure safe access to all public areas crime and antfisocial behaviour. Less
safe access to public areas.
No relationship identified. Failing fo include the policy would not
encourage improvements in standard
. of housing, would not provide
5. Housing. .

X X - - - increased access to open space,
would not meet the housing needs of
vulnerable people and would not
encourage high quality design

No direct relatfionship. Reference is made in Not implementing policy may have
the policy to '‘Secured by Design’ but implications for safe pedestrian/cycle
6. Transport. X X consideration should be given o cross- - - - links and therefore create transport
referencing the policy on layout and design barriers
of new developments.
Marginally positive as the policy will Absence of policy would be
complement other design related policies detrimental to Secured by Design
. and help to ensure that the physical objectives/principles, resulting in
7. Built and . - .
Natural " " environment can be responsive and _ _ _ poorer safety and security of green
N sustainable infrastructure/open space, lower
Environment. - . .
quality design, less strategic
landscaping
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
- . X X X | X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
. . X X X | X X
Soil Pollution.
Marginally positive as a safe and secure Less emphasis on safety and security
. - environment will positively contribute will have a negative impact on sense
10. Liveability and - .
+ + towards a sense of place and social - - - of place, safe access to services,
Place. - o .
cohesion facilities and recreational spaces and
social cohesion.
Marginally positive as the policy should Poorer sense of place and lack of
11. Equity, contribute towards increasing community community cohesion will have
Diversity, Equality | + + cohesion and engagement - - - detrimental impact on equity, diversity,
and Participation- equality and participation
12. Energy Marginally positive as the policy promotes Failing to encourage urban cooling
Efficiency and n n the use of shading and cooling elements as ) ) ) and sun shading would be defrimental
Natural part of new development which can also to energy efficiency.
Resources. promote energy efficiency




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP5 Safety and Security

Date: 24h March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development) and Peter Nixon (Transportation & Traffic)

Date: 3 July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Conftrol), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale S:TT::IEELG“YY/
S M | L | explanation S M P
13. Waste. X X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
Marginally positive as there will be Absence of the policy would not
opportunities for incorporating climate encourage prudent use of natural
14. Climate mitigation measures such as shade frees resources due o energy efficiency
: + + + and green roofs which form part of the - - implications and would therefore fail to
Change. . L PR .
overall package of climate change assist in the mitigation and/or adaption
mitigation to climate change
All the elements of the policy will provide for Absence of the policy would be
the needs of future generations. detrimental to future generations in
15. Futurity. + + + - - terms of failing fo ensure safety and
security in new developments.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Safety and security are key concerns of local communities. By ensuring that new development take account of safety
standards and elements of design that improve safety and security the policy will be able to meet the needs of existing and future

communities.

Recommendations: Consideration should be given to including a cross reference to the layout and design of new development policy.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Failing fo include a policy that references safety and security would move away significantly from the safety and security objective. This
would have negative implications in ferms of the ability of the Council to ensure developments, amenity open space, transport links efc. are
safe and secure for people to use. This would be detrimental to public health, liveability and equity, diversity, equality and participation. The
policy also references strategic landscaping and urban cooling and as such its absence could be detrimental to ensuring energy efficiency
and the prudent use of natural resources as well as being able to encourage a high standard of design in new developments.

Policy: QPé Technical Matters

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 3rd July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'k:ry/
: explanation
3 M L | explanation 3 M
Neutral overall, although it can be noted Failure to highlight issues in advance
that successfully addressing the issues listed could result in developers wasting fime
1. Economy. 0 0 0 in the policy will support suitable and 0 0 and money on plans without
appropriate economic development. adequately tfaking info account
consfraints.
» Ed . g No relationship identified. No relationship identfified.
. Education an
Skills. X X X X | X
Elements such as dealing with land Failing to deal with technical matters
contamination, avoiding cables and will increase risk to health with respect
3. Health. + + + pipelines, minimising noise, dust, fumes etc., _ _ to noise, dust, fumes, drainage and
and ensuring that there is clean water and flood risk efc.
adequate drainage, all add up to reducing
the risks to health
As with the health objective above Relationship however not significant as
4. Safety and o;ldressipg all the matters listed in the policy pic!(gd up bY other
X will contribute to safer and cleaner policies/requirements.
Security. + + + e ) ST 0 0
communities, including reducing fire risk. The
changes to the policy reinforces its
performance against this objective.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QPé Technical Matters

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 3rd July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
S M explanation S M
The strengthened flood risk criterion Absence of policy would deprive the
encourages high quality design and Council of a policy tool to identify

5. Housing sufficient open space in developments. issues in advance and work with

’ : + + - - developers to address them, likely to
result in poorer design, increased flood
risk etc.

Neutral overall although it should be noted Neutral for same reasons as ‘policy on’

that fransport issues, particularly road appraisal however not considered a

capacity and associated congestion, can significant impact as covered in part
6T be a constraint on the development of by other policies/ Development

. Transport. 0 0 . : o . 0 0 h .

some sites even if the capacity issue is some Management . Policy only refers to air
distance from the development site on, for traffic directly.

example, parts of the strategic road

network..

Taking info account agricultural land quality Absence of policy would fail to

will help to maintain the quality and enhance the quality, character and
character of the countryside. The policy will local distinctiveness of the area’s

also help to ensure that the physical landscapes, open space, fownscapes,
environment is attractive and sustainable in streetscapes, countryside and

7. Built and future years. coastline by failing fo emphasise on

Natural + + As wildlife and habitats are included in the - - the issues highlighted in the policy. Not

Environment. policy there is a query over whether working with developers and providing
heritage assets should also be included guidance through the policy will be

detrimental to ensuring the physical
environment is attractive, responsive,
flexible and sustainable.

8. Biodi . The policy specifically refers to the effects of Loss of reference to effects on wildlife

. Biodiversity and o : . - -

. N + + development on wildlife and habitats, and - - and habitats without policy

Geodiversity.
also landscape features and trees
The policy addresses a number of pollution Loss of reference to addressing
related issues included contaminated land, pollution related issues.
noise, air quality, water quality, and dealing

9. Water, Air and + + with surface water and foul drainage. _ _

Soil Pollution. However it may be useful for the policy to
refer specifically to flood risk, and the need
to address surface water and foul drainage
issues in a sustainable manner.

Overall the policy will help to create liveable The absence of this policy would be
places where technical matters that could less likely to foster liveable places as
affect quality of life and the creation of safe there is more risk of technical matters

10. Liveability and + + environments have been addressed. _ _ not being satisfactorily address,

Place. Itis suggested however that the policy however Development Management
should ensure that all the matters listed in process should still address issues on a
the policy are satisfactorily addressed case by case basis.

11. Equity, No relationship identified. No relationship identified.

Diversity, Equality | X X X X

and Participation-

Neutral overall, although references to Loss of reference to agricultural land

12. Energy agricultural land and contaminated land considerations and dealing with water

Efficiency and 0 0 should contribute towards the efficient use _ _ sustainably without policy could be

Natural of land detrimental for energy efficiency and

Resources. prudent use of natural resources
The policy may facilitate the recycling of Technical matters with respect fo

13. Waste. 0 0 materials on sites and dealing with any X X waste are principally covered by the
waste issues in a sustainable manner. Tees Valley Minerals and Waste DPD




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QPé Technical Matters

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 3rd July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M explanation S M
The strengthened flood risk criterion will assist Absence of policy would not
in mitigation and adaption to climate encourage prudent use of natural
change. resources or assist in mitigation and/or
. adaptation to climate change,
g:td(:me‘q'e + + - - however it is noted these are also
ge. covered in other policies. Absence of
the policy could result in increased
flood risk.
Addressing the issue listed in the policy will Failure fo address technical matters on
ensure that development sites do not store developments satisfactorily and pro-
15. Futurit + + up problems for future generations. Adding _ _ actively could store up problems for
’ & ‘throughout the design life of the site’ the future generations and result in
flood risk mitigation aspect of the policy detfrimental outcomes and restrict
reinforces this. choice.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy provides a very useful checklist of key sustainability and other issues that need to be considered and addressed
when determining planning applications and proposals for development. The changes to the policy reinforce its performance against
objective 15 and strengthen its performance against the housing and climate change objectives.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The absence of this policy would reduce the ability of the Council to ensure that technical matters are taken into consideration when
determining applications, which can ensure developments are sustainable, resilient and of a high standard of design. Doing nothing in this
instance would also fail to prevent unnecessary delays in the planning process and prevent issues from arising in future.

Policy: QP7 Energy Efficiency

Date: 239 March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Conftrol), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 3d July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'k:ry/
: explanation
3 M explanation 3 M

The policy has the potential to have a Without encouraging energy
positive impact on the local economy. The efficiency, commercial premises and
policy aims to increase the energy businesses are more likely to incur
efficiency of all development. This has the undue costs in energy bills. Failing to
potential to benefit commercial premises improve the energy efficiency

1. Economy. + + and businesses through more efficient - - credentials of commercial premises is
running of buildings and subsequent likely to deter new businesses and
reduction in energy bills. In particular this investment.
may make heritage assets and older
buildings viable, and contribute towards
addressing voids in the town centre.

Marginal impact on sustainability and

The policy has the potential to help to cost efficiency of running education
improve school buildings and facilities, facilities without policy however not
reducing costs, so schools could possibly use considered fo be a significant link.
funding for other purposes, such as

2. Education and improving facilities.

. + + . - - 0 0

Skills. Improving energy efficiency of building can
reduce fuel costs in the home and have a
positive impact on the home environment in
terms of heating, which can have a
potential positive impact on learning and
aftainment.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP7 Energy Efficiency

Date: 23d March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Control), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 3 July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Confrol), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale E:T::IE?MTY/
S M explanation S M p ion
Improving the energy efficiency of dwellings Poorer quality housing is likely to
can have a positive impact on the quality of exacerbate health issues, particularly
housing. There are proven links between for elderly residents.
3. Health. + + health (particularly breathing difficulties) _ _
and poor quality housing. The policy will
indirectly reduce pressure on health
facilities. The policy refers directly to the
adequate provision of Green Infrastructure.
4. Safety and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Security. X X X X
The policy will ensure that new development Failing fo encourage energy efficiency
incorporates a high rate of energy will result in poorer quality housing
efficiency; this gives a greater choice stock and poorer standards of design.
dwelling for residents in Hartlepool. Less emphasis on using green
5. Housing. + + The policy encourages the use of green infrastructure.
infrastructure within developments to assist in
ensuring energy efficiency.
The policy supports high quality design to
make the best use of passive solar gain,
natural lighting, heating and cooling.
6. Transport. X X No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
The policy supports the inclusion of green Less energy efficient buildings are less
infrastructure within developments which attractive to potential occupiers,
has the potential to ensure new buildings (and in particular heritage
development is of a high standard. assets) could fall into disrepair which
7. Built and As fuel becomes more expensive, there is would be defrimental to the built
Natural + + the possibility that older properties which in - - environment. Less emphasis on green
Environment. some cases can be less energy efficient infrasfructure.
become less attractive to potential
occupiers. This could have a detrimental
impact on these buildings and the wider
environment.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
. . X X X | X
Geodiversity.
The policy refers to the requirement of Energy efficiency would resulf in better
sustainable drainage methods, which will use of natural resources and greater
prevent against flood risk. Inclusion of green sustainability which can reduce
infrastructure will contribute towards pollution; harder to achieve this
9. Water Air and improving local air quality. withut policy. !_ess emphasis on .
Soil PoIIt;ﬁon + + ' o . ' - - sustainable qromcge methods will
' There is the possibility that the inclusion of reduce sustainable use of water
grey water capture schemes may reduce resources.
surface run off which could in turn have a
detrimental impact on small scale water
courses.
10. Liveability and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Place. X X X X
11. Equity, The outcome of the policy will be more Less energy efficient housing would be
Diversity, Equality | + + energy efficient housing; this will have a - - detfrimental through increased
and Participation- positive impact on deprivation. deprivation.

12. Energy
Efficiency and
Natural
Resources.

13. Waste.

The purpose of the policy is to achieve this
objective.

No relationship identified. The policy does
not reference waste.

The purpose of the policy is to achieve
this objective, the absence of this
policy would therefore be significantly
move away from achieving this
objective

No relationship identified.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP7 Energy Efficiency

Date: 23d March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Control), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 3 July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Confrol), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

SA objectives

14. Climate
Change.

15. Futurity.

Conclusions and Recommendations

The policy aims to ensure that all
developments have high levels of energy
efficiency; if this is successfully implemented
there will be a positive benefit on climate
change.

The policy will also aim to ensure awareness
is raised in relation to global climate change
issues, addressing these at the local scale.

The policy is positive and promotes
sustainable development. The policy will
directly contribute towards reducing
development using fossil fuels which has a
direct benefit for future generations.

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!tary/
S M explanation s M explanation

Failure to achieve high levels of energy
efficiency will not reduce CO2
emissions, encourage prudent use of
natural resources or assist in
mitigation/adaptation to climate
change. Less emphasis on raising
awareness of issues related to climate
change.

Given the above it is considered the
outcome of not having the policy
would be significantly defrimental to
future generations and restrict their
choices.

Conclusions: The policy will have a positive impact on sustainable development. The policy supports energy efficient development.

Recommendations: In relation to the wording of the policy, in point 2 of the policy ‘solar energy’ should be changed to ‘solar gain’. The
policy should be cross referenced to the waste policy, renewable energy policy and green infrastructure policy.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Doing nothing in this instance would have a particularly significant defrimental impact on the ability to ensure housing is high quality and of a
good standard of design. The absence of this policy is also likely to significantly impact on climate change objectives and the ability to
ensure energy efficiency and the prudent use of natural resources in new development.

Policy: QP8 Advertisements Policy

Date: 23/03/2016

James (Development Control)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Richard Harrison (Regeneration), Daniel

Date: 3 July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale (ez:r?::]zrf';?;y/
3 M explanation S M P
Rightly located advertisements promote Poorly designed or located
businesses and services in the Borough and advertisements will have a detrimental
this is promoted by this policy impact on the built environment of the
1. Economy. + + - - ST .
town which is likely to dissuade
businesses and consumers
No relationship No relationship identified.
2. Education and X X x x
Skills.
3. Health. No relationship No relationship identified.
X X X X
Less emphasis on public safety without
4. Safety and The policy ensures that advertisements are policy.
Security. + + well located in safe locations and do not - -
obstruct or have impact on public or
highway safety
5. Housing. No relationship No relationship identified.
X X X X
No relationship Increased risk to highway safety from
6. Transport. X X - - poorly design or located signs




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: QP8 Advertisements Policy

Date: 23/03/2016

James (Development Confrol)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Richard Harrison (Regeneration), Daniel

Date: 3 July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Confrol), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M L
The policy ensures adverts do not Poorly designed or located signs can
7. Built and individually or cumulatively impact on the have a significant detrimental impact
Natural + + built environment or public amenity by - | - -- | on the character of the built and
Environment. means of their location, size and natural environment.
appearance
8. Biodiversity and No relationship No relationship identified.
. N X X X X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship No relationship identfified.
. . X X X X X
Soil Pollution.
By ensuring advertisements are rightly Poorer designed and located signage
located, of right size and appearance the that has a detrimental impact on the
10. Liveability and | | + policy contributes to liveability and place _ _ : built environment will negatively
Place. impact upon sense of place and
community cohesion
11. Equity, No relationship No relationship identified.
Diversity, Equality | x X X X X
and Participation-
12. Energy No relationship No relationship identified.
Efficiency and
X X X X X
Natural
Resources.
13. Waste. X X No relationship X X x No relationship identified.
14. Climate No relationship No relationship identfified.
X X X X X
Change.
Policy is not detrimental to future Without control afforded by policy, the
generations and will not restrict their choices resulting detrimental impact on the
for future generations, however it does not character of the built and natural
. ensure futurity environment (and subsequent indirect
15. Futurity. 0 0 - - - . " -
impacts on liveability, sense of place
and the economy) would be
detrimental for future generations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy is marginally strong on economy, safety and security, built and natural environment, liveability and place. It is neutral
on health, transport and futurity. The policy has no relationship with a number of objectives: 2, 5, 8,9,11, 12, 13 and 14.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Without appropriate control over new development for advertisements there are likely to be defrimental impacts on the visual amenity of
the built and natural environment in particular.

Policy: HSG1 New Housing Provision

Date: 14/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy
Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 3d July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M explanation s M L

The policy will lead to job creation due to Failing to plan for new housing fo
house building but skills are unlikely to be address need will have a negative

1. Economy 0 0 highs killed and wide ranging. ) ) ) impact on the economy as there

’ ’ Two sites are in urban edge and one is fo would be less housing for workers, less

the east of the A19 so there is a strong jobs in house building and supply chain
possibility that many in the new housing etc. Note concerns with respect to
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Policy: HSG1 New Housing Provision

Date: 14/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy
Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 3@ July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Confrol), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M L
areas will use out of town facilities especially hollowing out of the cenfre of the town
as they are easily accessible from the A689, through urban edge expansion,
a new bypass and the A19. though unclear whether not having
There is a risk that those currently living n the the policy would be beneficial in this
inner area of the borough may move to the respect.
urban edge so there could be a void for a
period of time within the inner area.
Other policies need to ensure that homes in
the urban area are well designed and
attractive to ensure residents stay there or
new ones are aftracted.
Policy does not relate to education and skills Loss of planning contributions towards
etc. improving education facilities without
new housing however covered by
2. Education and X X The planning obligations policy draws o |o |o | otherpolicies.
Skills. reference to a requirement for local fraining
and employment, so this SA objective will be
met elsewhere within the plan.
The policy will provide the opportunities to No a significant link as there are sfill
3. Health provide healthier lifestyles in conjunction other policies that seek health
’ ' + + with other policies. There will be green 0 0 0 improvements.
space provision through the allocation of
housing sites.
4. Safety and Achieving the safety and security SA No relationship identified.
Security. X X objective will be delivered through other X X X
polices within the plan.
The policy will allow for much needed Policy only addresses some criteria
homes to be built in a variety of locations, at within objective. Slight negative
various sale prices, across the borough. impact on housing objective therefore
There area high proportion of greenfield sites without policy.
listed for development so the policy does
not prioritise brownfield land.
Urban edge sites are the next best
sustainable locations affer the urban area,
the edge of area sites can be made more
5. Housing sustainable by utilising and expanding upon
’ : + + existing infrastructure but Wynyard is isolated | - - -
and will not reduce the need fo fravel by
car. The options to utilise existing
infrastructure are limited as the area
(Wynyard) only has limited local services
and facilifies.
Much of the SA criteria will be achieved
through other policies within the Local Plan.
Adding a link to the planning obligations
policy will assist in ensuring the housing sites
are as sustainable as possible.
This policy specifically relates to the location Transport is covered within other
of housing. There is no direct link in the policy policies however there are potentially
to the SA criteria although the assessors note some links between strategic planning
that the location of some housing sites can for housing growth and transport
have a positive impact on the transport impact. Absence of the policy may
infrastructure in the borough and for carbon therefore have implications though not
emissions. considered significant.
Other policies within the Local Plan will
6. Transport. * * ensure that the fransport network is 0 0 0
maintained and enhanced.
Although the volume of traffic will increase
as a result of the policy, the group
considered that the associated
conftributions to infrastructure mean that on
balance the policy is positive in relation to
this objective.
7. Built and The location of some housing sites means Absence of policy would not
+ + 0 0 0 . L .
Natural that many of the boroughs key features necessarily have a significant impact




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG1 New Housing Provision

Date: 14/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy
Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 3@ July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Confrol), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M
Environment. such as the SPA will be retained. on the built/natural environment as it is
primarily numeric/strategic and does
Although the policy can be viewed as not refer to design, this is covered by
purely numeric, the group considered that other policies.
the sites allocated will, in conjunction with
other relevant policies, contribute to this
objective.
There is the potential to increase access to Absence of policy would not
nature conservation sites but there is also the necessarily have a significant impact
potential for harm to the overall objective. on the biodiversity/geodiversity as it is
8. Biodiversity and | _ Although the Habitats Regulation 0 0 primarily numeric/strategic and does
Geodiversity. Assessment has identified that this harm can not refer to ecology or nature
be mitigated, the group considered that the conservation, thisis covered by other
policy has the potential for a negative policies.
impact.
The policy will result in greater pressure on Absence of policy would not
water resources and the potential for necessarily have a significant impact
9. Water, Air and ) ) greater surface water runoff in a flood risk 0 0 on water, air and soil pollution as it is
Soil Pollution. context. primarily numeric/strategic and does
not refer to pollution mitigation efc.,
this is covered by other policies.
Assessors considered that, in conjunction Absence of policy would not
with other relevant policies, the policy will necessarily have a significant impact
10. Liveability and + + conftribute towards promoting a sense of 0 0 on the liveability and place asiit is
Place. place and promoting social cohesion. primarily numeric/strategic and does
not refer to design/place making, this is
covered by other policies.
Assessors considered that, in conjunction Absence of policy would not
with other relevant policies, the policies, the necessarily have a significant impact
policy will encourage stronger socially on the equity, diversity, equality and
11. Equity, inclusive communities and increase participation as it is primarily
Diversity, Equality | + + community cohesion. 0 0 numeric/strategic and does not refer
and Participation- to design/place making or fostering a
sense of community/community
ownership, this is covered by other
policies.
The policy allows for a significant amount of Energy efficiency is not the principle
greenfield development. aim of this policy, thisis covered in
12. Energy other areas. However, failing to plan
Efficiency and Assessors note the link to the climate strategically for housing growth may
Natural : : change policy. 0 0 be detrimental in terms of sustainable,
Resources. efficient and effective use of land.
The energy efficiency policy should also be
cross referenced in this policy.
The policy will result in the generation of Policy does not refer to waste directly
additional household waste. and this is covered by other policies
13. Waste. _ _ 0 0 however it is acknowledged There isa
link between the level of housing
growth and waste generation.
The policy does not specifically assist in Relationship between
reducing carbon emissions or mitigating location/quantum of housing
14. Climate 0 0 against climate changes. Some sites are 0 0 development and climate change
Change. provided in sustainable locations but others issues however absence of policy does
are not. The policy will have a neutral not move towards or away from this
impact overall. objective significantly.
Assessors acknowledge that the policy Failing to plan for future housing need
dllocates greenfield sites but consider that will be detrimental to future
this is unavoidable if the housing generations and their choices for
requirement for the Borough is to delivered. housing. There would be less certainty
15. Futurity. + + The choice of allocations aims to achieve a - - for developers going forward without
balance between the social, environmental the policy.
and economic aspects of sustainable
development and assessors consider that it
achieves this.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG1 New Housing Provision

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy

DietiEE 41112016 Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Confrol), Robert

+ 3rd
DietiEs ¢y 2007 Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
s IM ‘ L | explanation S ‘M | L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The key function is to set out where new homes will be built across the borough. The other polices within the local plan have a
role in ensuring that the sites are developed accordingly by being of high quality, with open spaces and other key features such as local
centres that may be required.

The policy is positive overall, it is noted that some sites are on the urban edge on greenfield land, however the policy does provide sites
within the urban area and the edge of borough sites are the next best options as they can be made to be more sustainable over fime. The
Wynyard site is isolated from the main built up area of Hartlepool and there are limited benefits when considering the SA criteria. However
assessors note that the sites do offer a range of housing to serve different markets within a number of locations and that the mix of location
can help Hartlepool become a more attractive place to live.

Assessors for the Publication Draft of the policy considered that the policy had been assessed as a purely numeric policy at the Preferred
Options stage but that it should be considered in the context of the Plan as a whole. This has resulted in a number of changes o the
sustainability appraisal.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Doing nothing in this instance would provide less certainty for developers and likely impact upon the supply of housing which in furn can be
defrimental to the local economy.

Policy: HSG2 Overall Housing Mix

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control) & Zoe

- 70th
Date: 29* March 2016 Rickelton (Sports & Recreation)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Confrol), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Date: 3d July 2017

Policy On Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!iqry/
s | m| L | explanation s ITmlt explanation

The aim of this policy to is promote and Policy principally relates to ensuring
ensure that an appropriate mix of housing diversity of housing stock though there
type is delivered to meet the future needs of is a relationship between addressing
the town. The allocation of specific sites housing need and economic growth.
identified in this policy will help to ensure the
1. Economy. 0 0 0 v!o.bi.lity and vi’roli’ry of local centres in the
vicinity of these sites.
Whilst the intention of this policy is to ensure
there is the right housing mix, there is the
potential to have an impact on the local
economy.

No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and

Skills.

If appropriate types of housing are provided Providing an adequate mix of housing
there are links to associated health benefits. could address health issue particularly
Provision of an appropriate mix of housing with respect to providing housing for
could enable elderly people to remain living the elderly, this could be more difficult
in the community for longer, i.e. there is to achieve without policy.
opportunity to move into suitable housing.
This could have an impact on health and
0 0 0 wellbeing of residents. 0 0 0
Hartlepool has poor levels of health
inequalities, and there is a high proportion
of people suffering from poor health. As a
result demand for adapted housing and
bungalows is high.

Action: Consider inclusion of reference to
bungalows in policy or definition in Table 5.

3. Health.

4. Safety and
Security. No relationship identified.

No relationship identified.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG2 Overall Housing Mix

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control) & Zoe

o th
Date: 29 March 2016 Rickelton (Sports & Recreation)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert

- rd
Dietss < July Al Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqry/
: explanation
S M explanation s | M
The purpose of the policy is to ensure that all Without policy there would likely be less
new development in Hartlepool provides a choice and a less sustainable mix of
range of housing types to meet housing housing. Poorer access to housing that
need, helping to ensure that the is needed and less diversity of design in
5. Housing development of new homes creates a new developments.
’ ’ + + supply that meets demand. The evidence - -
for this is set out in the Hartlepool SHMA.
The policy when cross referenced with Table
5 indicates that a range of housing types
includes reference fo tenure.
No relationship identified.
6. Transport. W No relationship identified. I
This policy is specifically about the range of Absence of policy could result in less
housing type and tenure which should be diversity of design in new
built on sites to deliver sustainable developments with negative
development. As sites identified in HSG1 implications for character and local
(New Housing Provision) are listed, all of distinctiveness.
which are greenfield development, it is
considered that whilst policy does state that
" development is appropriate to its
7. Built and surroundings it doesn’t require that this
Natural - - - -
. should be an enhancement fo the area.
Environment. . . .
This policy therefore actively supports the
encroachment of urban development into
the countryside (2).
The policy does not mention design.
Possible suggestion to strengthen the policy
is to cross-reference with the forthcoming
Design SPD.
8. Biodiversity and X X X X No relationship identified.
Geodiversity. No relationship identified.
9. Water, Air and X X X X No relationship identified.
Soil Pollution. No relationship identified.
This policy encourages social mix within Absence of policy would result in less
housing developments if the right mix of social mix, less housing to meet housing
housing is provided. This policy encourages need and less sustainable and socially
10. Liveability and n n development to meet housing need. The _ _ cohesive communities.
Place. policy will help to sustain local communities
as it provides a range of housing opftions
which will address different needs at
different periods in people’s lives.
This policy provides the opportunity to help Absence of this policy would not help
ensure sustainable inclusive communities, to reduce deprivation or ensure no
11. Equity, providing a range of housing options within group of people are disadvantaged as
Diversity, Equality | 0 0 a community allows greater opportunity for - - more homogeneous development will
and Participation- movement within the community; this will exclude certain groups and damage
have an impact on ensuring communities social cohesion.
remain.
12. Energy No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Efficiency and X X X X
Natural
Resources.
13. Waste. X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
14. Climate No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
X X X | X
Change.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG2 Overall Housing Mix

Date: 29" March 2016

Rickelton (Sports & Recreation)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control) & Zoe

Date: 3 July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenjcwy/
S M | L | explanation s M explanation

15. Futurity.

The aim of the policy is provide a range of
housing opftions on all new development.
This will have a clear benefit to current and
future generations as it provides housing
opfions for residents. The impact isin
relation to the environmental impact and
loss of Greenfield land that future
generations will not have access to.

Outcome of not having policy would
be detrimental to future generations
and restrict their choices in ferms of
housing stock, sense of place,
community cohesion and sustainability
of communities.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Overall whilst assessment has reviewed the policy as relatively balanced, the policy will confribute towards the provision of
sustainable development by providing a range of housing type and tenure to meet needs.

Recommendations: Suggested that the policy could be strengthened with reference to bungalows specifically in the policy or definitions
outlined in Table 5. The policy could also be strengthened by cross reference to the forthcoming Design SPD.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Doing nothing in this instance could result in a less sustainable mix of house types and tenures and could have a detrimental impact on the
built environment, liveability and equity, diversity, equality and participation.

Policy: HSG3 - Urban Local Plan Sites

Date: 14/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Confrol), Amy
Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 3d July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.k:ry/
: explanation
S M L | explanation 3 M
Will lead to the creation of a number of jobs Likely to be less construction jobs in
in the construction of the housing sites. housing without site allocations and
1. Economy " " " _ _ less support for the local economy of
’ ’ Additional people living in these areas will areas adjacent to urban local plan
support the local economy. sites from the additional people that
would have lived in that area.
The policy links to the planning obligations Less development likely in these areas
policy - this could lead to contributions without policy and therefore fewer
being secured from developments towards confributions fowards educational
. increasing the capacity of schools within the facility improvements. Fewer
2. Education and S o . . .
Skills. + + + VICII"IITy. Qf ‘rhe developments. - - opporfun.lhes for apprenticeships with
In addition it could also lead to house builders through local labour
apprenticeships with the house builders agreements and fraining initiatives.
through local labour agreements and
fraining inifiatives.
The developments could lead to Failing fo provide sustainable urban
opportunities for healthier lifestyles and open sites for housing will move away from
space and play provision both within the the health objective with respect to
3. Health development and through securing improving access to public services
’ ’ + + + planning obligations towards play and open | - - and health facilities, providing play
space if not provided on site. provision and recreational space
(either on site or off site) and
promoting the use of existing facilities.
The policy links to the design policy which Failing to redevelop disused or
should ensure the developments adhere to brownfield sites may leave them
4. Safety and . o . R .
security. n n o secure by design principles. Also Therg may _ _ subject to antisocial behaviour.
be a betterment by developing derelict sites
which may attract anti-social behaviour at
present.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG3 - Urban Local Plan Sites

Date: 14/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy
Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 3@ July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert
Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

SA objectives

5. Housing.

6. Transport.

7. Built and
Natural
Environment.

8. Biodiversity and

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale Commentary/ Timescale g:T;?li:}:fr:w
explanation s m P

Promotes the re-use of previously developed
land and will help o provide housing in
sustainable locations within the urban area,
helping to address particular housing needs.

The developments will help to increase
access to open space both on site and near
to development sites through improved
green infrastructure.

As the sites are all within the urban area this
helps to promote development in areas
which reduce the need to travel.

Absence of policy would not promote
re-use of previously developed land
and would not ensure housing need is
met in sustainable locations.

Less sustainable if urban/brownfield
sites are not identified in Local Plan,
increased fravel and greater tfransport
barriers without policy.

The development of these sites will help to
improve the townscape as it will remove
derelict, eyesore sights.

The policy also helps to minimise the number
of greenfield housing sites needed over the
plan period.

The links to other policies including heritage
policies will help to ensure inappropriate
development does not occur in the vicinity
of conservation areas.

The reduction in the number of sites
allocated within the urban area has
reduced the performance against this
objective to asingle +.

Failing to identify suitable brownfield
sites would not help to prevent urban
development encroaching info the
countryside. Likely fo bring derelict sites
back into use however could be
positive or negative on built/natural
environment dependent on
characteristics of each site and
development.

There may be some slight negative impact
on ecological habitats on some of the sites
which are "green.” The links to the design
and green infrastructure policies will help to
minimise any detfrimental impact and

Neutral overall as this is dependent on
the nature of each site. Generally
brownfield development likely to
reduce greenfield development
(which can be of greater ecological

Geodiversity. provide mitigation where necessary. significance) however some brownfield
sifes can also be of ecological of
geological interest.

Although development on these sites may Loss of brownfield sites may result in
increase the risk of flooding in their locality, more greenfield development which is

9. Water. Air and the link fo the climate change policy should less sustainable and could result in

“. - 0 0 0 ensure the risks of this are taken into 0 0 greater levels of pollution though link

Soil Pollution. . - S

account in the development and may not considered significant.

include the provision of SUDS where

necessary.

The development of these sites is likely to Redeveloping brownfield sites is likely
lead to opportunities for jobs in the to improve sense of place and
construction phase. community cohesion, absence of

10. Liveability and The development of the sites will also policy would make this less likely.

Plc;ce improve the sense of community and social - - Noted that Briarfields site could have a

: cohesion. detrimental impact on sense of place
Planning Obligations associated with the given impact on heritage assets
developments could also improve access to (though no evidence to suggest
leisure and recreational facilities. absence of policy would improve this).
The development of these sites is likely to Redeveloping brownfield sites is likely
lead to opportunities for jobs in the to improve sense of place and
construction phase. community cohesion, absence of

11. Equity The development of the sites will also policy would make this less likely. Less

oo T . improve the sense of community and social likely to receive affordable housing

Diversity, Equality . - - M . .

and Participation- cohgmon. ‘ . . corjfnbuhons in those areas without

The sites with more than 15 dwellings will also policy.

contribute to affordable housing provision

helping to ensure no group of people are

disadvantaged.
12. Energy The development of these sites is considered Not encouraging redevelopment of
Efficiency and 0 0 0 efficient use of brownfield land within the 0 0 these sites would not assist in minimising

Natural

urban area, helping to minimise the need for

the need for travel though there may
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Policy: HSG3 - Urban Local Plan Sites

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy

DietiEE 41112016 Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control), Robert

- rd
DietiEs ¢y 2007 Alstead (Development Control) and Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
3 M | L | explanation S YR
Resources. tfravel. be less use of natural resources should
The development and ongoing energy costs the housing not be developed.
of the housing however will use natural
resources.
The development of new housing areas will Absence of policy does not necessarily
add to the level of residential waste which reduce waste as development still
13. Waste ) ) ) needs to be dealt with. ) ) : likely to come forward in other areas.
’ : The sites location within the urban area Less likely fo be closer to processing
helps to minimise the distance o processing sites without policy.
sites.
The development of new housing areas will Absence of policy does not address
add to the emissions levels which will have any climate change criteria.
14. Climate : : : an impact on climate change. : : :
Change. The negative impacts are minimised by the
link to the design policy which helps to
ensure sustainable construction is used.
The policy is considered beneficial both to - | - == | Outcome of not having policy would
the existing and future generation in terms of be detrimental to future generationsin
15. Futurity housing opportunities and the re-use of terms of poorer choice with respect to
’ : brownfield sites along with the job new housing and poorer urban
opportunities it creates. environments.
Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions This policy is very positive from an economic and social viewpoint. Environmentally there are some slight negatives which

are minimised by links to other policies within the plan. The reduction in the number of sites allocated within the urban area has reduced the
performance against the housing objective to a single +.

Recommendations — No proposed changes.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The principle of using previously developed land for housing is posifive in addressing sustainability issues, ensuring the prudent use of natural
resources and that development is well related to existing services and facilities. The absence of this policy therefore is significantly negative
in ferms of addressing the majority of the sustainability appraisal objectives. Whilst it is acknowledged that there will be different outcomes
depending on the nature of each site, and in some instances redevelopment of brownfield sites may have negative implications for these
objectives (for instance where it affects heritage assets or sites of biodiversity value or creates viability constraints), it is considered the
absence of this policy would be significantly detrimental to achieving sustainable development objectives, in particular with respect to
providing a balance of supply of housing in sustainable locations and taking intfo account the needs of future generations.

Policy: HSG4 South West Extension housing site

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Confrol), Amy

it 12RO Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Date: 4 July 2017 (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'iary/
: explanation
S M L | explanation S M L
House building will lead to limited job Assessors considered that as the land
creation, but the jobs would not all be high has been identified for development in
skilled, wide ranging and long lasting. The the locational strategy and is a
local centre should provide long term sustainable location, development
employment but in the main the jobs are not would almost certainly occur (and the
1. Economy + + + high skilled. associated economic benefits)
’ ’ This site is on the urban edge of Hartlepool, 0 0 0 irespective of having its own specific
some residents may choose fo visit the fown policy.
centre as it is a short drive or bus ride away.
Recommendation - link this policy to the
planning obligations policy as that has link fo
local skills and employment.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG4 South West Extension housing site

Date: 14/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy
Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 4 July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfary/
. explanation
S M L | explanation 3 M
Direct reference to the provision of a school Assessors considered that the absence
assists in making this policy positive when of the policy would have a negative
compared with the SA objective. impact as the policy safeguards land
2.Educationand | + | + | Recommendation -link this policy to the ) ) for primary education provision.
Skills. planning obligations policy as that has link to
local skills and employment.
Positive elements in the policy will help Assessors considered that the absence
achieve access to health services and of the policy would have a negative
facilities i.e. the local centre and green impact as the policy allocates land for
wedge. a local centre which will include health
3. Health. + + + _ _ facilities and the policy also seeks to
Play space will be provided on site, this is provide multifunctional green
important for children’s physical and mental infrastructure which will encourage
health and social interaction. healthy lifestyles.
The green wedge will assist in linking the site
to the countryside.
No overall relationship but the assessors note Assessors considered that the policy
4. Safety and the positive link o the design policy, safety encourages good design and if the site
Security. X X X and security should however be included. - - is not developed in this way it would
lead to a defrimental effect on safely
and security.

5. Housing.

The site is in one of the next best sustainable
location, the site is not in the town centre
but it is urban edge and not in an isolated
rural area.

The site is in a more sustainable location
than some other sites chosen. Given its
urban edge location it can fap info some
existing services and facilities and as the site
develops it should be seen as an extension
to Hartlepool and have strong links to
existing residential areas.

Development on the open fields will
reduces the level of open space overall but
will create public space in the green wedge
which is currently private.

Affordable housing will be provided on site,
link to housing mix policy also covers elderly
so vulnerable groups are covered.

Aim to develop the green wedge from an
early stage to make sure the benefits are
seen in the early stages and not at the end.
This should be set out within the policy.

Assessors considered that housing
development would not be of the
same quality without the policy
providing a strong guiding framework.

6. Transport.

Policy allows for walking and cycling links,
most residents will have cars so no real
barrier to transport but the policy does allow
for sustainable modes of transports
especially through the green wedge.

Local centre will provide convenience
shopping close to where people live this
helps reduce movement. Gl also helps with
creating sustainable fransport links.

The positives should increase over time as
routes become established, if the routes are
there the developer and Council can do
more to promote the use of the links etc.
The new criterion means that transport issues
will be considered throughout each phase
of the development.

Assessors considered that the absence
of the policy might result in the loss of
pedestrian cycle linkages.

7. Built and
Natural
Environment.

The development will lead to urban
development in the countryside.

The development will be on open fields
which many consider fo be an affractive
part of the landscape, so developing he

Assessors considered that the absence
of the policy could lead to a reduction
in the quality of the built and natural
environment as the policy ensures
benefits such as setting aside land for
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Policy: HSG4 South West Extension housing site

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy

DietiEE 41112016 Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Dieitss 4 July 2017 (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M
land willimpact upon the landscape. neighbourhood facilities, requiring a
Links to the design policy are positive and landscape buffer and green
should ensure development is of a high infrastructure.
standard.
The provisions in the policy will ensure
sufficient open space is provided within the
development.
The policy will allow for urban development
in the rural areaq, possibly improve the policy
to draw reference to the fact that these
homes are in the rural area and that design
should reflect it. Typical suburbia should not
be encouraged here.
The policy is neutral overall; a significant
amount of greenfield land will be
developed upon which is negative, yet the
housing area should be atfractive which is
positive.
No relationship overall however the assessors Assessors considered that the absence
8. Biodiversity and note the slight posifive that the green of the green infrastructure
. . . X X wedge along the beck corridor will add to - - requirements stated in the policy could
Geodiversity. . -
ecological enhancements. have an adverse impact on
biodiversity.
The green wedge will run along the beck Assessors considered that the absence
corridor and thus maintain the beck but, it of the policy would not have an
does not specifically improve or prevent the impact as this topic is not referenced
flooding situation. It will just provide a flood within the policy.
alleviation area so that new homes are not
flooded.
Assessors considered that to give a positive 0 0
outcome when viewing the SA criteria it
9. Water, Air and s s would depend upon what is planted in the
Soil Pollution. ) ) green wedge, reed beds etc will be positive.
The policy does not elaborate on what will
specifically occur to help pollution confrol
etc.
Assessors are not aware of what the green
wedge will contain i.e if frees are provided
then the can act as a carbon sink.
Due to the number of unknowns assessors
scored this policy with as uncertain (2)
Due to its location the site should be seen as Assessors considered that the absence
an extension to Hartlepool so people can of the policy could have a negative
link in to existing facilities and community impact on liveability and place as the
10. Liveability and n n groups efc. _ _ policy ensures benefits such as setting
Place. The provision of a local centre on site will aside land for neighbourhood facilities,
assists in providing facilities close to home. requiring a landscape buffer and
The greens spaces on site will allow for social green infrastructure.
interaction and possible cohesion etc.
. No relationship Assessors considered that the absence
11. Equity, :
Diversity, Equality | X X pf the policy wouI.oI not have an
and Paricipation- 0 0 |mpo'<?f as the policy dpes np’r
specifically relate to this topic.
The policy will allow for development on Assessors considered that the absence
greenfield land, on the urban edge so some of the policy would not have an
residents will head straight out by car to the 0 0 impact as the policy does not ensure
A689 and then the A19 to access services that development is energy efficient.
12. Energy and facilifies in Stockton, Midd{e§br9ugh,
. Sunderland and Newcastle. This is viewed as
Efficiency and . - L
Natural - - being negq’n\'/e when considering car borne
carbon emissions.
Resources. . .
The policy does not ensure development is
energy efficient there is no requirement for 0
the development to be carbon negative
which in turn could render the overall
scheme carbon natural. The policy should




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG4 South West Extension housing site

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy

DietiEE 41112016 Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Dieitss 4 July 2017 (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
3 M | L | explanation S YR
be linked fo the energy efficiency policy
and climate change policy.
The policy could also encourage the reuse
of vacant buildings as a priority, the old
farmsteads on site council be incorporated
into new homes or the local centre.
No relationship 0 0 0 Assessors considered that the absence
13. Waste. X X X of the policy would have no impact as
the policy does not address this topic.
The site is urban edge so the next best Assessors considered that the absence
sustainable location after the urban area. of the policy would have a negative
Facilities are within walking distance and impact as there pedestrian and cycle
there are opportunities to use sustainable linkages and the green infrastructure
14. Climate modes of transport. - - - would not be safeguarded by the
0 0 0 e S h
Change. Policy is neutral overall as it will lead to policy.
development on a significant amount of
greenfield land but opportunities to be
sustainable are embedded in the policy and
its location allows for that.
The policy is neutral overall, the homes will Assessors considered that the absence
be built on greenfield land but the policy will of the policy would have a negative
assist in providing new homes that existing - - - impact as the policy provides benefits
and future generations need. such as safeguarding land for
15. Futurity. 0 0 0 neighbourhood facilities. Also
pedestrian and cycle linkages and the
green infrastructure would not be
safeguarded in the absence of the
policy.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy will allow for significant development in the countryside, development in the countryside does inevitably change the
character and landscape which in many instance is deemed to be negative. Due to its urban edge location it is likely that many residents
will leave the site and go straight to the A689 and then the A19 to access services and facilities out of town, however this has been mitigated
against by ensuring that green links are provided which many encourage residents to interact with the local areas.

The policy will allow for much needed homes to be built but it could be made more positive by following the recommendations set out
below. The new criterion means that tfransport issues will be considered throughout each phase of the development. The sustainability
appraisal against the fransport object therefore now performs strongly over the short and medium as well as the long term.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The policy has been assessed on the basis that there is strong interest in developing this site for housing and it has therefore been assumed
that the site will be developed for housing irrespective of whether or not the site is allocated in the emerging Local Plan. There would be
significant negative impacts in relation to the sustainability appraisal objectives if the policy were removed.

Policy: HSG5 High Tunstall

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and

et syl 1A0E Steven Carter (Public Health)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

- Ath
Date: 4 July 2017 (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'k:ry/
: explanation
(3 M L explanation S M L
House building will lead to limited job Assessors considered that as the land
creation, but the jobs would not all be high has been identified for development in
skilled, wide ranging and long lasting. The the locational strategy and is a
1. Economy " " " local centre should provide long term sustainable location, development
’ ’ employment but in the main the jobs are not would almost certainly occur (and the
high skilled. associated economic benefits)
This site is on the urban edge of Hartlepool, 0 0 0 irespective of having its own specific
some residents may choose fo visit the town policy.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG5 High Tunstall

Date: 15/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and
Steven Carter (Public Health)

Date: 4t July 2017

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon
(Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqry/
: explanation
S M explanation s | M
centre as it is a short drive or bus ride away.
The town centre is probably not within
walking distance for many, but some may
choose to cycle, especially if town centre
cycling facilities are improved.
Direct reference to the provision of a school Assessors considered that the absence
2. Education and assists in making this policy positive when of the policy would have a negative
Skills. * * compared with the SA objective. - - impact as the policy safeguards land
for primary education provision.
Positive elements in the policy will help Assessors considered that the absence
achieve access to health services and of the policy would have a negative
facilities i.e. the local centre and green impact as the policy allocates land for
3 Health wedge. - - a local centre which will include health
’ : + + Play space will be provided on site, this is facilities and the policy also seeks to
important for children’s physical and mental provide multifunctional green
health and social interaction. infrastructure which will encourage
The green wedge will assist in linking the site healthy lifestyles.
to the counftryside.
No overdall relationship but the assessors note Assessors considered that the policy
4. Safety and the positive link fo the design policy, safety encourages good design and if the site
Security. X X and security should however be included. is not developed in this way it would
- - lead to a detrimental effect on safely
and security.
The High Tunstall site is in one of the next best Assessors considered that housing
sustainable location, the site is not in the development would not be of the
town cenfre but it is urban edge and not in same quality without the policy
an isolated rural area. providing a strong guiding framework.
Policy has direct link to the design policy.
5. Housing. " " The site is in a more sustainable location - -
than some other sites chosen. Given its
urban edge location it can tap into some
existing services and facilities and as the site
develops it should be seen as an extension
to Hartlepool and have strong links to
existing residential areas.
The bypass and grade separated junction Assessors considered that the absence
should improve what exists at present of the policy would result in a negaftive
especially the safety and access to the A19. impact due to the potential
The location of the site and policy criteria weakening of the fransport
will not reduce the need to travel but fo get infrastructure requirements that are
to Hartlepool and its facilities is only a short referenced within the policy.
distance so if in the car the emissions will be Moreover, the negative impact would
limited but there is potential to walk or cycle. become more pronounced over time if
The positive link to pedestrian and cycle development proceeded without
improvements will help this. effective mitigation of the impact on
Bypass is a significant improvement, will the highway network.
6. Transport " " reduce traffic through Elwick.
’ ’ The bypass will however increase traffic
along Elwick Road to the point where the - -
bypass begins. By directing more traffic
along the countryside section of Elwick
Road there could be more danger for
vulnerable road users such as cyclists and
pedestrians’ unless a better cycle link is
addedin.
Assessors would like to see walking and
cycling links along the route of the new
bypass to protect the vulnerable users who
walk and cycle to and from Elwick.
The development of High Tunstall will lead to Assessors considered that the absence
7 Built and urban developmen’( in the countrysfide. pf the poli(;y could qud fo a reduction
N‘aIuraI 0 0 Thg developmen’r.wnl be on open fleIQS in fhe quality of the bUI|.T and natural
Environment which many consider to be an attractive environment as the policy ensures
: part of the landscape, so developing the benefits such as setting aside land for
land will impact upon the landscape. neighbourhood facilities, requiring a




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG5 High Tunstall

Date: 15/11/2016

Steven Carter (Public Health)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and

Date: 4t July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqry/
: explanation
S M explanation s | M
Links to the design policy are positive and landscape buffer and green
should ensure development is of a high infrastructure.
standard.
The provisions in the policy will ensure - -
sufficient open space is provided within the
development and will ensure Gl links are
improved.
The policy will allow for urban development
in the rural areaq, possibly improve the policy
to draw reference to the fact that these
homes are in the rural area and that design
should reflect it. Typical suburbia should not
be encouraged here.
The policy is neutral overall, a significant
amount of greenfield land will be
developed upon which is negative, yet the
housing area should be aftractive which is
positive.
No relationship Assessors considered that the absence
s . of the green infrastructure
8. Biodiversity and . . .
Geodiversity. X X - - requirements sTngd in the policy could
\4
have an adverse impact on
biodiversity.
The addition of ‘In order to ensure that Assessors considered that the absence
necessary ufilities infrastructure is delivered in of the policy would not have an
9. Water, Air and " " a timely manner a phasing plan should be 0 0 impact as this topic is not referenced
Soil Pollution. submitted as part of the initial planning within the policy.
application’ will help to achieve the
sustainable use of water resources.
Due to its location the site should be seen as Assessors considered that the absence
an extension to Hartlepool so people can of the policy could have a negative
link in to existing facilities and community impact on liveability and place as the
10. Liveability and + + groups etfc. policy ensures benefits such as setting
Place. The provision of a local centre on site will - - aside land for neighbourhood facilities,
assists in providing facilities close to home. requiring a landscape buffer and
The green spaces on site will allow for social green infrastructure.
interaction and possible cohesion etc.
. No relationship Assessors considered that the absence
11. Equity, h
Diversity, Equality | x x X X pf the policy woul_d not have an
and Participation- |m|oo.c.T as the policy d_oes n_o’r
specifically relate to this topic.
The policy will allow for development on Assessors considered that the absence
greenfield land, on the urban edge so some of the policy would not have an
residents will head straight out by car to the impact as the policy does not ensure
A19 to access services and facilities in that development is energy efficient.
12. Energy Stockton, Middlesbrough, Sunderland and
Efficiency and _ _ Newcastle. This is viewed as being negative 0 0
Natural when considering car borne carbon
Resources. emissions.
The policy does not ensure development is
energy efficient. The policy should be linked
to the energy efficiency policy and climate
change policy.
No relationship Assessors considered that the absence
13. Waste. X X X X of the policy would have no impact as
the policy does not address this fopic.
The site is urban edge so the next best Assessors considered that the absence
sustainable location after the urban area. of the policy would have a negative
Facilities are within walking distance and impact as the policy supports
there are opportunities to use sustainable pedestrian and cycle linkages. These
14. Climate 0 0 modes of fransport. provide alternatives to travel by car to
Change. Policy is neutral overall as it will lead to - - the local facilities which are within
development on a significant amount of walking distance.
greenfield land but opportunities to be
sustainable are embedded in the policy and
its location allows for that.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG5 High Tunstall

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and

Dreies 15112806 Steven Carter (Public Health)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

- Ath
Date: 4 July 2017 (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqry/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
The policy is neutral overall, the homes will Assessors considered that the absence
be built on greenfield land but the policy will of the policy would have a negative
assist in providing new homes that existing impact as the policy provides benefits
and future generations need. such as safeguarding land for
15. Futurity. 0 0 0 - - - neighbourhood facilities. Furthermore
pedestrian and cycle linkages and the
green infrastructure would not be
safeguarded in the absence of the
policy.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy will allow for significant development in the countryside, by virtue of homes and a bypass. Development in the
countryside does inevitably change the character and landscape which in many instance is deemed to be negative. Due to its urban edge
location it is likely that many residents will leave the site and go straight to the A19 to access services and facilities out of town, however this
has been mitigated against by ensuring that green links are provided which many encourage residents to interact with the local areas. The
site is also close to existing services and facilities and not too far from the town centre.

The policy will allow for much needed homes o be built and to improve traffic through Elwick village and the A19 access points.

The addition of ‘In order to ensure that necessary utilities infrastructure is delivered in a timely manner a phasing plan should be submitted as
part of the inifial planning application’ will help to achieve the sustainable use of water resources and has resulted in the policy performing
positively (one +) against the water, air and soil pollution objective.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for education and skills, health, safety and security, housing, transport, built and natural
environment, biodiversity and geodiversity, liveability and place, climate change and futurity.

Policy: HSG5a Quarry Farm Housing Site

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Confrol) and

e I/l Ae Steven Carter (Public Health)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon
(Development Contirol)

Date: 4t July 2017

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
S M L | explanation S M L
House building will lead to limited job Assessors considered that as the land
creation, but the jobs would not all be high has been identified for development in
skilled, wide ranging and long lasting. The the locational strategy and is a
local centre should provide long term sustainable location, development
employment but in the main the jobs are not would almost certainly occur (and the
high skilled. associated economic benefits)
1. Economy. + + + This site is on the urban edge of Hartlepool, 0 0 0 irespective of having its own specific
some residents may choose to visit the town policy.
centre asitis a short drive or bus ride away.
The town cenfre is probably not within
walking distance for many, but some may
choose to cycle, especially if town centre
cycling facilities are improved.
Direct reference to the provision of a school Assessors considered that the absence
assists in making this policy positive when of the policy would have a negative
compared with the SA objective. impact as the policy requires a
2.Educationand | o | o contfribution on a pro-rata basis to the
Skills. - - - single form primary school on the High
Tunstall development.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG5a Quarry Farm Housing Site

Date: 15/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and

Steven Carter (Public Health)

Date: 4t July 2017

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

(Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M
Positive elements in the policy will help Assessors considered that the absence
provide opportunities for healthy lifestyles, of the policy would have a negative
3. Health. + + for example the provision of green impact as the policy supports multi-
infrastructure. functional green infrastructure
- - provision which encourages healthy
lifestyles.
No overall relationship Assessors considered that the policy
4. Safety and encourages good design and if the site
Security. X X - - is not developed in this way it would
lead fo a detrimental effect on safely
and security.
The Quarry Farm site is in one of the next Assessors considered that housing
best sustainable locations (after brownfield development would not be of the
urban sites), the site is not in the town centre same quality without the policy
but it is urban edge and not in an isolated providing a strong guiding framework.
rural areaq. - -
5. Housing. + + The site is in a more sustainable location
than some other sites chosen. Given its
urban edge location it can tap into some
existing services and facilities and as the site
develops it should be seen as an extension
to Hartlepool and have strong links to
existing residential areas.
The bypass and grade separated junction Assessors considered that the absence
should improve what exists at present of the policy would result in a negative
especially the safety and access to the A19. impact due to the potential
The location of the site and policy criteria weakening of the fransport
will not reduce the need to travel but to get infrastructure requirements and
to Hartlepool and its facilities is only a short pedestrian and cycle linkages that are
distance so if in the car the emissions will be referenced within the policy.
limited but there is potential to walk or cycle.
The positive link to pedestrian and cycle
improvements will help this.
Bypass is a significant improvement, will
6. Transport o n reduce ’rrofﬁc_ through E|YviCk, . 5 5
’ ' The bypass will however increase fraffic
along Elwick Road to the point where the
bypass begins. By directing more traffic
along the countryside section of Elwick
Road there could be more danger for
vulnerable road users such as cyclists and
pedestrians’ unless a better cycle link is
addedin.
Assessors would like to see walking and
cycling links along the route of the new
bypass to protect the vulnerable users who
walk and cycle too and from Elwick.
The development of Quarry Farm will lead to Assessors considered that the absence
urban development in the countryside. of the policy could lead to a reduction
The development will be on open fields in the quality of the built and natural
which many consider to be an attractive environment as the policy ensures
part of the landscape, so developing the benefits such as the provision of multi-
land will impact upon the landscape. functional green infrastructure, a
Links to the design policy are positive and - - landscape buffer and cycle and
should ensure development is of a high pedestrian linkages to the adjoining
7. Built and standard. urban and rural areas.
Natural 0 0 The provisions in the policy will ensure
Environment. sufficient open space is provided within the
development and will ensure Gl links are
improved.
The policy will allow for urban development
in the rural areq, possibly improve the policy
to draw reference to the fact that these
homes are in the rural area and that design
should reflect it. Typical suburbia should not
be encouraged here.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG5a Quarry Farm Housing Site

Date: 15/11/2016

Steven Carter (Public Health)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and

Date: 4t July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M L
The policy is neutral overall, a significant
amount of greenfield land will be
developed upon which is negative, yet the
housing area should be attractive which is
positive.
There will be an impact but mitigation Assessors considered that the absence
s . should ensure that the impact is neutral of the green infrastructure
8. Biodiversity and h ) .
. N 0 0 overall. - - - requirements stated in the policy could
Geodiversity. -
have an adverse impact on
biodiversity.
There will be an impact but mitigation Assessors considered that the absence
9. Water, Air and should ensure that the impact is neutral of the policy would not have an
. . 0 0 X | X X . . S
Soil Pollution. overall. impact as this topic is not referenced
within the policy.
Due to its location the site should be seen as Assessors considered that the absence
an extension to Hartlepool so people can of the policy could have a negative
10. Liveability and link in fo existing facilities and community |mpoct on liveability gnd place as .The
Place + + groups etc. - - - pqllcy ensures bgneflfs such as seT.Tl.r?g
: aside land for neighbourhood facilities,
requiring a landscape buffer and
green infrastructure.
. The housing allocations will provide Assessors considered that the absence
11. Equity, > . .
. . . opportunities to create stronger socially of the policy would not have an
Diversity, Equality | + + . . o X X X . )
SN inclusive communities. impact as the policy does not
and Participation- o . .
specifically relate to this topic.
The policy will allow for development on Assessors considered that the absence
greenfield land, on the urban edge so some of the policy would not have an
12. Energy residents will head straight out by car to the impact as the policy does not ensure
Efficiency and _ _ A19 to access services and facilities in X X X that development is energy efficient.
Natural Stockton, Middlesbrough, Sunderland and
Resources. Newcastle. This is viewed as being negafive
when considering car borne carbon
emissions.
The site is edge of centre which should Assessors considered that the absence
mean that it can be easily linked to existing of the policy would have no impact as
13. Waste. 0 0 wos’re_ collection services ol’rhopgh it will X X X the policy does not address this topic.
result in the generation of additional
household waste. On balance its impact is
neutral overall.
The site is urban edge so the next best Assessors considered that the absence
sustainable location after the urban area. of the policy would have a negative
Facilities are within walking distance and impact as there pedestrian and cycle
there are opportunities to use sustainable linkages and the green infrastructure
14. Climate modes of transport. would not be safeguarded by the
0 0 S o = o 5 h
Change. Policy is neutral overall as it will lead to policy.
development on a significant amount of
greenfield land but opportunities to be
sustainable are embedded in the policy and
its location allows for that.
The policy is positive overall, the homes will Assessors considered that the absence
be built on greenfield land but itis a of the policy could have a negative
sustainable edge of centre location and the impact on futurity as the policy ensures
15. Futurity. + + policy will assist in providing new homes that | - - - benefits such as setting aside land for
existing and future generations need. neighbourhood facilities, requiring a
landscape buffer and green
infrasfructure.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG5a Quarry Farm Housing Site

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and

Diattes 181172018 Steven Carter (Public Health)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

- 4th
Dieitss 41 Juy A0l (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
s I M‘ L | explanation S ‘ MI L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy will allow for significant development in the countryside, by virtue of homes and a bypass. Development in the
countryside does inevitably change the character and landscape which in many instance is deemed to be negative. Due fo its urban edge
location it is likely that many residents will leave the site and go straight to the A19 to access services and facilities out of town, however this
has been mitigated against by ensuring that green links are provided which many encourage residents to interact with the local areas. The
site is also close to existing services and facilities and not foo far from the town centre.

The policy will allow for much needed homes to be built and to improve traffic through Elwick village and the A19 access points.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for education and skills, health, safety and security, housing, transport, built and natural
environment, biodiversity and geodiversity, liveability and place, climate change and futurity.

Policy: HSGé Wynyard housing site

Date: 15.11.2016 Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Confrol)

Date: 4n July 2017 Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon
(Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
The provision of homes will lead to limited Assessors considered that as the land
jobs in house building but the jobs are has been identified for development in
unlikely to be wide ranging and not all high the locational strategy and is a
1. Economy + + + skilleql. o . 0 0 0 sustainable Iocoﬁor), development
’ ’ The site location is not particularly helpful to would almost certainly occur (and the
Town Centre as it is unlikely that residents will associated economic benefits)
fravel from Wynyard to Town centre. irespective of having its own specific
policy.
The policy seeks the provision of a primary Assessors considered that the absence
2 Education and school. pf the policy woul.d have a negative
Si(ills + + + o - - impact as the policy safeguards land
: for primary education provision.
There are positive elements in the policy that Assessors considered that the absence
will help achieve the health objective i.e. of the policy would have a negative
infrastructure links such as walking and impact as the policy allocates land for
3. Health. cycling along with the provision of play a local centre which will include health
+ + + ; . ! - - - L "
space on site and links to the surrounding facilities and the policy also seeks to
countryside willimprove access. provide multifunctional green
infrastructure which will encourage
healthy lifestyles.
No overdall relationship but assessors note the Assessors considered that the policy
4. Safety and positive link to the design policy. encourages good design and if the site
Security. X X X Reference to the safety and security policy - - - is not developed in this way it would
should also be included. lead fo a detrimental effect on safely
and security.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSGé Wynyard housing site

Date: 15.11.2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Conftrol)

Date: 4t July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M
It is possible that a sustainable community Assessors considered that housing
could be created, given the local centre, development would not be of the
green infrastructure etc but the site is not in same quality without the policy
a sustainable location. The policy has links fo providing a strong guiding framework.
the design policy which established high
quality design. The site will ensure that the
residents who live in Wynyard have
increased access to open space; assessors
note the positive walking link improvements.
The policy/site does not provide all residents
5. Housing with access to housing due to its location;
’ ’ 0 0 0 the homes are likely to be high end housing - -
so more expensive than the average
Hartlepool house price. Affordable housing
will be required on the larger site which will
assist in providing quality homes for all in a
variety of locations but the other sites will be
required to pay an off site sum which will be
used to regenerate parts of the urban area,
so not to provide homes within Wynyard.
Neutral overall due to the site location, there
are some pros and some cons but they
balance each other out.
Due to the location residents are likely to Assessors considered that the absence
have to travel by car. of the policy would result in a negative
The new Aé89 cycle link will be a positive. impact due to the potential
More cyclists will have to go along the A19 weakening of the fransport
junction, there is a link through Wolviston but infrastructure requirements and
commuting cyclists are most likely to go pedestrian and cycle linkages that are
across the A19 to access so there is unlikely referenced within the policy.
to be an improvement to the safety of
cyclists as the A19 crossing point is heavily
frafficked and often fraffic is at high speeds.
The policy will have a neutral effect on the
highway network, there may be some
6. Transport. - - - extending waiting times but the aim is to - -
maintain it, not improve it.
Due to the location there is likely to be an
increase in Co2 emissions. The site isin an
isolated location, disconnected from the
main services and facilities within Wynyard
and Stockton. There is likely to be an onus on
car use. There are not enough services on
site i.e cinema etc so people will have to
travel. However, the policy will result in the
provision of new facilities which will reduce
tfraffic, thereby making development more
sustainable.
This site would lead to urban development in Assessors considered that the absence
the countryside. of the policy could lead to a reduction
The policy will allow for building on areas of in the quality of the built and natural
7. Built and open space and some woodland. It could environment as the policy ensures
Natural 0 0 0 be to the detriment of that landscape but - - benefits such as setting aside land for
Environment. the policy seeks to mitigate this and create neighbourhood facilities, requiring a
a high quality landscape. Overall it is neutral landscape buffer and green
against this objective. infrastructure.
The allocation will have an impact but Assessors considered that the absence
I . mitigation should ensure that it is neutral of the green infrastructure
8. Biodiversity and . ) .
. . 0 0 0 overall. - - requirements stated in the policy could
Geodiversity. -
have an adverse impact on
biodiversity.
The allocation will have an impact but Assessors considered that the absence
9. Water, Air and mitigation should ensure that it is neutral of the policy would not have an
. : 0 0 0 X | X ) . S
Soil Pollution. overall. impact as this topic is not referenced
within the policy.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSGé Wynyard housing site

Date: 15.11.2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Conftrol)

Date: 4t July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M
Local centre is a benefit but it is likely to be Assessors considered that the absence
for top up shopping. residents are sfill likely of the policy could have a negative
to need to travel fo access wider retail impact on liveability and place as the
options. policy ensures benefits such as setting
This policy would allow urban development aside land for neighbourhood facilities,
in the rural areaq, in a location that is requiring a landscape buffer and
detached from Hartlepool. Assessors do not green infrastructure.
see how a sense of place can be created.
The policy and site are unlikely to create
10. Liveability and + + + social cohesion as there is unlikely to be a _ _
Place. mix of people. The policy is likely to generate
a housing estate in the rural area where
many people work all day, drive home and
do not generally not interacting with
neighbours. However the policy does all it
can to assist in creating social cohesion as it
provides spaces for intferaction.
There area some activities (walking groups
etc.) in the south of the Aé89, so links to
south of A489 need to be ensured.
. The local centre, green wedge and green Assessors considered that the absence
11. Equity, ) - : . .
. . . links will help people interact. The impact of the policy would not have an
Diversity, Equality | O 0 0 X X . .
and Parficipation- should be neutral overall. |mpo.c.t as the policy d_oes np’r
specifically relate to this topic.
This policy allows for build development on Assessors considered that the absence
12. Energy natural resources and does not ensure of the policy would not have an
. prudent use like other sites close to the impact as the policy does not ensure
Efficiency and o . .
Natural - - - urbon.edge would. This sVrQ would have to X X that development is energy efficient.
be built to a carbon negative level to a
Resources. S e )
assist in mitigating against the carbon
impacts. The policy does not require this.
The allocation will generate household Assessors considered that the absence
13. Waste. - - - waste. X X of the policy would have no impact as
the policy does not address this fopic.
The policy will not encourage prudent use of Assessors considered that the absence
natural resources as it will allow for of the policy would have a negative
greenfield development. impact as there pedestrian and cycle
Residents are likely to need to travel by car linkages and the green infrastructure
and therefore there is likely to be an would not be safeguarded by the
increase in carbon emissions, not a policy.
14. Climate decrease. .
- - - Note that green infrastructure can act as a - -
Change. - - .
carbon sink especially if tress are plated.
The policy is negative when compared to
the SA criteria, mainly due fo the location.
This location is not as sustainable as other
green locations. The only likely way to
overcome this would be fo make the
develop carbon negative.
The policy is slightly negative and could be Assessors considered that the absence
detrimental to future generations as it would of the policy would have a negative
allow building in a detached location which impact as the policy provides benefits
does not reduce the need to fravel by car. such as safeguarding land for
Building in other areas could be more neighbourhood facilities. also
sustainable. pedestrian and cycle linkages and the
15. Futurity. 0 0 0 The site does adds fo a package of choices |~ _ green infrastructure would not be

on where future home will be built, thus
providing choice for future generations.
Policy deemed fo be neutral when
considered against the SA objective asiit’s
not in a sustainable location and is likely to
increase Co2 emissions but it will create new
homes.

safeguarded in the absence of the
policy.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSGé Wynyard housing site

Date: 15.11.2016 Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Conftrol)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

- 4th
Dreizs A Ly 2877 (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale g;:::lz;‘i?n’)’/
s ‘ M‘ L | explanation s ‘ M‘ L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy would allow for residential development on greenfield land in a location that is detached from the main built up
area of Hartlepool. The benefits to the main area of Hartlepool are likely fo be limited. The site does provide an alternative to the two other
strategic sites in the borough (South West Extension and High Tunstall) and the policy will ensure that the site is developed to a high standard
with adequate open space, improved infrastructure including cycling and walking links.

There have been some changes to the sustainability appraisal at the Publication Draft stage such as having a positive performance against
the education and skills objective and a neutral impact on the built and natural environment, biodiversity and geo-diversity, water, air and

soil pollution and equity, diversity, equality and participation objectives.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for education and skills, health, safety and security, housing, transport, built and natural
environment, biodiversity and geodiversity, liveability and place, climate change and futurity.

Policy: HSG7 Elwick Village Housing Developments

Date: 15/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Confrol)

Date: 4th July 2017

(Development Contirol)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.Iary/
. explanation
S M | L | explanation S ML
The aim of this policy to set prescripfive Assessors considered that as the land
parameters for development in Elwick has been identified for development in
Village. Itis acknowledges that whilst the the locational strategy and is a
policy is a criteria based policy in reference sustainable location, development
1. Economy. 0 0 0 to a parficular site in the village, an 0 0 0 would almost certainly occur (and the
outcome of the development will be more associated economic benefits)
residents in the vicinity of local services irespective of having its own specific
which should improve the viability and policy.
vitality of the village centre.
New development of the level proposed will Assessors considered that the absence
2 Education and requ_irg plonnir_wg obligations towards The of the policy would have no irr_wpoct_ as
skills. 0 0 0 provision and improvement of education X | X | X | the policy does not address this topic.
facilities to ensure sustainable development.
The policy helps to provide opportunities to Assessors considered that the absence
promote healthier lifestyles as there is direct of the policy would have a negative
reference to the improvement of cycle and impact as the policy requires green
3. Health. + + + footpath links to both the urban area of _ _ : infrastructure, open space and
Hartlepool and the countryside. Access to pedestrian and cycle linkages, all of
services in the urban area of Hartlepool will which encourage healthy lifestyles.
be improved as the policy ensures the
provision of a subsidised bus service.
4. Safety and No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the absence
Security. X X X X X X of the policy would have no impact as
the policy does not address this topic.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG7 Elwick Village Housing Developments

Date: 15/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Conftrol)

Date: 4th July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M explanation s | M
The policy is a prescriptive policy for the Assessors considered that housing
guidance of development at this particular development would not be of the
site. The site is mentioned in HSG2 (overall same quality without the policy
housing mix), this policy in conjunction will providing a strong guiding framework.
ensure that development of the site will
meet housing needs to ensure sustainable
development.
5. Housing. + + The policy provides the opportunity for _ _
increased access to open space within the
landscape buffer between the housing site
and the proposed route for the new bypass.
The policy specifically refers to design which
will ensure that development of the site will
be of high quality. The policy could possibly
be improved by referencing the
forthcoming Design SPD.
The policy actively encourages the Assessors considered that the absence
development of sustainable modes of of the policy would result in a negative
transport by improving cycling and walking impact due to the potential
links. In addition the policy is prescriptive weakening of the fransport
about the provision of safe access to the site infrastructure requirements that are
and sefs out how the development should referenced within the policy.
be designed in context to the bypass. .
6. Transport. ) " o -
The policy ensures the provision of a
subsidised bus service to the urban area
which has the potential to reduce fransport
barriers to accessing employment,
education and fraining and health care. This
policy supports a sustainable extension to
the village.
The policy promotes an extension to Elwick Assessors considered that the absence
Village on greenfield land, therefore it will of the policy could lead to a reduction
" expand the size of the village info the in the quality of the built and natural
7. Built and . L - . .
countryside. The new criterion will ensure environment as the policy ensures
Natural 0 0 that the adjacent heritage assets are taken ) ) benefits such as requiring a landscape
Environment. a y g > 9 P
account of, respected and protected. buffer and green infrastructure.
Overall the impact on the built and natural
environment should be neutral.
The policy encourages the development of Assessors considered that the absence
housing in the village which willimpact upon of the green infrastructure
8. Biodiversity and the natural environment; therefore there is requirements stated in the policy could
Geodiversity. : : the potential to impact upon habitats and : : have an adverse impact on
priority species. Mitigation against harmis a biodiversity.
possibility.
The policy encourages the development of Assessors considered that the absence
housing. The policy directly refers to site of the policy would not have an
9. Water, Air and 0 0 requirements, which includes site constraints. X X impact as this topic is not referenced
Soil Pollution. Any development should take into account within the policy.
water, air and soil pollution. Risk can be
minimised and mitigated against.
This policy encourages and supports Assessors considered that the absence
additional dwellings in Elwick village, of the policy could have a negative
. - providing a sustainable extension to the impact on liveability and place as the
10. Liveability and . . o . 5 . .
Place. + + village. The foqus of sﬁe specific pollqy - - policy ensures benefits such requiring a
promotes sustainable lifestyles. Creating landscape buffer and green
additional housing options in the village will infrasfructure.
help to sustain and develop the community.
This policy encourages housing Assessors considered that the absence
development on a specific site in the village. of the policy would have a negative
There has been a lot of community impact as providing more rural housing
. consultation undertaken as part of the choices including affordable housing
11. Equity, . L . -
. . . development of the Rural Neighbourhood can assist in promoting community
Diversity, Equality | - + . s RN - - -
and Parficipation- Plo.n, whilst this site is identified in the B cohesion.
Neighbourhood Plan; the numbers identified
in this policy are higher which has the
potential to create issues relating to social
cohesion in the short term.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG7 Elwick Village Housing Developments

Date: 15/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Conftrol)

Date: 4th July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M explanation s | M
12. Energy No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the absence
Efficiency and of the policy would not have an
X X X | X . -

Natural impact as the policy does not ensure
Resources. that development is energy efficient.

The policy will encourage housing at Elwick; Assessors considered that the absence
13. Waste ) ) this additional housing will increase landfill. X | x of the policy would have no impact as

’ : This waste will have to travel to the urban the policy does not address this topic.

area which is not sustainable.

The policy will encourage housing at Elwick; Assessors considered that the absence

there is the potential fo increase greenhouse of the policy would have a negative

gas both through the build process and the impact as there pedestrian and cycle
14. Climate impact of new dwellings. linkages and the green infrastructure
Cch - - Flood risk will be mitigated against although - - would not be safeguarded by the

ge. : A h

a reduction of surface for drainage has the policy.

potential to create anissue. The policy

could be strengthened be direct reference

to flood risk if not covered in the design SPD.

The aim of the policy is to provide Assessors considered that the absence

additional housing in the village which will of the policy could have a negative

create additional housing opftions for current impact on liveability and place as the
15. Futurity. and future generations. The benefit of - - policy ensures benefits such requiring a

Conclusions and Recommendations

adequate housing in a sustainable location
conftributes directly to the Governments
house building agenda.

landscape buffer and green
infrastructure.

Conclusions: Overall the impact of this policy will be positive as it facilitates sustainable development of a strategic extension to Elwick
Village. The change to the policy has resulted in a neutral overall impact against the built and natural environment objective.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for, health, housing, fransport, built and natural environment, biodiversity and

geodiversity, liveability and place, equadlity, diversity and participation, climate change and futurity.

Policy: HSG8 Hart Village Housing Developments

Date: 29 March 2016

Rickleton (Sports & Recreation)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley( Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control) & Zoe

Date: 4t July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M explanation S M
The aim of this policy is to set prescriptive Assessors considered that as the land
parameters for development in Hart Village. has been identified for development in
It is acknowledges that whilst the policy is a the locational strategy and is a
criteria based policy in reference to a sustainable location, development
1. Economy. 0 0 particular site in the village, an outcome of 0 0 would almost certainly occur (and the
the development will be more residents in associated economic benefits)
the vicinity of local businesses which should irespective of having its own specific
improve the viability and vitality of the policy.
village centre.
New development of the level proposed will Assessors considered that the absence
require planning obligations towards the of the policy would have no impact as
2. Education and 0 0 provision and improvement of education x | x the policy does not address this topic.
Skills. facilities to ensure sustainable development.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG8 Hart Village Housing Developments

Date: 29h March 2016

Rickleton (Sports & Recreation)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley( Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control) & Zoe

Date: 4t July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale CorTme?tary/
S M L | explanation 3 M éxplanation
The policy will ensure the provision of a new Assessors considered that the absence
playing field and play provision as part of of the policy would have a negative
the development of the sites. This will benefit impact as the policy allocates land for
the residents of these new developments a local centre which will include health
3. Health. and the wider village as a whole. Play facilities and the policy also seeks to
provision is mentioned in the preamble to : : provide multifunctional green
the policy but not in the policy itself. Due to infrastructure which will encourage
the intent of the policy, it could be healthy lifestyles.
strengthened by direct reference to play
provision within the policy.
Whilst there are many environmental and Assessors considered that the absence
4. Safety and social benefits to the incorporation of play of the policy would have no impact as
) X facilities and a playing field there is the the policy does not address this fopic.
Security. 0 0 0 o s . X X
possibility that such a facility could increase
anti-social behaviour, both real and
perceived.
The policy is a prescriptive policy for the Assessors considered that housing
guidance of development at this particular development would not be of the
site. The site is mentioned in HSG2 (overall same quality without the policy
housing mix), this policy in conjunction will providing a strong guiding framework.
ensure that development of the site will
meet housing needs to ensure sustainable
development.
5. Housing. + + + _ _
The policy will ensure that access o open
space for residents is increased.
The policy specifically refers to design which
will ensure that development of the site will
be of high quality. The policy could possibly
be improved by referencing the
forthcoming Design SPD.
The policy actively encourages the Assessors considered that the absence
development of sustainable modes of of the policy would result in a negative
fransport by improving cycling and walking impact due to the potential
links. There are already good links between weakening of the transport
6. Transport. + + + Hart vilage and the urban area of - - infrastructure requirements that are
Hartlepool. referenced within the policy.
This policy supports a sustainable extension
to the village.
The policy promotes an extension to the Assessors considered that the absence
village on greenfield land, therefore it will of the policy could have a negative
expand the size of the village info the impact on liveability and place as the
countryside as such does promote policy ensures benefits such as
encroachment into the countryside. requiring a landscape buffer and
green infrastructure.
There are a number of heritage assets in the
7. Built and vicinity of the sites; development in these
Natural 0 0 0 locations has the potential to have a - -
Environment. detrimental impact on setting of such
heritage assets. The policy could be
enhanced by cross referencing to relevant
heritage policies.
The policy will ensure the inclusion of new
open space within the site which will be
accessible to all.
The policy encourages the development of Assessors considered that the absence
housing in this location in Hart vilage which of the green infrastructure
8. Biodiversity and willimpact upon the natural environment; requirements stated in the policy could
Geodiversity. : : : therefore there is the potential to impact R have an adverse impact on
upon habitats and priority species. biodiversity.
Mitigation against harm is a possibility.
9. Water, Air and The policy encourages the development of Assessors considered that the absence
. . - - - X . L R X X .
Soil Pollution. housing. The policy directly refers to site of the policy would not have an




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG8 Hart Village Housing Developments

Appraisers: Fiona Riley( Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control) & Zoe

o th
Digtiee 2 hiseTEn 2016 Rickleton (Sports & Recreation)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

- Ath
Dieitss 41 Juy A0l (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'tary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M
requirements, which includes site constraints. impact as this topic is not referenced
Any development should take into account within the policy.
water, air and soil pollution. Risk can be
minimised and mitigated against. However
in the case of these sites development
could impact upon the flood zone and
there is the potential that the sites include
best and most versatile land.
This policy encourages additional dwellings Assessors considered that the absence
in the village, providing a sustainable of the policy could have a negative
. - extension to the village. The focus of site impact on liveability and place as the
10. Liveability and i - - . . o
Place. + + s_pecmc policy promote.s.susfomobI.e - - policy ensures benefits such requiring a
lifestyles. Creating addifional housing landscape buffer and green
options in the village will help to sustain and infrastructure.
develop the community.
This policy encourages housing Assessors considered that the absence
development on a specific site in the village. of the policy would have a negative
There has been a lot of community impact as providing more rural housing
11. Equity consultation undertaken as part of the choices including affordable housing
T . development of the Rural Neighbourhood can assist in promoting community
Diversity, Equality | - + . . . e - - -
and Parficipation- Plo_n, whilst these sites are |denhf|ed_ in Th_e_ cohesion.
Neighbourhood Plan; the numbers identified
within this policy are higher which has the
potential fo create issues relating to social
cohesion in the short term.
12. Energy No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the absence
Efficiency and of the policy would not have an
X X X | X . A
Natural impact as the policy does not ensure
Resources. that development is energy efficient.
The policy will encourage housing at Hart; Assessors considered that the absence
this additional housing will increase landfill. of the policy would have no impact as
13. Waste. - - This waste will have to travel to the urban X X the policy does not address this topic.
area which is not the most sustainable
approach.
The policy will encourage housing at Hart; Assessors considered that the absence
there is the potential to increase greenhouse of the policy would have a negative
gas both through the build process and the impact as the pedestrian and cycle
impact of new dwellings. linkages and the green infrastructure
14. Climate _ _ N . Wopld not be safeguarded by the
C}';ange - - Flood risk will be mitigated against although - - policy.
: reduction of surface for drainage has the
potential to create anissue. The policy
could be strengthened by the inclusion of
direct reference to flood risk if not covered
in the design SPD.
The aim of the policy is provide additional Assessors considered that the absence
housing in the village which will create of the policy could have a negative
additional housing options for current and impact on liveability and place as the
15. Futurity. future generations. The benefit of adequate | - - policy ensures benefits such as
housing in a sustainable location contributes requiring a landscape buffer and
directly to the Governments house building green infrastructure.
agenda.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG8 Hart Village Housing Developments

Appraisers: Fiona Riley( Planning Policy), Daniel James (Development Control) & Zoe

: 29th
Date: 29" March 2016 Rickleton (Sports & Recreation)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

- 4th
Dieitss 41 Juy A0l (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
s I M‘ L | explanation S ‘ MI L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Overall the impact of this policy will be positive as it facilitates sustainable development of a strategic extension to Hart Village,
in addition this development will facilitate significant improvements to provision of open space and play facilities for public access within the
village.

Recommendations: Suggested that the policy could be strengthened by the following:

e Cross reference this policy with the heritage policies relevant.

e Include reference to flooding.

Referencing the requirement for the provision of play facilities as part of the development of the open space.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for, health, housing, transport, built and natural environment, biodiversity and
geodiversity, liveability and place, equadlity, diversity and participation, climate change and futurity.

Policy: HSG9 Affordable Housing

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and Leigh

it i ARl 2016 Taylor (Development Confrol)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

- 4th
Dz A duly 2017 (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentgry/
. explanation
S M | L | explanation S ML
The policy will allow for positive impacts Assessors considered that the absence
upon social depredation but the assessors of the policy would have a negative
did not consider that there were no links to impact on the economy as an
1. Economy. + + + ] =
economic activity. - - - adequate supply of affordable homes
as well as market homes is considered
to be an economic benefit.
. No relationship identified. Assessors considered that there is no
2. Education and X | x| x X | x | x | relationship between this topic and the
Skills. policy.
No relationship overall but the assessors note Assessors considered that the absence
3. Health the positive that better housing may be of the policy would have a negative
’ : X X X | provided that is not full of damp etc and impact as an adequate supply of
thus mental health and wellbeing can be - - - affordable housing contributes towards
improved. health and wellbeing.
No overall relationship but assessors did note Assessors considered that there the
48 that the policy does not tackle crime and absence of the policy would have a
. Safety and . . - - . T
security. X X X anti social behqwour. Pers:ephon.of Those.m negative impact as an oc;lequcn‘e
affordable housing need is negative and if - - - supply of affordable housing
families are not integrated it could give rise confributes fo social cohesion which
to the perception of crime efc. helps create safer communities.
The policy will assist in creating a choice of Assessors considered that the absence
homes and will assist in providing for those in of the policy would have a
affordable housing need. pronounced negative impact as it
Much of the criteria is not applicable to this would reduce the number of
policy as the policy generally serves one Hartlepool residents who have access
main purpose, which is to provide to good quality homes that meet their
affordable homes. needs across tenures in sustainable
5. Housing. The policy draws no reference to homes communities.
+ + + X .
being decent or good quality therefore N B
assessors considered that it is not possible to
score this policy more positively.
A possible recommendation is to like this
policy to the design policies etc. and to
state that affordable homes should be
indistinguishable from general market
homes.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG9 Affordable Housing

Date: 8th April 2016

Taylor (Development Confrol)

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and Leigh

Date: 4t July 2017

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
s | m explanation s | m explanation

No relationship identified.

Assessors considered that there is no

6. Transport. X X X X relationship between this topic and the
policy.
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the absence
of the policy would have a negative
impact as the policy requires that
7. Built and affordable units should be
Natural X X - - indistinguishable from market unifs on
Environment. the development which, as well as
creating mixed communities, improves
design outcomes.
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that there is no
8. Biodiversity and relationship between this topic and the
Geodiversity. X X X X policy.

No relationship identified. Assessors considered that there is no
9. Water, Air and relationship between this topic and the
Soil Pollution. X X x x policy.

Social cohesion could improve more Assessors considered that the absence

overtime but education needs to improve of the policy would have a negative

for those in general market and in impact as an adequate supply of
affordable housing need. affordable housing promotes social
cohesion.

The perception of those in affordable need

can be negative but all in society need to

be aware that often those in affordable

housing need are vulnerable and that those

10. Liveability and 0 0 in affordable housing need are not always - -
Place. negative contributors to society. Good and

bad people can live in general market

housing and in affordable housing so often

the perception is untrue.

Recommendation — to ensure those in

affordable homes are not stereotyped and

singled out the design and quality of

affordable homes should be equal to the

design of market homes.

The policy can assist in providing homes for Assessors considered that the absence

everyone. of the policy would have a negative

11. Equity impact as an adequate supply of
S T . Some elements of social cohesion are affordable promotes social inclusion
Diversity, Equality 0 0 : .
and Parlicipation- beyond the rem!f on the local plan, but the - - gnd encourages s.tr.onger socially
policy could be improved to prevent those inclusive communities.
in affordable housing need being singled
out as stated above.
12. Energy No relationship identified. Assessors considered that there is no
Efficiency and relationship between this topic and the
X X X X .

Natural policy.
Resources.

No relationship identified. Assessors considered that there is no
13. Waste. . . . . relqﬁonship between this topic and the

policy.
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that there is no
14. Climate X X x | x relationship between this topic and the
Change. policy.
The policy will assist in providing for future Assessors considered that the absence
generations, assessors do not think that the of the policy would have a negative
15. Futurity. + + policy will have negative impact upon - - impact as an inadequate supply of

future generations.

affordable housing would restrict the
choices of future generations..




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG9 Affordable Housing

Date: 8th April 2016

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and Leigh

Taylor (Development Confrol)

Date: 4t July 2017

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Philip Timmins (Estates), Tony Dixon

(Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenff:ry/
S | M‘ L | explanation s ‘ MI L explanation

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy is positive overall and will assist in ensuring that affordable homes are provide across the borough. The policy has one
main aim and therefore not all of the SA criteria are essential.

Recommendations: A possible recommendation is to like this policy to the design policies etc. and to state that affordable homes should be

indistinguishable from general market homes.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, health, safety and security, housing, built and natural environment,
liveability and place, climate change and futurity.

Policy: HSG10 Housing Market Renewal

Date: 239 March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Control), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen_fclry/
. explanation
3 M explanation 3 M L
The policy aims to support housing market Without the policy there is no specific
renewal to address housing imbalance. The policy to address market failure. As a
detrimental effect created by an oversupply result, the impact of a localised failing
of housing can have a significant impact on housing market has a negative impact
an areq, the low demand for housing on the local economy.
creates voids and as a consequence has an
impact on the viability and vitality of the
area. As this policy aims to address this,
there will be a positive benefit on the local
1. Economy. + + economy. Local centres in close proximity _ _ .

to sites can be strengthened. Short ferm
inward investment through the supply chain
can be aindirect benefit of development.

The policy supports improvements to housing
stock by reducing poor quality housing; this
has a direct correlation to availability of
housing for all. There is also a direct
correlation between poor quality housing
and levels of deprivation.

2. Education and
Skills.

Housing development has the potential to
lever in funding through planning obligations
to secure additional education facilities to
ensure sustainable development. There are
economic challenges in delivering
brownfield sites.

There is an Employment Charter which
encourages the use of local labour and skills.
Suggested that the policy should be cross
referenced to the Planning Obligations SPD
which covers the employment charter and
use of local labour / skills market.

Marginal negative impact if the policy
wasn't in place.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG10 Housing Market Renewal

Date: 23d March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Control), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 4th July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On

Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale

S M| L

Commentary/
explanation

Timescale

S

M

Commentary/
explanation

3. Health.

Better quality housing which is the intended
outcome supported by this policy. In
clearing existing housing stock there is the
opportunity to reconfigure the layout of
housing development to include additional
green space / open space.

There is the opportunity to reduce levels of
deprivation through the provision of better
quality housing. Housing provided will be
more efficient; occupants as a result will
spend a lower proportion of income on
energy bills.

Not having the policy in place has the
potential not to deliver the positive
benefits that redevelopment of failing
housing stock has on health through
the creation of better designed and
healthier living environments.

4. Safety and
Security.

5. Housing.

6. Transport. + + +

7. Built and
Natural
Environment.

The policy supports HMR, which involves the
clearance of poor quality housing; such
areas are often vulnerable to increased
crime and antisocial behaviour issues.
Rebuilding such areas will both help to
reduce crime in the area and reduce
perception of crime associated to the area
— this will be a long term outcome of
implementation of the policy.

The provision of new build properties as part
of HMR redevelopment willimprove fire
standards, e.g. through the provision of
escape windows.

The purpose of the policy is to promote the
reuse of Brownfield land, areas which are
currently experiencing market failure; this will
specifically address issue with supply and
demand of housing stock fo meet needs
and aspirations. This has the potential to
address the needs of vulnerable people.
Renewed housing stock will be built to
current standards and building regulations.
There is the opportunity to reconfigure
space to include additional green / open
space.

Redevelopment of brownfield sites can
create the opportunity to encourage better
highway design — e.g. reduce ‘rat runs’
through inner town areas. This could have a
direct impact upon increasing highway
safety.

The policy has the potential to increase
sustainable use of fransport if developments
are sustainably infegrated into urban areacs.
Redevelopment of residential areas in the
inner urban core of the town will help sustain
local centres by increasing the population
numbers in close vicinity to commercial
areas.

The policy supports the redevelopment of
fown centre areas, however dependent on
how houses are redeveloped there is the
possibility that the number of dwellings on
sites may be reduced. However such sites
where housing market failure is an issue
present high numbers of voids and are not
generally desirable areas where people
want fo live.

There will always be a market for
development of large housing on Greenfield
sites; therefore this may have limited impact
on encroachment into the countryside.

Declining housing areas have a
correlation with increasing crime and
anti-social behaviour.

Negative impact on having the policy
basis to secure benefits of addressing
failing housing stock. For example
improving the quality of housing
available fo meet current standards.

Absence of the policy has the
potential fo hinder the improvement of
fransport issues associated with failing
market areas.

With the absence of the policy, there is
a risk that the benefits relating to this
objective will not come to fruition and
the quality of the existing built
environment in such areas will continue
to decline.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG10 Housing Market Renewal

Date: 23d March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Control), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

SA objectives

Policy On

Policy Off

Timescale

8. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity.

Commentary/
explanation

Timescale

There is the potential to improve the setting
of heritage assets and has the potential to
improve the quality of the built environment,
including the additional provision of open
space. The policy could be strengthened
by cross referencing to Green Infrastructure
policies.

No relationship identified.

Commentary/
explanation

No relationship identified.

9. Water, Air and
Soil Pollution.

10. Liveability and
Place.

No relationship identified.

The redevelopment of housing market
renewal sites will create new housing which
better meets the needs and aspirations of
the community. Town centre areas tend to
have better provision of services and
facilities and better infrastructure links,
promoting sustainable areas.

New dwellings which are better suited type
of houses people want to live in will
encourage new residents and help to retain
existing residents, creating a diverse
community.

No relationship identified.

The absence of the policy has the
potential to risk the delivery of
addressing market failure which has
major potential for negative impact on
vitality and sense of place.

1. Equi Such development enables the possibility to Absence of the policy risks the
. Equity, e i .
Diversity, Equality create new commupmes in ’rhg I.o.ng term. In conh.nued declmg of areas where
L the short term there is the possibility that housing market failure is evident,
and Participation- - . . . ? e
communities will be displaced. impacting upon communities.
There is the possibility to create sustainable Without the policy in place there is the
12. Energy development, development will be on potential that poor quality housing will
Efficiency and brownfield land and there is the possibility fail to be addressed. Poor quality,
+ + . g - - -
Natural that materials can be reused and retained older homes are often less energy
Resources. increasing energy efficiency. efficient.
13. Waste. X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Building on brownfield land, should be more Not having the policy in place may
energy efficient. The policy doesn't refer to have a negative impact on the
14. Climate climate change, but the impact of the sustainable redevelopment of
Chﬁnge 0 0 policy should have a positive impact on the - - - brownfield land.
’ climate as new homes are more energy
efficient. Possibly cross reference to energy
efficiency policy.
The policy supports the improvement of There is the risk that the plan will not
housing stock to the benefit of future have the mechanism to address issues
15. Futurity. + + generations. - - - with housing market failure, which has
a major social, environmental and
economic impact.
Conclusions: Overall the impact of this policy has a positive impact for sustainable development. It will support the improvement of

housing stock in fown centre areas, creating more sustainable communities, improving the local environment and boosting the local

economy.

Recommendations: The policy could possibly be cross referenced with energy efficiency, planning obligations, affordable housing and

community facilities.

Absence of the policy weakens the policy position in ferms of supporting Housing Market Renewal. There is the potential that without the
policy in place there could be negative social, environmental and economic impacts.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG11 Extensions to Existing Dwellings

Date: 23d March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Confrol), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M
There may be an impact on the local Without the policy in place there may
economy in relation to builders carrying be a marginal negative impact in
1. Economy. 0 0 work, e.g. if all development is refused this - - relation to the level of work generated
could impact upon the viability of local for local businesses which would have
businesses. a direct impact on the local economy.
No real relationship identified, although No relationship.
2. Education and X X increased space in households may improve X X
Skills. space / environment for study, which could
in turn impact upon attainment.
No relationship identified. The absence of the policy has the
3. Health potential to generate well being issues
’ ' X X - - as the policy refers to outlook and
parking which if not addressed can
lead to tensions in communities.
4. Safety and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Security. X X X X
Encourages development and increasing Absence of the policy removes the
size of existing homes. The policy refers to controls on residential extensions
5. Housing. + + design and ensures that development must _ _ hence increases risk of negative
be appropriate. It supports improvements to impact on the amenity and could
existing homes and to meet the needs of have an impact on the housing in the
occupiers. ared.
6. Transport. X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
The policy supports appropriate extensions Absence of the policy has the
which has the potential to reduce the potential to have an adverse impact
7. Built and demand for new development, hence has on the surrounding area as the policy
Natural + + the potential to reduce encroachment of - - aims fo manage development so that
Environment. development info the countryside. it is of high quality and in keeping.
The policy has the potential fo help improve
the built environment.
The policy refers to the retention of Absence of the policy increases the
8. Biodiversity and adequate gardens which has the potential potential for a loss of garden space
G‘ . . 0 0 to protect ecological networks and habitats. | - - which can contribute towards
eodiversity. - .
ecological networks and provide
habitats.
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
. . X X X | X
Soil Pollution.
10. Liveability and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
X X X | X
Place.
No relationship identified. Without the development
11. Equity management which the policy offers,
oo T . there is the potential for adverse
Diversity, Equality | X X - - . . . .
and Participation- impacts on nglghbourhlng properﬂes
and area which can have a negative
social impact.
The policy supports further development of Well managed extension development
12. Energy brownfield land and is therefore an effective has the potential to improve energy
Efficiency and 0 0 use of land within the restrictions of the _ _ efficiency, absence of the policy can
Natural policy. have the reverse impact.
Resources. Cross reference policy with energy
efficiency policy.
13. Waste. X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
Extensions present the opportunity to Well managed extension development
14. Climate improve the energy efficiency of a dwelling have the potential to improve energy
0 0 C - - . .
Change. and can lead to a reduction in greenhouse efficiency, absence of the policy can
gas emissions. have the reverse impact.
The policy doesn't restrict the choices of The absence of the policy has the
future generations. If a house is extended to potential to impact on the effective
15. Futurity. + + its full potential occupants have the choice - - extension of dwellings to meet the
to move to meet needs. The policy protects needs of residents.
outside amenity space.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG11 Extensions to Existing Dwellings

Date: 23d March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Confrol), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off

Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation

s I M ‘ L | explanation S ‘ M I L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

developed land to meet the needs of occupants.

The policy will have a positive impact on sustainable development. The policy supports further development on previously

Recommendations: Delete first section of point 4 in the policy, so it reads "“Provide reasonable outdoor space”. Cross reference the policy to
the Energy Efficiency Policy.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The absence of the policy has the potential to inhibit the effective management and development of residential developments catering for
the changing needs of residents. There are strong environmental and social benefits to having such a policy in place.

Policy: HSG12 Residential Annexes

Date: 239 March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Control), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.iqry/
. explanation
S M L | explanation S M L
There may be an impact on the local Without the policy in place there may
economy in relation to builders carrying be a marginal negative impactin
1. Economy. 0 0 0 work, e.g. if all development is refused this - - - relation to the level of work generated
could impact upon the viability of local for local businesses which would have
businesses. a direct impact on the local economy.
Whilst there is no real relationship idenfified, No relationship.
the provision of a residential annexe will
2 Education and create more space within the curtilage of a
- X X X dwelling. Thisincreased space in X X X
Skills. ;
households may improve space /
environment for study, which could in turn
impact upon attainment.
Whilst there is no real relationship identfified, The absence of the policy has the
the creation of annexes to residential potential fo have a negative impact
properties provides additional space to on assisting care within the wider
accommodate a number of residential home.
3. Health. purposes. For example annexes are often
X X X . L - - -
built for the care of a relative, in this
scenario; the policy can be related fo the
promotion of healthier lifestyles as care in
this manner may enable independent living
for longer.
4. Safgfy and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Security.
Encourages development and increasing The absence of the policy could put
size of existing homes to meet the needs of additional pressure on the housing
current occupiers. The policy refers to market.
5. Housing. design and ensures that development must
+ + + . - - - -
be appropriate. It could support meeting
the needs of vulnerable residents
depending on who the intended resident of
an annexe may be.
6. Transport. X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
The policy supports appropriate annexes Not having the policy in place
" which has the potential to reduce the increases the risk of inappropriate
7. Built and - . .
demand for new development, hence has location, design and massing of
Natural + + + - - - - . .
. the potential to reduce encroachment of potential development. This can have
Environment. . . . 3
development info the countryside. a direct impact on the sense of place
The policy has the potential to help improve of an area.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG12 Residential Annexes

Date: 23d March 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Garry Hutchison (Building Conftrol), Ryan Cowley
(Development Control), Philip Timmins (Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
S M L | explanation 3 M
the built environment.
Whilst no real relationship is identified there is No relationship.
the possibility with the building of a new
8. Biodiversity and annexe that there may be an impact on
. cliversily X X | X biodiversity and geodiversity at a very X | X
Geodiversity. - . !
localised level. The policy could possibly be
strengthened by reference to protection of
adequate gardens.
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
. . X X X X X
Soil Pollution.
No relationship identified. Absence of the policy has the
. - potential fo have a negative impact
10. Liveability and X X X - - on social cohesion as the policy is the
Place. . . .
mechanism to facilitate care in the
home.
. No relationship identified. Marginal negative impact of not
11. Equity, ; .
. . " having the policy in place due fo the
Diversity, Equality | X X X - - . k o
D impact on care in homes, this directly
and Participation- L .
relates fo social inclusion.
The policy supports further development of On balance not having the policy in
12. Energy brownfield land and is therefore an effective place has a neutral impact on this
Efficiency and use of land within the restrictions of the objective.
0 0 0 . 0 0
Natural policy.
Resources. Cross reference policy with energy
efficiency policy.
13. Waste. X X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
Residential annexe developments present Well managed annexe developments
the opportunity to ensure high quality design have the potential to include energy
14. Climate 0 0 0 to ensure the energy efficiency of an _ _ efficiency technologies, absence of
Change. annexe. the policy can have the reverse
Suggestion to cross reference to the energy impact.
efficiency policy.
The policy doesn't restrict the choices of Absence of the policy reduces the
15. Futurity. " " " future generohop;. An annexe can be. _ _ delivery of this housing choice.
reverted to its original use. It allows flexible
use of dwellings.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy will have a positive impact on sustainable development. The policy supports further development on previously
developed land to meet the needs of occupants.

Recommendations: In relation to the wording of the policy, this could be improved by either cross referencing to the residential extensions
policy or repeating the wording to ensure all relevant is presented in this policy i.e. reference to the protection of garden amenity. Also the
preamble of the policy should be strengthened by ensuring the description of a residential annexe is clear, i.e. kitfchens are not included and
will not be permitted as development should be ancillary fo a main dwelling. The inclusion of kitchens has implications for building

regulations.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy can lead to negative social impact though limiting residential annexe development, a housing option which

addresses a specific need.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG13 Gypsy and Traveller provision

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On

Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale

S M

Commentary/
explanation

Timescale

S

M

Commentary/
explanation

1. Economy. X X X

Assessors consider that there is no overall
relationship but if travelling show people did
locate within the borough then there is a
possibility that the economy could be
diversified.

No relationship

2. Education and
Skills.

Policy states that the site should be in close
proximity to services and facilities including
educational establishments which may in
turn help encouraging lifelong learning and
increases attainment if there is better access
to educational facilities.

Without the policy in place there is the
potential that there could be a
reduction in accessibility of this
marginalised group.

3. Health.

Policy stipulates that a site/s should be
located close to health facilities.

There is no reference to the provision of
green space etc. on site.

Access to a range of facilities, including
employment could improve economic and
social poverty and help reduce health
inequalities.

Recommendation - should sites have open
space and play facilities like general market
housing does. As a minimum there should be
green space for ball games etc. if no play
facility near by then one should be created
but if one is nearby then the facility would
allow for better integration.

Link tfo planning obligations policy, as
residents should have option to use facilities
in the borough but in doing so can place a
burden on facilities and it is the burden that
is mitigated against via planning obligations.

The absence of the policy has the
potential fo have a negative impact
on health objectives as the policy
states that there is a requirement for
sites to be well placed to access
services.

4. Safety and
Security. + + +

If a planning application is approved then it
allows for this development in one specific
location rather than having the sites
proliferate across the borough, that are
harder to manage and do noft allow for
additional befits such as play space etc.
Having an approved site could reduce
impact upon excising community as often
the perception of fravellers is poor etc. If a
site is approved and managed well then
perceptions could improve and
communifies may engage positively.

It has often been reported that litter is left
behind when transient travellers move on
from a site, to ensure any new site is
maintained and managed well then
appropriate refuse facilities should be
provided and they should be screened from
view. This requirement should be set out in
policy.

Overall the policy is positive, as it will ensure
all residents within the borough are catered
for and having a designated sites/s could
reduce the proliferation of sites across the
borough which places a management
burden upon the Council.

The absence of the policy would
potentially have a negative impact on
this objective as the confrols detailed
in the policy, that assist in designing out
crime and providing safety and
security would not be in place.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG13 Gypsy and Traveller provision

Date: 08/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins
(Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale E:T::IE?MTY/
S M explanation p ion
Assessors considered that much of the In the absence of the policy the LPA
criteria is not relevant, the policy does not would fail to have an appropriate
refer to the quality of homes, it sets out policy to enable such a development
criteria in which an application would be to be guided sustainably. If the policy
assessed. is not in place there is the risk that the
5. Housing Assessors question whether or not members LPAis failing to meet this housing need
’ : ? ? of the travelling community are deemed to if identified.
be vulnerable. If so then this policy provides
for the vulnerable and would be positive.
The recommendations set out below could
help this policy become more positive by
ensuring that open space is provided on
sife.
6. Transport. X X No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Assessors consider that screening and Without the policy there is no
landscaping is a positive as it can enhance protection to ensure there is no
an area and that having an approved site detrimental impact on the
" can remove a problem from elsewhere. The environment.
7. Built and . P
change to the policy will minimize impacts
Natural + + ; . . A
Environment. on neigbouring areas mcludlng green
wedges and nature conservation sites.
Assessors therefore consider that
performance against this objective has
improved to +.
No relationship identified. Potential negative impact on
I . protected green spaces. The policy
8. Bloc.jlver.slty and X X - - offers a level of protection that without
Geodiversity. .
the policy in place could have a
negative impact on this objective.
9. Water, Air and X X No relationship identified. _ _ Absence of the policy increases the risk
Soil Pollution. of noise pollution.
Sites should have access to facilities and Absence of the policy increases the risk
services, residents may be tempted to stay of such development occurring in
longer if they can tap into existing facilifies. more isolated locations, which will
have implicatfions on this objective.
There could be an increased sense of place
10. Liveability and + + for tfravellers if they feel part of a place and _ _
Place. community.
The policy stipulates that sites should not be
isolated; this should assist in ensuring there
are opportunities for interaction and social
cohesion.
Ensuring residents are not isolated should Absence of the policy increases the risk
assist in frying fo increase social cohesion. of such development occurring in
11. Equity The travelling community would have the more isolated locations, which will
S T . chance to thrive in one area if they can live have implications on this objective.
Diversity, Equality | + + : . L. . - - -
and Parlicipation- side by side, this is not often .posyble if .
travellers come and go to different location,
with poor links and no routes and/or social
network.
12. Energy No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Efficiency and X X X X
Natural
Resources.
Note recommendation on refuse collection. Absence of the policy increases the risk
of inappropriate waste management
13. Waste. x| x : : and thus would be detrimental to this
objective.
14. Climate No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
X X X | X
Change.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HSG13 Gypsy and Traveller provision

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale g;rrI\::lz;}anry/
S M L | explanation S M L p
Ensuring that all residents are catered for Absence of the policy will result in lack
when it comes to housing will provide of control of such developments and
15. Futurity. " " " choice for future ggnerof|ons. Assessors see _ _ : gblhfy fo mitigate potential negative
no reason why choices for future impacts.
generations would be negatively impacted
upon.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy does not allocate a site for Gypsy and Travellers and/or Travelling Show people; it sets out criteria in which
applications would be assessed. The policy is positive overall as it ensures that the sites are located close to services and facilities which is
essential for social infegration, education, employment opportunities and health. Assessors therefore consider that performance against the
built and natural environment objective has improved as a result of the changes o the policy.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy has the potential to have a negative environmental and social impact should a development of this type come
forward and the policy tools not be in place to allow for impacts to be mitigated.

Policy: EMP1: Prestige Employment Site: Wynyard Business Park

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Conftrol), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen‘Iory/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation S ML
The site will allow for a variety of types of Not having a site for Prestige
1. Economy businesses to open or continue to operate. _ o " Employment could limit the types of
’ : The job opportunities could be wide ranging business the borough is able fo atffract.
and at a variety of skills levels.

. No relationship identified. Absence of the policy has the
2.Educationand | | |y . |. |. | potential to limit education and skills
Skills. opportunities.

Assessors consider that there is no direct No relationship, however

relationship between the policy and SA without this policy the posifives relating

3. Health. objective, however the positives relating fo to the creation of an aftractive
X X X ; - . X X X . o

the creation of an aftractive environment environment and thus the positive

and thus the positive impact that there impact that there could be on mental

could be on mental health. health would be reduced.

Assessors consider that there is no direct No relationship, however if the policy

relationship between the policy and SA were not in place then the

4. Safety and s . . . i -

security. . . . o'bjechve., h‘ovt/evver if the envanment is of X X X rqulremenf fo improve the '
high quality is it likely fo be maintained and environment would be reduced which
thus atftractive and not likely to give rise to could give rise to crime and anti social
crime and anti social behaviour. behaviour.

No relationship identified. In the absence of the policy - there is
the potential that this could become
an additional site. However as the
housing need is intrinsically linked to
jobs, removing an employment site

5. Housing. X X X 0 0 0 would reduce the housing nfeed and
consequently the need for sites.
Sufficient sites have already been
identified to address the level of
housing requirement. A reduction in
need has the potential to lead to a
reduction in site requirements.
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Policy: EMP1: Prestige Employment Site: Wynyard Business Park

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
S M explanation S M
The site is detached from the main urban Absence of the policy would
area of Hartlepool and is not served by potentially result in fransport benefits of
public transport or safe and secure cycling developing the site for prestige
and walking links. employment not being achieved.
Employees would be likely to access the
jobs via car and thus increase carbon
emissions.
The existing fransport infrastructure will be
6. Transport _ _ used but the policy does not mention _ )
’ port. improving the network, if anything it could
make it worse due to the increase of traffic
on the A689 and A19 junction.
The A19 is considered to be a barrier, it is
difficult to create safe and desirable walking
and cycling links across the A19 so that
commuters would want to use more
sustainable modes of transport rather than
the car.
The policy would allow for development on Without the policy in place, there is the
large areas of greenfield land, which could potential that the site would remain a
in furn alter the landscape. However Greenfield site. However if
. assessors noted that when they land is development did come forward not
7. Built and . . o
developer, green spaces will be created having the policy in place would
Natural + + . . ) - - . -
. which are usable and will have benefits for potentially affect the ability to secure
Environment. ) A
physical and mental health. adequate mitigation.
The policy seeks to ensure high design is
achieved and seeks to protect natural
environment features.
The policy seeks to protect natural Without the policy in place, there is the
environment features. potential that the site would remain a
8. Biodiversity and Greenfield site. However if
. . sty + + - - development did come forward not
Geodiversity. . s
having the policy in place would
potentially affect the ability o secure
adequate mitigation.
No relationship. The absence of the policy could have
9. Water, Air and . . _ ) a negative impact due to the impact
Soil Pollution. on the ability to achieve appropriate
SuDS mitigation.
The policy will allow for jobs to be created Absence of the policy will have a
but are only likely to be accessible for those negative impact on future availability
with a car. to jobs in the Wynyard area. Therefore
. - There is a possibility that the design of the this would increase the need for car
10. Liveability and ;
0 0 area could lead to a sense of place. If the - - use and impact upon the sense of
Place. s .
design is correct and has reference to ifs place.
location then people may see the buildings
and environment and recognise it as being
Wynyard.
. No relationship. Absence of the policy will limit
11. Equity, ] . . .
. . . economic development in this areaq;
Diversity, Equality | x X - - - L
P this could have a negative impact on
and Participation-
worklessness.
The link to the climate change policy is Absence of the policy could
positive however due to the sites location potentially mean that the site remains
12. Energy and the amount of development on undeveloped which would have a
Efficiency and _ _ greenfield land it is considered that the + + positive impact on natural resources.
Natural policy does not allow for an efficient use of
Resources. natural resourced. Sites on brownfield land
would have been more efficient as would
sites within or adjacent to the urban area.
No relationship. In the absence of the policy there is
the potential that waste management
13. Waste. X X - - T
could have a negative impact on the
objective.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: EMP1: Prestige Employment Site: Wynyard Business Park

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale E;T::IE?‘GTY/
S M L | explanation S M L p ion
The policy would allow for development on The absence of the policy could have
greenfield land which is a negative for a negative impact due to the impact
14. Climate climate change issues. However the policy on the ability to achieve appropriate
: 0 0 0 does seek to protect key features such as - - - SuDS mitigation and inclusion of green
Change. . . v
frees, which do act as a carbon sink. space within any future development.
This policy should be cross referenced with
the climate change and flooding policy.
The policy will provide jobs for future Absence of the policy limits access to
generations; the assessors do not believe high quality jobs in sustainable
15. Futurity. + + + there will be any negative impacts upon the | - - - locations and potentially inhibits the
future generations as development here is LPA's ability fo attract high quality
unlikely to restrict choices for the future. businesses to the borough.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy will allow for a wide range of job opportunities however they are only likely to be accessible to those with a car.
Walking and cycling links for commuters are less desirable due to the barrier that the A19 poses. The design stipulations within the policy are
welcomed and will assist in ensuring the area develops to a high standard. The change to the policy does not alter the sustainability
appraisal as this is already covered by policy CC2.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy has the potential to have a significant negative impact on the economy as this would remove the only Prestige
Employment site from within the Borough and would therefore limit the LPAs ability to secure high quality businesses and jobs.

Policy: EMP2 Queens Meadow Business Park

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Mafthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale CorTme?icry/
S M L | explanation S M L eéxplanation
The policy will lead to inward investment intfo Absence of the policy has the
Hartlepool, will encourage start up potential fo negatively impact on
1. Economy. businesses and will provide a range of - | - -- | affracting business and resultant jobs
quality jobs over the plan period. to key retail areas over the plan
period.
It was considered the link to planning Absence of the policy has the
2. Education and obligations was positive as this will help to potential to limit education and skills
+ + + o F = = - o
Skills. ensure that fraining and use of local labour opportunities.
force can be achieved.
3. Health. No relationship. No relationship.
X X X X X X
4. Safety and No relationship. No relationship.
Security. X X X X X X
5. Housing. No relationship. No relationship.
X X X X X X
The policy links to other policies including the Absence of the policy could
sustainable fransport network and the potentially be redirected to aless
connectivity policy. The site is served by sustainable location.
public fransport and cycle and footpaths
¢. Transport. * and as the site develops out over the plan B R
period this willmean more people can
access jobs in this location via use of
sustainable forms of transport.
7 Built and + The continued development of Queens . o __ | Absence of the policy could have a




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: EMP2 Queens Meadow Business Park

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 4th July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen_tary/
: explanation
3 M explanation S M
Natural Meadow will help to improve the defrimental impact on the future
Environment. distinctiveness of the townscape in this part development of the business park as
of Hartlepool and will prevent development the policy requirements ensure the
encroaching info the countryside. The policy quality of the environment will not be in
seeks to restrict the amount of built place.
development on each plot which will help
to ensure open space is delivered as part of
the development.
There is a Local Wildlife site to the south of Absence of the policy could have a
the area and the policy seeks fo protect defrimental impact on the future
8. Biodi . and enhance the area to benefit the development of the business park and
. Biodiversity and .

Geodiversity. + + ecology of the area. ’rhg |m|.ooc.’r of such devglopmen’r on
this objective as the policy
requirements ensure mitigation of harm
to the natural environment.

There is a chance that new development Absence of the policy could have a
could increase flood risk — the policy links to detrimental impact on this objective in
the climate change policy which promotes terms of the detail of the policy aims to

9. Water, Air and the use of SuDS which is positive. mitigate against defrimental impact.

Soil Pollution. ) ) and as the site continues to develop the

levels of noise and atmospheric pollution are

likely to increase associated with the growth

of the business park.

The policy will improve the accessibility to The absence of the policy presents the

10. Liveability and n n jobs for local residents. _ _ possibility that accessibility fo jobs for

Place. local residents could be negatively
impacted upon.

The additional access to jobs should help to The absence of the policy presents the

11. Equity reduce worklessness. possibility that accessibility to jgbs for

Di\./ersity IEquaIi'ry + + _ _ local residents could be negatively

D The fire station headquarters located on the impacted upon. This can have a
and Participation- - . . " ) - ; -
site will provide additional community resultant impact on social cohesion
facilities and meeting rooms. aspects.
As one of the key areas of the Enterprise Absence of the policy could have a
Zone is the production of renewable energy defrimental impact on the future
12. Energy manufacture this is seen as working towards development of the business park and
. reducing the use of natural resources both the impact of such development on

Efficiency and > . . N .

Natural + + on the site and further afield. - - this ijectlve as the po'll'cy '

Resources requirements ensure mitigation and

. good design which can confribute
towards energy efficiency and
effectively utilising natural resources.

The ongoing development and running of In the absence of the policy there is
businesses will lead to the generation of the potential that the impact on waste
additional waste. The waste will however be objective could worsen however given

13. Waste. - - dealt with in the town at the recycling - - that there is already employment

facilities. development on the site it is
challenging to define the level of any
negative impact.
As one of the key areas of the Enterprise Absence of the policy has the
Zone is the production of renewable energy potential fo have a negative impact
14. Climate + + manufacture this is seen as likely to have a _ _ on climate change.
Change. benefit in terms of climate change and
producing products which will assist in
reducing emissions locally and globally.
This policy is considered to be beneficial Absence of the policy risks the future
both to existing and future residents in terms development of Queens Meadow in a
15. Futurity. of jobs and the economy and also due to ) ) way which provides positive

the positive spin offs for the environment
associated with the renewables
manufacture.

economic, environmental and social
benefits.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: EMP2 Queens Meadow Business Park

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 4t July 2017

Peter Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety & Engagement) and

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off

Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation

s I M ‘ L | explanation S ‘ M I L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

policy does not alter the sustainability appraisal as this is already covered by policy CC2.

Recommendations: None.

The policy scored very well in economic and social ferms and relatively well in environmental terms. The change to the

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy weakens the position of the LPA to secure high quality businesses fo the borough in this location, this would have a
significant impact on economic growth in this locality, and there would be associated environmental and social impacts.

Policy: EMP3 General Employment Land

Date: 8t November 2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Confrol), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
The policy will lead to the creation of new Impact on management of Enterprise
1 E jobs and inward investment in a range of Zone and support via planning for
- Economy. sectors over the plan period. : : = | confinued development.
It was considered the link fo planning Likely that there could be a negative
obligations was positive as this will help to impact in ferms of businesses
2. Education and + + + ensure that fraining and use of local labour _ _ . supported through apprentice
Skills. force can be achieved. schemes. There is also a potential
impact in relation to CPD if businesses
can’'t support this.
3. Health. No relationship. No relationship.
X X X X X X
4. Safety and No relationship. No relationship.
Security. X X X X X X
5. Housing. No relationship. No relationship.
X X X X X X
The policy links to other policies including the Minor negative effect on transport,
sustainable fransport network and the without the policy in place there would
connectivity policy. Some of the sites are be alack of confrol in relation to
served by public transport and cycle and where development would occur
footpaths and as the sites develops out over having the potential to have a
6. Transport. + + + . L - - - S . -
the plan period this will mean more people negative impact in terms of positive
can access jobs via use of sustainable forms fransport planning.
of fransport. The policy may also lead to
improvements in the foot and cycle network
to improve accessibility to these locations.
The policy includes sites all within the urban The policy directs employment uses fo
area which will ensure development does discrete areas in Borough and
. not encroach into the countryside. therefore it has a direct impact on the
7. Built and : . i ; -
The policy also includes criteria to ensure built and natural environment.
Natural + + + . . - - == .
. developments do not defrimentally impact Absence of the policy would be
Environment. . . .
on neighbouring areas. negative as the lack of control could
result in development in inappropriate
locations.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship. No relationship.
- . X X X X X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and _ _ _ The policy links fo the climate change policy [ __ | Absence of the policy will result in lack
Soil Pollution. which ensures that development does not of controls which can amplify any




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: EMP3 General Employment Land

Date: 8t November 2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Confrol), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
[3 M L | explanation s M L
increase the risk of flooding. negative impact on this objective.
Some of these industries can be noisy and
may have some impact on their locality,
however the policy does seek fo guard
against this.
10. Liveability and The policy will improve the accessibility to Absence of the po]icy cquld. lead to
+ + + jobs for local residents. - - - lack of support for industries in
Place. : .
sustainable locations.
11. Equity, The additional access to jobs should help fo Absence of the policy could lead o
Diversity, Equality | + + + reduce worklessness. - - - lack of support for job creation in
and Participation- sustainable locations.
The policy supports the continued The policy supports efficient and
development of general industry on sites effective use of business and industry in
12. Energy which already exist, which could obviously sustainable locations, absence of the
Efficiency and 0 0 0 involve re-use of existing buildings, helping to | _ : policy risks this not being achieved.
Natural minimise the demand for natural resources.
Resources. This is balanced against the on-going
operations and use of natural resources
associated with that.
The Graythorp site and some sites in Without the policy to direct and
Sandgate are likely fo involve the contain this type of development,
development of recycling and waste there is an increased risk of these uses
13. Waste. 0 0 0 s . - - -- .
storage facilities helping to ensure waste spreading to other areas and an
generated from the industries can be dealt increase of conflict where bad
with close fo source. neighbour uses occur.
The development of new businesses on the Absence of the policy weakens the
sites will obviously have a long term policy posifion in addressing climate
implication on the use of natural resources change issues.
during use and are likely fo lead to an
14. Climate in;r_eose in terms of emissions. .
Change 0 0 0 This is bo!or_u:ed by the fact thgt These_sn‘es - - -
' are all within the urban area with relatively
good access to public fransport efc and
involve the development of recycling
facilities which will help to re-use natural
resources.
It is considered that the policy will be In the short term there would be a
beneficial to existing and future generations minor negative impact, however lack
. through the creation of jobs along with the of control and management of these
15. Futurity. o . 0 - -- . .
positive work in renewable energy and uses over a longer period of time
recycling involved on some of the sites. hence along ferm more severe
impact.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy is considered very positive environmentally and positive from a social perspective. Given the operations involved
with some sites this has helped to ensure the policy is relatively neutral/slightly positive from an environmental perspective. The change to the
policy does not alter the sustainability appraisal as this is already covered by policy CC2.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy has a particular long ferm negative impact in relation fo the sustainable location of jobs; there are also long term
negative environmental impacts that would result from a weakened policy position in supporting the effective management of our general

employment sites.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: EMP4 Specialist Industries

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale E:T::IE?MTY/
S M explanation S M p ion
The policy will lead to the creation of new Impact on management and
jobs and inward investment in specialist attracting specialist industries and
industries over the plan period. It is likely support via planning for continued
1. Economy. many of the companies will be world - - development. There is the potential
leaders in their fields, many of which will be impact on maintaining Hartlepool's
linked to the port and the ability to use the competitiveness in affracting such
port. industries.
It was considered the link fo planning Likely that there could be a negative
obligations was positive as this will help to impact in terms of businesses
2. Education and + + ensure that training and use of local labour _ _ supported through apprentice
Skills. force can be achieved. schemes. There is also a potential
impact in relation to CPD if businesses
can't support this.
3. Health. No relationship No relationship
X X X X
4. Safety and No relationship No relationship
Security. X X X X
5. Housing. No relationship No relationship
X X X X
The policy links to other policies including the Minor negative effect on transport,
sustainable fransport network and the without the policy in place there would
connectivity policy. Some of the sites are be alack of conftrol in relation to
served by public fransport and cycle and where development would occur
6T footpaths and as the sites develops out over having the potential to have a
. Transport. + + . L - - 2 . -
the plan period this will mean more people negative impact in terms of positive
can access jobs via use of sustainable forms transport planning.
of fransport. The policy may also lead to
improvements in the foot and cycle network
to improve accessibility to these locations.
The policy includes sites all within the urban The policy refers to the SPA and
area which will ensure development does Ramsar sites. It is unclear af this stage
7. Built and not encroach into the countryside. what the impact will be on such
Natural + + protections as a result of Brexit.
Environment. Therefore the extent of the negative
impact in not having the policy is at
this stage unknown.
The policy is strongly worded fo avoid Itis unclear at this stage what the
adverse impacts on ecological areas near impact will be on such protections as a
8. Biodiversity and n n to the development sites. result of Brexit will be. Therefore the
Geodiversity. extent of the negative impact of not
having the policy is at this stage
unknown.
The policy links to the climate change policy The lack of control through the policy
which ensures that development does not amplifies the impact on this objective.
increase the risk of flooding.
9. Water, Air and Some of these specialist industries can be
Soil Pollution. ) ) noisy and may have some impact on their
locality.
It is considered impacts on water quality
should be covered in point 1 in the policy.
10. Liveability and The policy will improve the accessibility to Absence of the po]icy co‘uld. lead to
Place. + + jobs for local residents. lack Qf support fqr industries in
sustainable locations.
11. Equity, The additional access to jobs should help fo Absence of the policy could lead to
Diversity, Equality | + + reduce worklessness. - - lack of support for job creation in
and Participation- sustainable locations.
Areas such as Graythorp and Able Seaton The policy supports efficient and
Port are likely to involve the re-use of natural effective use of business and industry in
12. Energy . A .
Efficiency and resources .fhrough reglomohon. . sust.omo.ble Io.cohons,.cubsenc.e of the
Natural + + The Port still have ospwohgns fo win polpy risks this not being ochlevgd. In
Resources. cqn’rrocts for ’rhe prgduchon of off shore addition the obsgrjce of the policy
wind farms which will have a positive weakens the position fo encourage
environmental impact in terms of reducing renewable skills.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: EMP4 Specialist Industries

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
Date: 08/11/2016 (Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins
(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

Date: 6t July 2017

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfqry /
S M L | explanation s explanation

the use of fossil fuels.

Many of these specialist industries are
involved with reducing and reusing materials
and will help to minimise commercial waste
13. Waste. 0 0 0 cmd.help fo maximise recycling where )
possible. It also helps to ensure waste can
be dealf with locally if needed.

Some of the other industries however do

create waste which needs to be dealt with.

The absence of the policy could
potentially have a negative impact on
the ability to efficiently and effectively
manage waste.

Although some of the businesses will
14. Climate increase emissions, others are actively frying
Change. to reduce emissions through the production
of renewables or re-use of materials.

Absence of the policy weakens the
policy posifion in addressing climate
change issues.

In the short term there would be a
minor negative impact, however lack
of control and management of these

It is considered that the policy will be
beneficial to existing and future generations
through the creation of jobs along with the

15. Futurity. " . 0 . .
positive work in renewable energy and uses over a longer period of time
recycling involved on some of the sites. hence a long term more severe
impact.
Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions: This policy is considered very positive environmentally and positive from a social perspective. Given the operations involved

with some sites this has helped to ensure the policy is relatively neutral/slightly positive from an environmental perspective. The change to the
policy does not alter the sustainability appraisal as this is already covered by policy CC2.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy has a particular long ferm negative impact in relation fo the sustainable location of jobs; there are also long term
negative environmental impacts that would result from a weakened policy posifion in supporting the effective management of specialist
employment sites. This could in furn impact on the competiveness ability of Hartlepool in relation to specialist industries.

Policy: Policy EMP5 Safeguarded Land for New Nuclear Power Station

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist), Daniel James

Eiizs 2 011 (Development Control)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

Date: 6t July 2017 (Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation S ML
This policy will strongly encourage economy The absence of the policy will have a
growth through provision of jobs locally and negative impact on the economy in
the north east region as a whole on the the long term — this reflects that it is
1. Economy. . 0 0
assumption that the new nuclear power expected that the current power
station is built within the Local Plan period station will be in existence for the
majority of the plan period.
There is a possibility that the new nuclear Similar to the above, absence of the
. power station will provide apprenticeships policy inhibits long term land use for
2. Education and . -
Skills + + + and Trolnlng programs for Work(?rs hence 0 - nucleor. energy produ.chorj, a
) contribute to education and skills at that enterprise which provides jobs and
level requires continued fraining.
3. Health. No evident relationship with health No relationship identified.
X X X X X X
4. Safety and No evident relationship with safety and No relationship idenfified.
Security. X X X security X X X




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: Policy EMP5 Safeguarded Land for New Nuclear Power Station

Date: 24/03/2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist), Daniel James

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

Date: 6t July 2017 (Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
3 M explanation S M
No direct relationship with housing. However No relationship identified, however if
5. Housing. policy may lead to demand in housing for the power statfion is not built there may
X X . X X .
workers thereby encouraging more houses be areduced demand for housing.
fo be builtin the Borough
No direct relatfionship with transport, No relationship identified.
6. Transport. X X however if developer contributions are X X
requested then tfransport may benefit
7 Built and The new nuclear power station will be partly Absence of the land will safeguard the
N'atural ) ) located within the SPA/RAMSAR site hence natural environment, as this would be

Environment.

8. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity.

9. Water, Air and

may have an adverse impact on its integrity
and nature conservation value

The new nuclear power station will be partly
located within the SPA/RAMSAR site hence
will have a significant adverse impact on ifs
biodiversity, integrity and nature
conservation value.

No direct relationship with water, air and soil
pollution. However nuclear power reduces
carbon dioxide emissions and reduces

the only policy, which would allow the
development of such a protected site.

Absence of the land will safeguard the
natural environment, as this would be
the only policy, which would allow the
development of such a protected site.
This would have a significant positive
impact on this objective.

No relationship identified. However
without the power station there could
be anincreased reliance on none

. . X X reliance on non-renewable sources of X X renewable resources and thus possible
Soil Pollution. . . T . -
energy hence indirectly contributes to negative impacts upon air quality.
improving local air quality although this is
marginal.
Neuftral overall. In the absence of the policy, it is
10. Liveability and expected that there would be less jobs
. Y 0 0 0 0 however a positive impact on the
Place. - .
environment, hence a neutral impact
on this objective.
. No direct relatfionship but policy will tackle No relationship identified although if
11. Equity, . . .
. . . wordlessness to an extent through jobs the power station is not built then there
Diversity, Equality | x X X X

and Participation-

12. Energy
Efficiency and
Natural
Resources.

13. Waste.

14. Climate
Change.

15. Futurity.

provision.

is a reduced opportunity to tackle
worklessness.

Less reliance on non-renewable sources of
energy through nuclear energy provision will
have a significant effect on this objective,
however all will be dependent on the timing
of building the new nuclear power station.

This policy will lead to production of
radioactive waste which is highly
defrimental to health. Policy does not
outline how this radioactive waste will be
dealt with.

Although this policy does not address the
causes of climate change, it will reduce
reliance on the use of non-renewable
sources of energy thereby encouraging
prudent use of natural resources and
minimising the emissions of green house
gases.

As the policy directly supports the long-
ferm presence of nuclear energy
generation, absence of the policy
would prevent use of this form of
energy generation in the long term in
Hartlepool.

Absence of the policy would have a
direct positive on the generation of
waste on this site. However it is noted
that radioactive waste is beyond the
scope of the policy.

There would be a long-term negative
impact, as absence of the policy
would prevent the replacement of the
existing power station.

The negative impact of this policy mainly on
production of radioactive waste and the
integrity of the SPA/RAMSAR site somehow
balances out with its positive effects
outlined above hence its been scored
neufral for futurity.

Whilst it is acknowledged that the
absence of the policy would have a
clear benefit on the localised natural
environment, there are clear
economic and social impacts on not
having this policy in place, as well as
wider environmental impacts in
relation to climate change.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: Policy EMP5 Safeguarded Land for New Nuclear Power Station

Date: 24/03/2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist), Daniel James

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

Date: 6t July 2017 (Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
s I M ‘ L | explanation S ‘ M I L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy is strongest in economy, energy efficiency and climate change. It has no direct relationship with a number of
objectives including health, safety and security, housing, tfransport, equity, diversity, equality and participation, water, air and soil pollution. It
is neutral on futurity, liveability and place. The policy will have a detrimental effect on the natural environment and biodiversity and will also
result in the production of radioactive waste which is detrimental to health if not disposed of in the correct manner on site. The policy does
not address the issue of radioactive waste.

Recommendations: The policy needs to mention something on the issue of radioactive waste in the same manner it has mentioned how it will
address the adverse impact of the new nuclear power station on the SPA/RAMSAR site.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The absence of this policy would have a significant impact on the local economy fowards the end of the plan period as the current power
stafion nears the end of its ‘life’, without this policy in place; this facility would be unable to be replaced in Hartlepool.

Policy: EMPé Underground Storage

Date: 20 April 2016

Tindall (Development Control)

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy) and Jane

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

Date: 6t July 2017 (Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation S ML
The policy could lead to some limited job Absence of policy, there may be a
creation, possibly within waste storage but marginal negative impact as it would
there may be other possible storage options limit certain businesses — although
1. Economy. + + + - - -

not solely linked to waste.

acknowledged this would be a limited
number due to the specialist nature of
policy.

2. Education and
Skills.

No relationship identfified.

No relationship identified.

No relationship identified.

Whilst it is acknowledged that no
relationship was identified last time,
during the ‘policy off’ assessment it

3. Health. X X X ) ) ) was noted that the policy specifically
references health and therefore the
absence of the policy if such
development wasn't uncontrolled by a
specific policy.

4. Safety and Assessors note the cross reference with the No relationship identified.

Security. X X X HSE efc. thus ensuring safety and security. X X X

5. Housing. No relationship identified. No relationship identfified.

X X X X X X

6. Transport. X X x No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.

Policy will ensure the natural environment is Absence of the policy has a potential

7. Built and protected as it only allows for non toxic negative on the built and natural

Natural + + + storage and it seeks to protect the aquifer - - - environment, as protections would be

Environment. and links fo the natural environment policy. removed, e.g. the policy restricts
surface structures.

8. Biodiversity and n n n The policy seeks to ensure that the natural ) ) ) Absence of the policy will remove the

Geodiversity. environment and its habitat is protected. protection relating to this objective.

9. Water, Air and " " " Direct link to protecting the aquifer. _ _ : Absence of the policy will remove the

Soil Pollution. protection relating to this objective

10. Liveability and
Place.

No relationship identified.

No relationship identified.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: EMPé Underground Storage

Date: 20 April 2016

Tindall (Development Control)

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy) and Jane

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

Date: 6t July 2017 (Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqry/
q explanation
S M L | explanation S M
11. Equity, No relationship identified. No relationship identfified.
Diversity, Equality | x X X X X
and Participation-
The policy allows for spaces that exist within Absence of the policy has a minor
12. Energy the land to be filled up and used, so it's a negative impact — accepted that
. . form of brownfield development. If these there is the potential that this could
Efficiency and . .
Natural + + + spaces are u§ed f.or.wos’re storage then the - - increase landfill.
Resources existing landfills will fill up at a slower pace
’ and there will be less need for overland

landfill space in the future.

If these spaces are used for waste storage Absence of the policy would remove

then the existing landfills will fill up at a the conftrol provided by the policy on

slower pace and there will be less need for underground storage development. It
13. Waste. 0 0 0 overland landfill space in the future. - - a proposal was directly linked to waste,
removal of such confrols willimpact on

There are no links to recycling; this policy this.

allows for a space to store materials.

14. Climate No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
X X X X X
Change.

No relationship identified. Whilst it is acknowledged that no
relationship was identified last time,
during the ‘policy off’ assessment it
was noted that all policies should have

15. Futurity. X X X - - an impact on this objective. In the
absence of this policy, there would be
a negative impact as the mechanism
to effectively manage these spaces is
removed.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy is positive where expected, it may lead fo job creating and it is an efficient use of land that is currently not being
used. The filing of these cavities may reduce the need for landfill which is positive as landfill can often be unsightly upon the landscape.

Recommendations: Reference Northumbria Water Limited in the final paragraph.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy in place removes the controls within the policy to manage the development of underground storage in a sustainable
manner. Thus if a proposal was put forward the policy position would be weaker in ensuring the appropriateness of the development.

Policy: RUR1 Development in the Rural Area

Date: 21/03/2016

Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

Date: 6t July 2017 (Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M L | explanation S M
This policy is specific to the rural area and it Absence of the policy will have a
is likely to diversify the rural area economy negative impact on the rural
hence marginally contribute to the economy; whilst the policy aims to
1. Economy. + + + - - )
economy of the Borough as a whole. control development it supports
sustainable development and
diversification of rural businesses.
. No direct relationship. Whilst it is acknowledged that no
2. Education and X | x| x A relationship was identified last time,
Skills. during the ‘policy off' assessment, the




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RUR1 Development in the Rural Area

Date: 21/03/2016

Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

Date: 6t July 2017 (Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
S M explanation explanation

3. Health.

Developing the rural area for tourist
related/outdoor activities will increase

access to the countryside and this may lead

to more active lifestyles hence improving
health and well being of the Hartlepool
community.

assessors on this occasion noted that
education and skills links to some rural
businesses. Therefore it was noted that
absence of the controls within the
policy could have a negative impact
on this.

4. Safety and
Security.

No evident relationship with safety and
security.

Absence of the policy would remove
the controls on development within it.
There are clear health benefits relates
to access to the countryside etc., thus
the may be a negative impact in
respect on maintaining and enhancing
access to the countryside.

5. Housing.

No direct relationship with housing. However

policy partly encourages re-use of
redundant buildings in the rural.

No direct relationship.

6. Transport.

7. Built and
Natural
Environment.

8. Biodiversity and

Policy will assist towards creating and
improving sustainable access fo the rural
area, however the relationship with the
fransport objective is weak.

Whilst it is acknowledged that no
relationship was identified last time,
during the ‘policy off’ assessment
although reuse of redundant buildings
is identified. On this occasion it was
determined that absence of the policy
would have a negative impact on
sustainable housing growth in the
counftryside. Where necessary and
justified there is the scope within the
policy to support this development in
the countryside.

The policy has strong links with this objective

however sustainable access to the rural
area and its assets will only improve
marginally.

In absence of the policy, removal of
focus on creating and improving the
fransport / connectivity in the rural
areaq, although identified relationship is
weak.

Policy has strong links with this objective
however it does not improve access to

The focus of the policy is protecting
and enhancing the built and natural
environment in the rural area, absence
of the policy will have a particular
negative impact in relatfion to the
location of development, design and
re-use of existing buildings.

Direct negative impact as the policy
offers consideration of the landscape
character and aims to control
development. Absence of the policy
weakens this position.

The policy aims to control
development, absence of it has a
direct impact on this objective.

The absence of the policy will have a
negative impact on this objective. The
policy aims to protect and enhance
the rural area, this includes supporting
farm diversification activities, thus there
could be a direct impact on these.

Geodiversity. + + nature conservation sites.
Policy seeks to protect habitats and trees.
These indirectly improve water quality by

9. Water, Air and n " reducing run-off and improving percolation

Soil Pollution. thereby aiding water filtration through the
ground. Policy does not necessarily reduce
soil and air pollution.
Relationship with this objective is not evident
but it is important to note that a beautiful

10. Liveability and 0 0 countryside provides leisure and

Place. recreational opportunities for people to visit
and enjoy nature and have sense of place.

11. Equity, No direct relationship.

Diversity, Equality X X

and Participation-

12. Energy Policy protects the countryside and its

Efficiency and 0 0 habitats and landscapes, also encourages

Natural
Resources.

re-use of redundant buildings but does not

support renewable energy production.

No direct relationship.

The absence of the policy has the
potential to impact on natural
resources as controls aren't in place to
encourage reuse of existing buildings
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Policy: RUR1 Development in the Rural Area

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control) and

Drelies 2T 2EE Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

Date: 6t July 2017 (Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA Objecﬁves Timescale Commen]qry/ Timescale Comment.ary/
i explanation
[3 M L | explanation s M L
etc.
13. Waste. x x x | Norelationship. x x x | No direct relationship.
Although this policy does not directly Absence of the policy removes the
address the causes of climate change, it controls set out within it, which aims to
protects trees and habitats which reduce restrict development in the
the risk of flooding and also absorb carbon countryside, reuse buildings and
dioxide from the atmosphere through materials and the policy aims fo
. photosynthesis thereby reducing its improve sustainable connectivity.
14. Climate o
Change. 0 0 0 | concentrationin the g’rmosphere . - - -
On the other hand leisure and tourist related
developments in the countryside may lead
to more people fravelling by car to access
the countryside and this leads fo more
carbon emissions. Policy has therefore been
scored neuftral for climate change
If sustainable modes of transport are not Absence of the policy would
encouraged and developed to access the negatively impact on the sustainable
countryside, this could potentially be development of the countryside, not
15. Futurity. + + + | detrimental in future. - - - effectively manage such development
would have a direct impact on the
ability of future generations to enjoy
the rural area.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy is strongest in objective 7: the built and natural environment because it meets nearly all the assessment criteria listed
for this objective. It is strong in diversifying the rural economy and improving sense of place and well being of the Hartlepool community by
increasing access to the natural environment. The policy will contribute to biodiversity, reduce water, air and soil pollution by protecting trees
and habitats. The policy has no direct relationship with objectives 11 and 13. It is neutral on objectives 6, 10, 12 and 14.

Recommendations: To make it stronger, this policy needs to be linked/cross referenced with policies on climate change, sustainable travel to
reduce reliance on the car whilst accessing the countryside, green infrastructure, nature conservation, built heritage, heritage and
conservation. The policy needs consistency in ferminology; rural area, countryside and open countryside seem to be used interchangeably.
The preamble and policy fitles also need to be consistent.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

If this policy was not in place and a ‘do nothing’ approach was adopted, there could be a significantly defrimental impact on the rural area
as development would not be effectively managed to ensure the overall protection and enhancement of the rural area.

Policy: RUR2 New dwellings in the countryside

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Parks & Countryside) and Jane

« 17th
DigtiEs 1771 ierein 2016 Tindall (Development Control)

Date: 6t July 2017 Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Comlmﬁn:f:lrr)‘//
S M L | explanation S M L explanatio
There is the potential for some limited job Absence of the policy could
creation but it is unlikely that the skills will be negatively impact upon the economy
wide ranging. as the policy supports the provision of
Likelihood of providing rural jobs close to workers dwellings where justified and
those who live in the rural area is a positive viable.
1. Economy. + + + | for the economy. - - -
Possibility of allowing a home linked to a
business may encourage new rural
businesses if there is a likelihood the business
owner or workers can live next to the
business.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RUR2 New dwellings in the countryside

Date: 17th March 2016

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Parks & Countryside) and Jane
Tindall (Development Control)

Date: 6t July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Confrol), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Comlmen:fzry/
S M L | explanation 3 M L éxplanation

No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and X . X x x x
Skills.

There could be positive benefits to health if Absence of the policy would have a
3 Health residents live within the countryside and neutral impact as it was anficipated

’ ’ + + + | choose to walk/cycle around their local 0 0 0 | that the numbers involved where
area. minimal in terms of supporting those to
live and work in the countryside.

Policy has a link to the design policy, but No relationship identified. Although

4. Safety and specific reference should be made to safety ‘policy on’ comments noted.
Security. 0 0 0 | and security just fo ensure that features such X X X

as landscaping do not hamper natural

surveillance.

This policy relates to a certain type of Absence of the policy will have a

dwelling and there is likely to be a limited negative impact on being able to

number proposed and built over the plan effectively manage this type of

period so it is not the aim of this policy to dwelling development in the

5. Housing. 0 0 0 ensure Hartlepool residents have access to countryside. The policy seeks the reuse
decent, good quality, affordable homes. of existing buildings and the need for

However this policy is neither positive nor high quality design. Not having the

negative when considering the SA policy in place presents a weakened

objective, thus the neutral scoring. policy position when assessing such
applications.

Positive benefits if people live and work on III Neutral impact due fo limited numbers.

site. However given the lack of services and

6. Transport. 0 0 0 e . -

facilities in the rural areq, residents are sfill

likely to need to fravel by car.

New development could enhance the rural Absence of this policy removes the

areaq, if it is designed as per the policy. controls within it and presents potential

This policy controls development in the rural negative impact on this objective.

areaq, allowing some but by controlling it the

7 bl anc
Natural ++ |+ |+ :
Environment. Access to nature and possible historic assets

can be improved, if people live in the rural

area they can tap into what exists around

them. Localised improvements could also

increase access to surrounding Gl.

The policy has the potential to protect and Absence of the policy will directly o a

8. Biodiversity and enhance the biodiversity and geodiversity of loss or rural character, which directly
. . : + + + | the natural environment if development is - - - links to this objective.
Geodiversity. . - . "
carried out in accordance with the policy.
9. Water, Air and The policy is neither positive nor negative Neutral, see ‘policy on’ comment.
. . 0 0 0 | butf the assessors note the policy does have 0 0 0
Soil Pollution. A

reference fo flooding.

No relationship identified. Whilst it is acknowledged that no
relationship was identified last fime,
during the ‘policy off' assessment it

10. Liveability and was noted that VThe policy seeks to
X X X - - - | address a genuine need, absence of
Place. ; - S
the policy will have a negative impact
on this, although it was accepted that
the numbers involved for this type of
development is minimal.
11. Equity, No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Diversity, Equality X X X X X X
and Participation-
No reference in the policy that priorities re Absence of the policy (could have a
12. Energy use of existing buildings, this could be added defrimental impact on this objective).
Efficiency and to make the policy more environmentally The policy has been updated to
Natural ) i © | friendly. ) : " | include reuse of existing buildings and
Resources. therefore not having the policy in
Development in the rural area, do not place could impact upon such reuse,
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Policy: RUR2 New dwellings in the countryside

Date: 17th March 2016

Tindall (Development Control)

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Parks & Countryside) and Jane

Date: 6t July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Confrol), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenffzry/
. explanation
S M L | explanation 3 M
reduce the demand for natural resources, it creating a burden on natural
willincrease it as often homes are built on resources.
greenfield land.
A link to the energy efficiency and climate
change policy should be included.

13. Waste. x x x | No relationship identified. x x No relationship identified.
Development in the rural area, doe not Assessed as a neutral impact as this
reduce the demand for natural resources, it would be covered by other policies
will increase it as often homes are built on within the plan.
greenfield land.

]cta(ﬂ":a'e 0 0 0 | Advisors note the reference to tackling 0 0

ge. flooding and the positive benefits that can
be had.
A link to the climate change policy should
be included.
The policy will help deliver what people Whilst this is a restrictive policy, if it was
need now and in the future, assessors saw not in place there would be a

15. Futurity. + + + | no overall reason why choices for future - - detfrimental impact on the countryside,
generations will be restricted. which would have an impact on the

ability of future generations to enjoy it.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Policy is a proactive policy overall, it will allow some rural dwellings where they are deemed appropriate. In doing so the policy
can prevent the proliferation of homes across the rural area.

Recommendations: specific reference should be made to safety and security just fo ensure that features such as landscaping do not
hamper natural surveillance. No reference in the policy that priorities re use of existing buildings, this could be added to make the policy
more environmentally friendly. A link fo the energy efficiency and climate change policy should be included.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Whilst this is a restrictive policy, absence of the policy has the potential fo have a defrimental impact on the countryside, as the controls and
restrictive nature of the policy ensure sustainable development, focused particularly on the retention and enhancement of the countryside.

Policy: RUR3: Farm Diversification

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'k:ry/
: explanation
S M L | explanation 3 M
Overall a marginally positive impact as it is Absence of the policy would limit
likely to encourage a limited number of new support of this type of diversification of
start-up businesses and will help to diversify the rural economy, potentially having
1. Economy. + + + the local and, particularly, rural economies - - a detrimental impact on the rural
economy especidally if farms are
unable to diversify to support and
maintain farming.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and
skills XX | X X | X
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Policy: RUR3: Farm Diversification

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA Objecﬁves Timescale Commen]qry/ Timescale Commer’tidry/
: explanation
S M explanation S M
Depending on the type of farm Absence of the policy could have a
diversification enterprise there may be negative impact in this objective. Itis
opportunities to improve and increase acknowledged that this would be
3. Health. + + access to the countryside, and ) ) dependent on the type of proposed
consequently, opportunities to promote a diversification.
healthier lifestyle. The policy would benefit
from cross references to policies on green
infrastructure, health and play activity
4. Safety and AIThough neutral in r'elot]on fo red.ucu?g. No relationship identfified.
N crime etc and contributing fo maintaining
Security. X X : . . . X X
public areas, overall no specific relationship
with safety and security objectives
5. Housing. X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
There may be a marginally positive impact Neutral impact. The policy does
on reducing the need to fravel, if a project is reference traffic absence would
6. Transport. 0 0 close to the urban area, overall the policy is 0 0 weaken the policy position, although
considered to be neutral acknowledged potential numbers are
minimal.
The criteria proposed in the policy will ensure Absence of the policy, would remove
that development enhances the policy restrictions set out which aim
landscape/countryside quality and to protect the built and natural
character; could improve access to natural environment.
7. Built and assets; encourages good design, and
Natural + + potentially willimprove green infrastructure. - -
Environment. However the policy would benefit from an
appropriate statement that seeks to ensure
that development does not have a
detrimental impact on the wider landscape
and sefting
Potential to improve access to nafure Absence of the policy, would remove
conservation sites and improve/enhance the policy restrictions set out which aim
8. Biodiversity and + + ecological networks through habitat ) ) to protect the natural environment.
Geodiversity. creation or enhancement. Areference to
relevant policies on ecological networks
and local sites would be beneficial
Although neutral in relation to most aspects No relationship identified.
9. Water, Air and of pollution and local flooding, overall no
. . X X - ] L - X | X
Soil Pollution. relationship on the majority of appraisal
criteria
Depending on the type of activity the policy In the absence of the policy, ability to
. - may have a marginally positive impact on control development of this kind is
10. Liveability and . . . . o .
0 0 improving access to leisure and recreational | 0 0 limited. However the impact on the
Place. " . . A - -
activities. However overall impact on this objective is neutral in line with the
objective is neutral. ‘policy on’ comments.
No negative or positive impacts By not having this policy in place, the
11. Equity, local plan does not support rural farm
Diversity, Equality | 0 0 - - diversification; therefore there is
and Participation- potentially a negative impact on those
affected.
Overall considered to be marginally positive Absence of the policy presents a
12. Energy " - AR .
. . as there may be opportunities for the use of weakened policy position in relation to
Efficiency and . . -
Natural + + renewable energy such as a wind turbine or - - control of this type of development.
solar panels, and through the reuse of This may link to a marginally negative
Resources. o S . . L
existing buildings. impact on this objective.
Likely to be neutral in dealing with waste in a No relationship identified.
13. Waste. X X sustainable manner, but overall no X X
relationship
14. Climate No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
X X X | X
Change.
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Policy: RUR3: Farm Diversification

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
Date: 08/11/2016 (Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins
(Procurement & Property Services)
Date: 6h July 2017 Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon
(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
(3 M L | explanation s M L
No relationship identified. Whilst this is a restrictive policy, if it was

not in place there would be a
detrimental impact on the countryside,
15. Futurity. 0 0 0 - - - the policy would not meet the
identified needs of today, which would
also have an impact on the ability of
future generations to enjoy it.

Conclusions: Overall the policy is considered to have a marginally positive impact on sustainability objectives, particularly in relation fo
diversifying the rural economy (and meeting a key principle in the National Planning Policy Framework), enhancing opportunities for
improved access to the countryside and natural environment and consequently more opportunities for better health, and potentially

providing opportunities for habitat creation and enhancement. The change fo the policy has not resulted in any change to the sustainability
appraisal.

Recommendations: None.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Not having the policy in place will have a negative impact on the rural area, economically, environmentally and socially, as it will remove

the mechanism to effectively manage such development when required to support the rural area.

Policy: RUR4: Equestrian Development

Date: 21st March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe( Community Regeneration &
Development), Chris Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 6t July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Conftrol), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
N . Timescale Commentary/
SA objectives Timescale Commen.Iary/ explanation
S M explanation S M L
Overall the policy will have a marginally Absence of the policy will weaken the
positive impact on the range of sustainable support for such business development
jobs and diversifying both the local and rural in the rural area.
1. Economy. + + economy. The positive nature of the policy - - -
means that there could be a significant
conftribution towards the creation of new
business opportunities
Neutral in terms of the learning/ fraining Whilst it is acknowledged that no
criterion but no relationship overall. relationship was identified last time,
during the ‘policy off’ assessment, it
was recognised that there is a
potential link between this type of
2. Education and development and related education
. X X - - - . . 8
Skills. and skills provision related to equine
activities. Absence of the policy has a
marginal negative impact on the
provision and enhancement of such
skills as a result of equestrian
development.
Marginally positive in terms of providing There are recognised positive links
more opportunities for a healthy lifestyle, between sport, physical activity and
3. Health. 0 + increasing access to the countryside, and _ _ : health. Absence of the policy could
promoting the use of existing facilities. Main impact upon the likelihood of
benefits are likely to be in the second half of development being supported as the
the plan period. policy support is weakened.
May be neutral in terms of crime, anti-social Whilst it is acknowledged that no
behaviour but no relationship overall relationship was identified last time,
during the ‘policy off’ assessment it
4. Safety and was acknowledged that the policy
Security. X X - - - outlined that development should be
near housing which has an indirect link
to safety and security. Absence of the
policy has the potential for a negafive
impact in relation fo this objective.
5. Housing. X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identfified.
Two of the criteria were identified as No relationship identified.
marginally negative in that equestrian
6. Transport. X X development C(?U|d incrgose the peeql fo X X X
fravel. Such anincrease in travel is unlikely
to utilise sustainable modes of tfravel.
However overall no relationship.
The criteria identified in the policy should Absence of the policy will have a
ensure that the policy is at least neutral in negative impact on the built and
terms of impact on the built and natural natural environment. Key to this policy
environment. There may be opportunities to is that development should be
encourage good design, particularly if appropriately located and not
7. Built and existing buildings can be re-used. detfrimentally impact the rural area,
Natural 0 0 While the provision of safe equine routesis a - - - hence without the policy ability to
Environment. desirable objective it is likely fo be difficult to ensure such development in the most
achieve in practical terms on land not in the appropriate locations may be more
ownership or under control of the developer. challenging.
The policy should acknowledge that equine
routes are only likely to be provided within
the confines of the development site.
Overall no relationship and may have a No relationship identified.
8. Biodiversity and X X slightly negative impact on habitats and X X X
Geodiversity. protected species if these are close to
horse-riding routes.
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Policy: RUR4: Equestrian Development

Date: 21st March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe( Community Regeneration &
Development), Chris Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 6t July 2017

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control), Tony Dixon

(Enforcement)
Policy On Policy Off
s . Timescale Commentary/
SA objectives Timescale Commen.lqry/ explanation
s M L explanation s " L
9. !Nater, :Air and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Soil Pollution.
No relationship overall although marginally Whilst it is acknowledged that no
positive in terms of improving access to relationship was identified last time,
leisure and recreational activities. during the ‘policy off’ assessment it
10. Liveability and was dgfermined that not having the
: X X X - - - policy in place would have a negative
Place. : : S o
impact on this objective as it aims to
address lack of provision for such
activities whilst ensuring appropriate
locations.
It is acknowledged that equestrian No relationship identified.
11. Equity, devglopmenf con_provide helpful facilities
Diversity, Equality X X X for o_hsobled and (_Jllsodvon‘rogeql groups, X X X
and Parficipation- porhg:ulorly for chﬂqlren. The policy could
consider encouraging developments that
are able to offer such a facility.
12. Energy No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Efficiency and X X X X X X
Natural
Resources.
Marginally positive on the basis that Absence of the policy will result in a
establishments will deal with waste negative impact, as the policy won't
13. Waste. + + + | sustainably and onsite. - - - be in place to confrol development fo
ensure waste is dealt with sustainably
onsite.
14. Climate X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Change.
Whilst this is a restrictive policy, if it was
not in place there would be a
detrimental impact on the countryside,
15. Futurity. 0 0 0 ) _ . the local would.nof me_et the identfified
needs of foday in relation to
equestrian development, which would
also have an impact on the ability of
future generations to enjoy it.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

Some aspects of equestrian development will provide opportunities to conftribute fo sustainable development, including

diversification of the rural economy, better opportunities for access to the natural environment. However in most cases there is a neutral
impact or no specific relationship. Equestrian developments could have a negative impact on sustainable fravel and some natural habitats.

Recommendations: Consider encouraging developments that provide facilities for disadvantaged/disable groups, and recognise that safe
equine routes are likely only to be practical on land under the control of the developer.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of this policy will have a detrimental impact in ensuring that equestrian development is appropriately located within the rural area
to contribute towards enhancing the rural economy and provision of activities within the rural area, which are compatible with the

environment.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RUR5: Sustainable Rural Tourism

Date: 21st March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development) and Chris Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M
The policy will provide opportunities for new Considered that the absence of the
1. Economy + + businesses ond.’rhe crgoﬂon Qf sustainable 0 0 policy will have a neutrol impo;’r as
: : jobs. Rural tourism projects will also help to development could still occur, just the
diversify the local and rural economies. reliance would be on other policies.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and X X X X
Skills.
Marginally positive overall as the policy will In the absence of the policy it was
provide good opportunities fo increase identified that development would still
3. Health. + + access to the countryside, and promote the 0 0 happen although would not be as
use of existing facilities. Both of these successfully managed without a
aspects can lead to opportunities for specific policy.
healthier lifestyles.
4. Safety and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Security. X X X X
5. Housing. X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
Most developments within the rural area are Absence of the policy would result in
unlikely to be accessible by public transport lack of control over fransport in relation
and could lead to an increase in the use of fo this type of development, having a
6. Transport. 0 0 privotg Tronsport. There should however be ) ) negative impact.
potential to link developments to the
footpath and cycle networks.
Overall the policy is considered to be
neutral
Response to many of the criteria depends In the absence of the policy, the
on the type of tourism project proposed. impact on this objective would be
However overall the policy should be marginally negative and the policy is
marginally positive as there should be detailed in respect to managing
opportunities fo enhance the local development of this type. It was
character and distinctiveness, enhance the acknowledged that other policies in
character and setting of historic assets, and the plan would fo this fo some extent
7. Built and provide an attractive environment. but not so specifically.
Natural + + Sustainable tourism projects can also - -
Environment. integrate well with the Borough's green
infrastructure network.
The policy criteria should ensure high
standards of development in appropriate
locations but consideration should be given
to including in criterion d) a statement to
ensure that projects are not defrimental to
the wider landscape and its setting
Neutral overall but there may be Absence of the policy risks detrimental
opportunities for projects to create new or impact on this objective as the direct
8. Biodiversity and 0 0 enhance existing habitat and therefore link ) ) reference to protecting adjacent uses
Geodiversity. to the ecological network. Cross reference will be weakened.
should be made fo the Plan’s ecological
network policy
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
. . X X X | X
Soil Pollution.
The policy should significantly increase Absence of the policy removes clarity
10. Liveability and opportuni.ﬁes for improving.occess t.o‘ ‘ set outin the poligy of what could be
Place. + + culture, I.e|5L.Jre and rgcreoflonol activifies.. - - developed on asite.
Other criteria are mainly neutral therefore
marginally positive overall.
11. Equity, No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Diversity, Equality | X X X X
and Participation-
Marginally positive on the basis that there Considered that other areas of the
12. Energy are opportunities to provide energy efficient Local Plan would cover this and
Efficiency and + + buildings and use renewable energy 0 0 therefore absence of the policy would
Natural technologies. A reference to sustainable have a neutral impact.
Resources. construction could be made as part of the
policy criteria.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RUR5: Sustainable Rural Tourism

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &

. st
Dienss 21 hiere 201 Development) and Chris Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Date: 6t July 2017 (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale go:gzg?nw/
X i

3 M | L | explanation S YR

13. Waste. 0 0 0 Neutral overall. 0 0 0 Neutral overall.

No relationship identified. Absence of the policy could lose the
14. Climate focus on the reuse of existing buildings,
Change. which could increase need for
resources.

Neutral overall. Absence of the policy would have a
negative impact as the focus of the
policy encourages the reuse of derelict
15. Futurity. 0 0 0 - - - properties; it is a safeguarding and
control policy for the rural area which
aims fo protfect the integrity of the rural
area for future generations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Overall the policy should contribute positively to a number of aspects of sustainable development, in particular through
increasing opportunities for access to the countryside, and improving access to culture, leisure and recreational activities. The policy should
also help to create employment and diversify the rural economy.

Recommendations: The policy should ensure fourism developments do not have a detrimental impact on the wider landscape and
landscape setting. Itis also suggested that the policy should include a cross reference to the ecological networks and refer to the use of
sustainable construction methods where possible.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having this policy in place would have a detrimental impact on Sustainable Rural Tourism, as there would not be a succinct policy in
place to support and manage such development.

Policy: RUé Rural Services

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Conftrol), Zoe
Date: 09/11/2016 Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley
(Planning Policy)

Date: 6t July 2017

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!iqry/
. explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
The policy will help retain diversity in the Absence of the policy removed the
local rural economy and will help maintain steps outlined to ensure that all other
1. Economy. + + + jobs in villages. Overall it is positive for the - - - alternatives have been considered
economy. . before the loss of a rural service is
permitted.
. No relationship. No relationship.
2. qucailon and X X X X X X
Skills.
Elements such as protecting key facilities, Absence of the policy removed the
which could include GPs and community steps outlined to ensure that all other
3. Health centres with district nurses who visit and alternatives have been considered
: ’ + + + which promote healthy lifestyles through - - - before the loss of a rural service is
encouraging people to walk to locally permitted. This could include health
available facilities, add up to reducing the related facilities.
risks to health.
4. Safety and Neutral overall. Neutral overall.
Security. 0 0 0 0 0 0
Neutral overall, although it encourages the Neutral overall. In the absence of the
retention of the key facilities that support policy rural services could be more
5. Housing. existing residential communities. easily changed fo residential uses,
0 0 0 0 0 0 h h -
owever given the numbers involved
this will have a marginal impact on
housing provision.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RUé Rural Services

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfcwy/
q explanation
S M explanation S M L
Positive overall as it will encourage more In the absence of the policy, there is
sustainable modes of travel, especially an increased risk of loss of rural
6. Transport + + walking fo key facilities within the villages ) ) _ services; as a result this will increase
’ ' and by protecting faculties within walking pressure on the transport network as
distance will reduce the transport barriers to transport is likely to be required to
accessing them. QCCeESss services.
Neutral overall Neutral overall. However it is
7. Built and acknowledged that in the absence of
Natural 0 0 0 0 0 the policy there could be a slight
Environment. positive impact on the streetscape if
void premises are reused more quickly.
8. Bioqiver_siiy and X X No relationship X X X No relationship.
Geodiversity.
9. YVafer, Air and X X No relationship X X X No relationship.
Soil Pollution.
The policy will help to maintain the In the absence of the policy, there is
. - accessibility of key services and potentially the risk that rural services are lost more
10. Liveability and f pl - - - il h services can be vital to
Place. + + promote a sense of place. easily, such se . t
communities and contribute positively
to the sense of place of an area.
The policy has the potential to encourage Absence of the policy directly links to
11. Equity, social cohesion and stronger more socially rural areas losing facilities more easily.
Diversity, Equality | + + inclusive communities by protecting key - - - Such facilities can be key in the
and Participation- facilities. continued development of sustainable
places and inclusive communities.
12. Energy No relationship No relationship.
Efficiency and X X X X X
Natural
Resources.
13. Waste. X X No relationship X X X No relationship.
Neutral overall, although in principle the Neutral overall however policy on
14. Climate 0 0 policy helps to address the causes of 0 0 0 comment is notes, so without this policy
Change. climate change, the actual contribution is climate change mitigation
likely fo be marginal. opportunities will be reduced.
The policy is needed fo protect rural services The absence of the policy could result
and compliments the emerging Rural Plan. in rural services being lost without
consideration being given to other
15. Futurity. -- -- -- | viable uses of premises, which could
retain a community use. This will have
a detrimental impact on current and
future residents of the rural area.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy performs strongly against the futurity objective and is very positive in its overall intent, which is also reflected in its
positive performance against several other objectives.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having this policy in place could result in rural services being lost without all options being explored prior fo a change of use of a premises
being permitted. The policy offers a pragmatic approach this.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC1: Retail and Commercial Centre Hierarchy

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
S M explanation S M L
The aim of the policy is fo improve and Absence of the policy willremove the
secure the viability and vitality of town and requirement for the residential
local centres. Itis considered that the policy hierarchy. As a result there may be
does achieve this through setting out a inappropriate retail development in
1. Economy. + + sequential preference for main town centre - - - areas across the fown, e.g. town
uses and the thresholds for development centre uses not in the town centre
proposals. The policy may also facilitate the without clear justification being given.
formation of new businesses and confribute
to diversification of the local economy.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and X X X X X
Skills.
The clustering of health and health related Absence of the policy has the
facilities in the fown cenfre and local potential fo create a negative impact
3 Health cenfres, which are accessible by a range of on where health related facilities are
’ : + + transport modes, will improve access overall - - - located in appropriate locations.
and in turn offer opportunities for healthier
lifestyles. Greater use of existing facilities
should also be helped by the policy.
4. Safety and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Security. X X X X X
5. Housing. X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Town centres and local centres generally Absence of the policy could result in
have good accessibility by public fransport, an unplanned and less strategic
walking and cycling routes, as well as by approach to the hierarchy of retail
private car. For people without a car development in the town; this has a
concenftrating services and facilities in the negative impact in relation to effective
tfown and local centres allows good fransport planning.
6. Transport. + + accessibility. ) ) )
While the clustering of retail, leisure and
other services within the town and local
centres is likely to lead to an increase in car
use this is balanced by the accessibility of
those centres by other sustainable modes of
fransport.
This policy is designed o ensure the vitality Absence of the policy reduced the
and viability of town and local centres. opportunity to address the hollowing
Such vitality will contribute to the out of the town centre. The aim of the
environmental quality of centres including policy is to ensure that appropriate
for example fewer vacant units and locations for retail are considered on a
unsightly premises. town cenfre first approach thus
7. Built and Successful implementation of the policy will addressing void premises in the fown
Natural + + help to protect the countryside, particularly - - - centre. Absence of the policy
Environment. the fringes of urban areas, by preventing the weakens this approach and could
development of out of town retail and have a detfrimental impact on the
leisure centres. build environment particularly in the
The policy will have a positive impact on fown centre.
improving accessibility to cultural and other
assets and will contribute to an aftractive
and sustainable physical environment.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
- . X X X | X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Soil Pollution. X | X XX | X




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC1: Retail and Commercial Centre Hierarchy

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Policy On
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Commentary/
: explanation
[3 M explanation
The sequential approach for main town Absence of the policy removes the
centre uses willimprove the accessibility of requirement for a sequential approach
key services and will also ensure access to fo main town centre uses. A scattering
10. Liveability and + + associated jobs by a variety of means of effect could occur and vacant

Place.

transport. Providing sufficient retail facilities
for local people is a key aim of the policy,
and a vibrant town or local centre can help
fo promote a sense of place.

buildings in the town centre increase,
impacting upon the vibrancy of the
tfown and local centres.

11. Equity,

Easily accessible services and facilities
should help disadvantaged sections of the
community, but considered to be neutral
overall. The addition of vilage and

Absence of the policy could see a
impact of decline in certain areas, as
well as environmental issues associated
with failing / declining areas, there can

D|vers|iy: E.quq‘h’ry * * community facilities to the scope of retail be linked social issues which can result
and Participation- . - . .

impact assessments promotes social in a downward spiral.

inclusion and could assist in the retention of

services within the villages.

There may be opportunities to minimise Absence of the policy could have a
12. Energy energy use and utilise renewable energy negative impact on this objective,
Efficiency and 0 0 sources through the clustering of uses. especially as the sequential approach
Natural However most types of development will use set out in the policy encourages the
Resources. existing resources so the policy is considered reuse of empty buildings.

to be neutral overall.

Neutral overall — the clustering of facilities Absence of the policy will result in less

may facilitate methods of dealing with confrol regarding waste disposal.
13. Waste. 0 0 waste in a sustainable manner but there will

be anincrease in the generation of

commercial waste.

. No relationship overall but here is likely to be No relationship identified.
14. Climate R
X X a negative impact on the use of natural

Change.

resources.

The policy is designed to meet the needs of In the long term to absence of the

all sections of the community both now and policy could see the degradation of
15. Futurity. + + into the future. the town centre. This would have a

negative impact on the needs of
society foday and in the future.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy will make a positive contribution fowards achieving sustainable development. The sequential approach will help
to ensure that retail, culture, leisure and other key services are in locations accessible by a variety of means of fransport. It will contribute to
the vitality and viability of centres and in turn confribute to environmental quality through reducing instances of vacant and unsightly
buildings. The change to the policy has improved the performance of the policy against the equity, diversity and equality participation

objective.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of this policy and the sequential approach set out within it will have significant impact on the town and local centres as there is no

mechanism in place to ensure that retail and town centre uses are in the most sustainable locations.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC2: Town Centire

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale CorrI\me?iqry/
S M L | explanation S M eéxplanation
The aim of the policy is fo improve and Absence of the policy could resultin a
maintain the vitality and viability of the town diluted town centre, the policy aims to
centre. A vibrant and successful town support uses which will maintain and
centre will encourage new businesses and enhance the viability and vitality of the
1. Economy. + + + . . - - - .
help to diversify the local economy. tfown centre thus not having the policy
could have a negative impact and
move away from the strategic vision
for the town centre.
Education and training centres are Not having the policy in place could
identified in the policy as appropriate uses in result in educational facilities locating
2. Education and + + + the town cenfre. The success of existing ) ) out of the fown centre, again against
Skills. further education establishments in the town the strategic vision for the town centre.
centre and plans for future expansion will be
supported through the policy.
3 Health Health related facilities are an appropriate Absence of the policy could
’ : + + + use in the town cenfre, and will be easily - - encourage remote locations for health
accessible. facilifies.
A vibrant town centre will contribute to a Absence of the policy could impact on
feeling of safety and security with plenty of the types of development permitted in
people around and fewer empty premises. the town centre, these has been a
Image and perception are important policy shift fo support the strategic
elements of safety and security, and the vision of the town cenfre. Uses
design of developments isimportant. There supported will encourage vibrancy
is scope all the elements of the town centre and improve the image. Lack of the
as a whole and improve connectivity policy could increase uses such as A4
between them for example by minimising and A5 which can be more associated
4. Safety and the extent of vacant frontages, expanses of with negative behaviours and impact
Security. + + + car parking, and the need fo cross busy - - fear of crime across the fown centre
roads. All these elements confribute to area.
perceptions of safety and the policy should
include a stronger emphasis on the need to
improve the appearance and function of
the town centre as a whole.
There are also opportunities to reduce the
risk of crime by, for example restricting the
number and location of A4 (drinking
establishments) and A5 (hot food
takeaways) uses.
The policy identifies residential uses as Lack of the policy, will limit the direct
appropriate in the town centre. The policy support of residential development in
can have a positive impact on the objective the town centre, which the aim for
of securing decent, good quality homes by: bringing vacant upper floors back into
o Allowing residential uses in areas that are use and creating more sustainable
marginal or unsuitable for retail or other communities in these locations.
commercial uses
5. Housing. n n o ¢ Helping to create sustainable communities ) )
in association with other types of use e.g. in
the Church St area where residential can
support business and workspace uses
e Providing facilities for vulnerable people
and those that need support
e Encouraging good design as part of the
overall ambition to raise quality standards
for the town centre




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC2: Town Centire

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqry/
q explanation
S M L | explanation S M L
Accessibility of services to most sections of Lack of the policy fails to recognise the
the local community is a positive element of role sustainable transport has to play in
the policy. the town centre.
Connectivity/circulation within and around
the town centre should be an important
consideration — both the physical
6. Transport. + + + connection and route, and the visual - - -
appearance of routes across the fown
centre. Itisrecommended that the policy
should include reference to the need fo
address connectivity in and around the
town centre as part of its role as the primary
retail and commercial centre of Harflepool.
A vibrant fown centre will confribute to the Absence of the policy has the
environmental quality and character of the potential fo have a detrimental impact
townscape and streetscape. The on the build environment of the town
connectivity issues within the fown centre centre. As the policy clearly references
referred to in the objective above is the requirements of green
important — users and visitors to the town infrastructure within the fown centre
cenfre should be encouraged to move there is also arisk to the quality of the
7. Built and around by the attractiveness of the different fown centre environment by not
Natural + + + elements of the centre. Itis also important - - - having the policy in place.
Environment. to try to create a sense of arrival in the fown
centre, and much can be achieved through
quality design and appropriate
landscaping.
References within the policy to character,
appearance, function and amenity will
conftribute to ensuring that the physical
environment is attractive and sustainable
8. Bioc.jiver.siiy and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Geodiversity.
9. !Nafer, :Air and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Soil Pollution.
Implementation of the policy willimprove This objective is fundamental to the
accessibility of services and facilities, aim of the policy to create a vibrant
10. Liveability and including retail, culture and leisure. fown centre; absence of the policy has
: + + + Providing sufficient retail facilities is a key - - - the potfential fo weaken the outcome
Place. . o iy
element of the policy. of development contributing positively
to creating vibrant communities and
spaces in the town centre.
Over time as the vitality and quality of the Absence of the policy, will result in the
11. Equity, town centre improves then opportunities for vitality and quality of the town centre
Diversity, Equality | 0 + + community engagement should increase, 0 - - degrading over time, as a result
and Participation- leading to better community cohesion. communities will disengage with the
environment.
There may be opportunities to minimise Neutral overall however without the
12. Energy energy use and/or use renewable energy policy there is a reduced opportunity
Efficiency and sources as the town centre evolves, but to tackle town centre vacant buildings
Natural 0 0 0 there is also likely to be greater use of 0 0 0 and thus use an existing resource and
Y g g
Resources. natural resources from new development - negating the need to build new.
therefore neutral overall
Neutral overall — the clustering of facilities Absence of the policy will result in less
may facilitate methods of dealing with control over waste disposal.
13. Waste. 0 0 0 waste in a sustainable manner but there will - - -
be anincrease in the generation of
commercial waste.
14. Climate No relationship overall but there is likely to No relationship identified.
: X X X be a negative impact on the use of natural X | X X
Change.
resources.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC2: Town Centire

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale (eZ;rrI\::;ri\i?;y/
S M L | explanation S M L p
Town centres have been meeting the needs Absence of the policy has the
of successive generations for many years, potential in the long term to result in
15. Futurity. " " " and .th|s policy is designed to ensure that this ) ) the plegrodohop of. the town cenfre,
continues. having a negative impact on
opportunities for today's society and
future generations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

This policy will provide a number of significant sustainability benefits, including good accessibility for most of Hartlepool's

population to key services and facilities by a variety of means of fransport. The policy presents opportunities for improving the quality of the
fown centre and catering for different needs over fime. The changes to the policy reinforce its positive performance against objectives 1, 7

and 10.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy will result in less succinct control over the development of the town centre. As a result the viability and vibrancy of the
town centre is directly affected. This has the potential to result in a downward spiral of decline.

Policy: RC3: Innovation and Skills Quarter

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
explanation s | M| L
The policy seeks to support the start up of The absence of the policy there is
new businesses within this sector along with potential for a detrimental impact on
environmental improvements which would the economy in the long term as there
1. Economy. mean the area is more attractive to 0 - - will not be a strategic focus on uses.
companies looking to set up a business. However it is accepted that there will
be a certain amount of organic
growth, which will occur anyway.
Linkages between the college and these Absence of the policy has the
new start up businesses are likely to develop potential to weaken the support of
2. Education and and will have a positive impact on students start up businesses around the colleges
Skills. considering going to college where they D in the ISQ.
can see a real likelihood of obtaining a job
in the areaq.
The policy supports improvements to the Considered that absence of the policy
3. Health public realm within the I&S quarter which is would have a neufral impact on health
’ : likely to encourage more people to walk to 0 0 0 although the supported development
work. of improved public realm was
acknowledged.
Through encouraging development within Absence of the policy could resultin a
the area this is likely to lead to less vacant slowed take up of empty buildings
4. Safety and buildings and therefore reduce the anti- within the area as the focus on the ISQ
Security. social activities associated with them. - - - is removed. Thus there is a negative
Improvements to the public realm will also impact on this objective due to the
help. The containment of late night uses will prevalence of empty buildings and
improve safety and security. associated issues.
5. Housing. X X X No relationship. X X X No relationship.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC3: Innovation and Skills Quarter

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfary/
. explanation
explanation S M
The area the policy relates to is in close In the absence of the policy it is
proximity to the public tfransport inferchange considered that there will be a neutral
and adjacent to the town centre and is impact on this objective. Whilst it is
therefore in an accessible area by a means acknowledge that the policy supports
6. Transport. of transport. 0 0 transport, the ISQ is already well served
due to its location.
The improvements to the public realm may
also result in improvements to pedestrian
linkages.
The policy seeks to protect the Church Absence of the policy will have a
Street Conservation Area from inappropriate negative impact, as the policy
7. Built and development. Public realm improvements provides a cohesive overview of
Natural may also help fo enhance the quality and development requirements in relation

Environment.

distinctiveness of the streetscape.
Containment of late night uses reduces
dead frontages during the day.

8. Biodiversity and

No relationship.

to heritage and the built form.

No relationship.

- . X X X X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water. Air and The proposed innovation and skills quarter is Considered neutral as if the policy is
" -~ + + + in a central location meaning accessibility is 0 0 not in place there wouldn't be such a
Soil Pollution. . Lo . .
improved and pollution is reduced. focus on development in this areaq.
The policy will improve access to jobs, could Absence of the policy weakens the
result in elements of retail associated with approach to securing a clear purpose
10. Liveability and the sector and will help to create a vibrant and sense of place for the area
i sector within a central location. The - - covered by the ISQ policy.
Place. ; .
improvements to public realm could help
with social cohesion. The containment of
late night uses will improve liveability.
The policy should help to tackle worklessness Absence of the policy would have a
. and reduce deprivation within this area of negative impact on this objective;
11. Equity, o
. . . the town. again it removed the development
Diversity, Equality ; . o -
s Community ownership could also be focus for the area.
and Participation- -
encouraged through improvements to the
public realm.
The proposed innovation and skills quarter is Considered that absence of the policy
12. Energy in a central location meaning accessibility is would have a neutral impact on this
Efficiency and + + + improved and pollution is reduced / less 0 0 objective. The policy doesn’t directly
Natural demand for natural resources to access achieve energy efficiency however it
Resources. jobs. does encourage the effective reuse of
buildings.
Neutral overall, however the containment of In the absence of the policy, late night
late night uses will have some positive uses would be acceptable across a
13. Waste. 0 0 0 . . ; - - . N .
impact in the reduction of waste. wider areq; this would have a direct
impact on waste.
The central location well served by public Without the policy, there is the risk that
14. Climate fransport and cycling and walking routes is such businesses which would be
Ch' 0 0 0 balanced against the additional business - - atfracted to the ISQ will locate in other
ange. L . - -
activity in the area and ongoing energy less sustainable locations across the
requirements to run the businesses. Borough.
It is considered the economic benefits of the In the absence of the policy,
policy and the environmental benefits will development of the area does not
be beneficial to both existing and future have strategic focus, thus could have
generations. a significant impact over the longer
15. Futurity. - - term as the area continues on a

frajectory with no real focus. This will
not help to address issues on the
ground in the short, medium or long
term.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC3: Innovation and Skills Quarter

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 6t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Leigh Dalby (Development Control), Karen Kelly (Housing) and Fiona Riley

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off

Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation

s I M ‘ L | explanation S I M | L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

It Is considered that the policy is very positive and sustainable policy and scores well against the range of criteria. The policy

will be important in the future regeneration of that area. The change to the policy has strengthened performance against the safety and

security objective.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of this policy is considered to have a negative impact long ferm as it will offer less focus for the development of the areaq,

preventing the achievement of an identifiable regeneration area adjacent to the fown cenftre.

Policy: RC4: Avenue Road/Raby Road Edge of Town Centre

Date: 239 March 2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: : Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Rob Smith (Regeneration), Leigh Taylor

Date: 7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

SA objectives

1. Economy.

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.tary/
S M | L | explanation s " explanation

Apart from encouraging inward investment
and diversifying the rural area, this policy
should have a positive impact on all the
other criteria. It should be significantly
beneficial in helping to diversify the local
economy.

Assessors considered that the absence
of the policy would have a negative
impact. The policy encourages a
diverse local economy in the absence
of which there would be an
inappropriate development mix. This
would be negative for the viability and
vitality of the centre. The area has the
potential to attract start up businesses.
This potential would be af risk without
the policy providing protection from
drinking establishments and hot food
takeaways which can be associated
with anti-social behaviour and thereby
deter inward investment.

The policy specifies education and training Assessors considered that the absence
cenfres as an appropriate use for this area. of the policy would have a negative
Therefore marginally positive overall. impact as the diverse mix of uses
2. Education and + + + encouraged by the policy are more
Skills. - - likely to associated with education and
training opportunities than drinking
establishments and hot food
takeaways.
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the absence
3 Health of the policy would have a negative
’ : X X X impact as hot food takeaways are
- - associated with negative health
impacts such as obesity.
The policy will be implemented in Assessors considered that the absence
conjunction with appropriate design of the policy would have a negative
4. Safety and policies, including Secure by Design. A impact as drinking establishments can
Security. + + + positive approach, including re-use of - - be associated with anti-social
vacant buildings, will contribute towards behaviour which increases the
safer and cleaner communities and help to perception of crime.
maintain and keep clean public space.
Housing is an appropriate use in this area Assessors considered that the absence
5. Housing. " " " and there is potential to contribute positively of the policy would have a negative
on most of the appraisal criteria. - - impact as the policy allows residential
development.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC4: Avenue Road/Raby Road Edge of Town Centre

Date: 23d March 2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: : Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Rob Smith (Regeneration), Leigh Taylor

Date: 7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
S M explanation S M
The close proximity of this area to the town Assessors considered that it is difficult to
cenfre and its easy access by public evaluate the impact of the absence of
fransport mean that the policy will the policy as it is difficult to predict the
6T contribute positively to minimising transport 0 0 change in business usage and whether
. Transport. + + - : - .
barriers, helping to reduce the need to the impact would be encouraging or
travel and distance travelled, and help to discouraging more sustainable travel
maximise use of the existing transport modes.
network.
Marginally positive overall as the policy Assessors considered that the absence
clearly considers affect of proposals on the of the policy would have a negative
. character and appearance of the area, impact as it only permits uses provided
7. Built and -
Natural " " coulf:l potentially lead ’rp the re- . - - that they do not adversely offgct the
Environment use/improvement of a listed building which character, appearance, function and
' is currently vacant, and seeks fo re-use amenity of the property and the
existing vacant buildings and the surrounding area.
functiondlity of the area.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. AsseSSOrs ;onsidered that Thg absence
éeodiversiiy X X X | X of the policy would have no impact as
) the policy does not address this topic.
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the absence
9. Water, Air and pf the policy.co.uld have a negative
soil Pollution. X X impact as drinking esfgbllshmen’rs
- - would be allowed which can be
associated with noise pollution.
The uses specified within the policy include - Assessors considered that the absence
education and fraining centre which will of the policy would have a negative
improve access to jobs; shops which will impact as the quality of facilities would
meet the needs of local residents; various reduce, as would access to
10. Liveability and " " culture and leisure facilities which will - - sustainable jobs and the diversity of the
Place. improve opportunities for access by local retail offer would be adversely
residents and others. The policy makes affected.
reference to character and design which
will contribute to creating a sense of place
and promoting social cohesion.
The inclusion of education and training Whilst a single public house can be a
facilities will help to tackle worklessness, community focal point, assessors
11. Equity, while other leisure and cultural uses can help considered that the absence of the
Diversity, Equality | + + contribute towards social inclusion and - - policy which does not allow drinking
and Participation- community cohesion. Involvement of the establishments could lead to their
local community in proposals will help to proliferation with a negative impact on
create a sense of ownership. community cohesion.
There is potential for new or re-used building The policy encourages type of
12. Energy . . . - .
. to incorporate energy efficiency measures. - - businesses which are more likely to
Efficiency and L
Natural 0 0 However new development is likely to have prudent energy use. It prevents
RESOUTCEsS. increase the demand for natural resources. fast fgod fokepwgys which are
Therefore neutral overall. associated with high energy use.
Generally no direct relationship although The policy prevents fast food
new development will increase the amount takeaways which are associated with
of commercial waste. Reference should be waste, especially litter, which is
13. Waste. X X made in the Local Plan (not this specific - - problematic.
policy) to the waste principles contained in
the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste
DPD.
Overall no direct relationship, although there Assessors considered that the impact
is a potentially negative impact regarding of the absence of the policy on
14. Climate X X CO2 emissions as a number of uses specified climate change is difficult to assess as
Change. in the policy (such as restaurants, cinemas, 0 0 the mix of businesses would be difficult
leisure facilities) could lead to anincrease in fo predict.
use of the private car.
Marginally positive as it could lead to Assessors considered that the impact
increased employment opportunities and of the absence of the policy would
. will promote the re-use of vacant and have a negative impact for future
15. Futurity. + + . - . - .
derelict buildings - - generations as obesity would increase
and there would be reduced training
and job opportunifies.
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Policy: RC4: Avenue Road/Raby Road Edge of Town Centre

Date: 23d March 2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: : Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Rob Smith (Regeneration), Leigh Taylor

Date: 7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off

Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation

s l M ‘ L | explanation S I M | L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

Overall the policy will make a positive confribution fowards sustainable development. Its proximity to the town centre

means new development is easily accessible by sustainable modes of fransport . There should be opportunities to improve and re-use
existing buildings, and there are opportunities fo involve the local community and help to create a sense of ownership and place.

Recommendations: The Local Plan (not this specific policy) should ensure that the principles of waste disposal, recovery etc are seen as a
cross-cutting theme throughout the Plan. . The Local Plan (not this specific policy) should ensure that the principles of waste disposal,
recovery etc are seen as a cross-cutting theme throughout the Plan.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, education and skills, health, safety and security, housing, , built and
natural environment, water, air and soil pollution, liveability and place, equity, diversity and participation, waste, and futurity.

Policy: RC5 The Brewery and Stranton Edge of Town Centre

Date: 239 March 2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Rob Smith (Regeneration), Leigh Taylor

Date: 7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.iory/
: explanation
3 M L | explanation s M L
Apart from encouraging inward investment Businesses are well established in the
and diversifying the rural area, this policy area. However, assessors considered
should have a positive impact on all the that the absence of the policy could
1. Economy other criteria. It should be significantly 0 0 - resultin a negative impact if a unit
’ : beneficial in helping to diversify the local became available in the long ferm as
economy. Overall marginally positive. the policy provides a framework to
guide the appropriate mix of uses for a
diverse local economy.
The policy specifies education and training The policy supports a mix of uses, some
2 Ed . centres as an appropriate use for this area. of which could be associated with
. Education and ! o - . -

Skills. + + + Therefore marginally positive overall. 0 0 - lifelong learning onq fraining. The
absence of the policy could have a
negative impact in the longer term.

No relationship identified. The policy does not permit applications

3 Health for hot food takeaways. These are

’ ’ X X X 0 0 - associated with negative health

outcomes, particularly regarding
obesity.

The policy will be implemented in The policy does not permit applications

conjunction with appropriate design for hot food takeaways. These can be

policies, including Secure by Design. A associated with negative safety

positive approach, including re-use of outcomes in the context of anti-social

vacant buildings, will contribute towards behaviour which can impact

4. Safety and safer and cleaner communities and help to 0 0 - negatively on safety.

Security. + + + maintain and keep clean public space.

However a note of caution — hot food
takeaways and drinking establishments are
identified in the policy as appropriate uses.
These may have implications on safety if
they lead to an increase in anti-social
behaviour
5. Housing Housing is an appropriate use in this area Assessors considered that the absence
’ ’ + + + and there is potential to contribute positively | 0 0 0 of the policy would be unlikely to have
on most of the appraisal criteria. a discernible impact.
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Policy: RC5 The Brewery and Stranton Edge of Town Centre

Date: 23d March 2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Rob Smith (Regeneration), Leigh Taylor

Date: 7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
S M explanation S M
The close proximity of this area to the town The policy encourages connectivity
centre and ifs easy access by public through improved pedestrian and
transport mean that the policy will cycle provision.
contribute positively to minimising transport - -
é. Transport. * * barriers, helping to reduce the need to
travel and distance travelled, and help to
maximise use of the existing transport
network
A significant part of this edge of centre area The policy only permits uses provided
is a conservation area, and it also contfains a that they do not adversely affect the
listed building. While the conservation area character, appearance, function and
status is mentioned in a bullet point in the amenity of the property and the
policy it is suggested that the conservation surrounding area. The policy
should be referred to at the start of the encourages improvements to the
policy statement. There should also be a public realm and respect for the
cross-reference to the conservation area conservation area designation. The
policy in the Local Plan. Itis also suggested absence of the policy would have a
that the penultimate bullet point should negative impact.
7. Built and state ‘protecting and enhancing the
Natural + + conservation area designation’ rather than - -
Environment. respecting. It may also be appropriate to
refer to the listed building and ifs setting.
As well as connectivity fo the town centre
the policy could also refer to improving
connectivity fowards the Burn Valley green
wedge with the aim of creating a
continuous green infrastructure link from
Burn Valley through the town centre towards
the marina.
The policy should also seek to protect and
enhance existing green space in the area.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
- . X X X | X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
. . X X X | X
Soil Pollution.
The proposed acceptable uses within the The policy promotes a sense of place,
area will contribute towards improving for example by encouraging
10. Li - access to jobs and key services, providing improvements to the environment and
. Liveability and . S ;
+ + retail facilities and culture and leisure - - the overall appearance of the area.
Place. L -
activities. The emphasis on character and
design should also help create a sense of
place and community cohesion.
The inclusion of education and training The policy supports a positive mix of
facilities will help to tackle worklessness, businesses and encourages
11. Equity, while other leisure and cultural uses can help community cohesion by preventing
Diversity, Equality | + + contribute towards social inclusion and - - businesses from operating during anti-
and Participation- community cohesion. Involvement of the social hours.
local community in proposals will help to
create a sense of ownership.
There is potential for new or re-used building Assessors considered that the absence
12. Energy - . :
- to incorporate energy efficiency measures. of the policy would have no
Efficiency and L . . !
Natural 0 0 However new development is likely to 0 0 discernible impact.
Resources. increase the demand for natural resources.
Therefore neutral overall.
Generally no direct relationship although Assessors considered that the absence
new development will increase the amount of the policy could lead to an increase
of commercial waste. Reference should be in waste in the longer term through the
13. Waste. X X made in the Local Plan (not this specific 0 0 weakening of the policy framework
policy) to the waste principles contained in that prevents hot food takeaways in
the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste this location.
DPD.
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Policy: RC5 The Brewery and Stranton Edge of Town Centre

Date: 23d March 2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Rob Smith (Regeneration), Leigh Taylor

Date: 7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
S M L | explanation S M
Overall no direct relationship, although there Assessors considered that whilst the
is a potentially negative impact regarding impact on the objective was neutral
CO2 emissions as a number of uses specified overall the absence of the policy
14. Climate X X X in the policy (such as restaurants, cinemas, 0 0 could lead to anincrease in Co2
Change. leisure facilities) could lead to anincrease in emissions in the longer term through
use of the private car. the weakening of the policy framework
that prevents hot food takeaways in
this location.
Marginally positive as it could lead to Assessors considered that the absence
increased employment opportunities and of the policy would have a negative
will promote the re-use of vacant and impact due to the loss of policy
derelict buildings encouragement for the provision of
15. Futurity. + + + - - pedestrian and cycle linkages and
improvements to the public realm as
well as the weakening of policy
framework that prevents hot food
takeaways in this location.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

The policy will make a positive contribution to sustainable development. The uses proposed within the area will help to

improve access to jobs and training, and the range of retail, cultural and leisure facilities have the potential to expand to meet the needs of
the local community. Emphasis on design and character should assist in creatfing a sense of place and encourage community ownership.

Recommendations: The policy should acknowledge af the outset the conservation area status and amend the relevant bullet point to state
‘protecting and enhancing the conservation area designation’. Also include reference to the listed building and its setfting. Protection and
enhancement of existing green space should be included along with the potential for creating a Gl link south fowards Burn Valley. The Local
Plan (not this specific policy) should ensure that the principles of waste disposal, recovery etc are seen as a cross-cutting theme throughout

the Plan.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, education and skills, health, safety and security, fransport, built and
natural environment, liveability and place, equity, diversity and participation, waste, climate change and futurity.

Policy: RCé East of Stranton Edge of Town Centre

Date: 239 March 2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Rob Smith (Regeneration), Leigh Taylor

Date:7th July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. Explanation
S M L | explanation S M
Apart from encouraging inward investment Uses are well established in the area.
and diversifying the rural area, this policy However, assessors considered that the
should have a positive impact on all the absence of the policy could resultin a
1. Economy. + + + other criteria. However in view of its location negative impact if a unit became
cut off from the town centre by the A689itis | 0 - available in the long term as the policy
considered that opportunities for economic provides a framework to guide the
development will be limited. appropriate mix of uses for this area.
The policy specifies education and training Assessors considered that the impact
2.Educationand | . | | _ | centres as an appropriate use for this area. of absence of the policy would be
Skills. Therefore marginally positive overall. 0 0 uncertain.
No relationship identified. The policy does not permit applications
3 Health for hof food Tgkeowo;{s. These are
: ) X | X [X 0 |0 associated with negative health
outcomes, particularly regarding
obesity.
The policy will be implemented in The policy does not permit applications
4. Safety and ! . . - .
N conjunction with appropriate design for hot food takeaways. These can be
Security. + + + ST . . . . .
policies, including Secure by Design. A associated with negative safety
positive approach, including re-use of - - outcomes in the context of anti-social
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Policy: RCé East of Stranton Edge of Town Centre

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Rob Smith (Regeneration), Leigh Taylor

- 23rd
Date:23<iMarch 2016 (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Date:7th July 2017 Carter (Health Improvement)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q Explanation
S M explanation S M

vacant buildings, will contribute towards behaviour which can impact

safer and cleaner communities and help to negatively on safety.

maintain and keep clean public space.

No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the absence
of the policy would have no
discernible impact in the short term but

5. Housing it could have a positive impact in the
’ : X X 0 0 medium and long term. If a unit
became available then housing
development would not face the
obstacle of the unit having policy
protection for other uses.

The close proximity of this area to the town Assessors considered that the absence

centre and ifs easy access by public of the policy would have a negative

transport mean that the policy will impact in the medium and long term
conftribute positively to minimising fransport as the policy encourages improved
barriers, helping to reduce the need to connectivity to the town cenfre.
fravel and distance fravelled, and help to 0 -

6. Transport. + + - A~

maximise use of the existing fransport

network. However compared to some of

the edge of fown cenfre sites the Aé89 does

present a significant barrier and the policy

could usefully refer to the need to improve

in particular pedestrian links and crossings.

Appropriate references to design and green The policy only permits uses provided

infrastructure should ensure that the policy that they do not adversely affect the

contributes to enhancement of the built character, appearance, function and
7. Built and environment. However in view of proximity amenity of the property and the
Natural + + of the area to the Aé89 which is a main 0 - surrounding area. Assessors considered
Environment. approach to the town centre the policy that the impact would be in the

could be strengthened by further medium and long term.

emphasising the need for high quality

landscaping and design.

8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
- . X X X | X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
. . X X X | X
Soil Pollution.
The proposed acceptable uses within the The policy promotes a sense of place,
area will contribute towards improving for example by encouraging
10. Liveability and access to jobs and key services, providing improvements to the environment and
) + + retail facilities and culture and leisure 0 - the overall appearance of the area.
Place. . :

activities. The emphasis on character and

design should also help create a sense of

place and community cohesion

The inclusion of education and training The policy supports a positive mix of

facilities will help to tackle worklessness, uses and encourages community

11. Equity, while other leisure and cultural uses can help cohesion by preventing businesses
Diversity, Equality | + + contribute towards social inclusion and 0 - from operating during anti-social hours.
and Participation- community cohesion. Involvement of the

local community in proposals will help to

create a sense of ownership.

There is potential for new or re-used building Assessors considered that there would

12. Energy . . ; . .
Efficiency and to incorporate energy eff|C|e.n<;y measures. be no d|s<;em|b|e impact from the loss
Natural 0 0 However new development is likely to 0 0 of the poalicy.
increase the demand for natural resources.
Resources.

Therefore neutral overall.

Generally no direct relationship although Assessors considered that the loss of

new development will increase the amount the policy could lead to more waste

of commercial waste. Reference should be generative uses.
13. Waste. X X made in the Local Plan (not this specific 0 -

policy) to the waste principles contained in

the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste

DPD.
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Policy: RCé East of Stranton Edge of Town Centre

Date: 239 March 2016

(Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Rob Smith (Regeneration), Leigh Taylor

Date:7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q Explanation
S M L | explanation S M
Overall no direct relationship, although there Assessors considered that the impact
is a potentially negative impact regarding of the loss of the policy would be very
14. Climate CO2 emissions as a number of uses specified uncertain in this context.
X X X . . . 0 0
Change. in the policy (such as restaurants, cinemas,
leisure facilities) could lead to an increase in
use of the private car.
Marginally positive as it could lead to Assessors considered that the absence
increased employment opportunities and of the policy would have a negative
will promote the re-use of vacant and impact due fo the loss of policy
15. Futurity. + + + derelict buildings 0 - encouroggmem for improvements to
connectivity to the town centre as well
as the weakening of policy framework
that prevents hot food takeaways in
this location.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

opportunities may be limited due to the A689 forming a significant barrier with the town centre.

As with the other edge of centre policies this policy will make a contribution towards sustainable development, however

Recommendations: As the Aé89 is a major approach road to the town centre the policy should include strengthened references to the need
for high quality design and landscaping. The policy should also specify the need for improved connections/crossing with the town centre.
The Local Plan (not this specific policy) should ensure that the principles of waste disposal, recovery etc are seen as a cross-cutting theme

throughout the Plan.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, health, safety and security, housing, built and natural environment,
liveability and place, equity, diversity and participation, waste, and futurity

Policy: Policy RC7: Lynn Street Edge of Town Centre

Date: 15/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Confrol)

Date: 7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'iory/
S M L | explanation S M explanation

1. Economy.

Apart from encouraging inward investment
and diversifying the rural area, this policy
should have a positive impact on all the
other criteria. It should be significantly
beneficial in helping to diversify the local
economy.

The absence of the policy could result
in a negative impact as the policy
provides a framework fo guide the
appropriate mix of uses for a diverse
local economy.

Education is not listed among the uses Assessors considered that the absence
2 Education and appropriate for this area. Given the pf the policy coulq have a negative
Si(ills 0 0 0 proposed new college development on - - impact as the policy allows non-
’ part of the area should education use (D1) residential institutions which can
be included? include educational establishments.
The removal of drinking establishments from The policy does not permit applications
3 Health uses appropriate means that the policy for hot food takeaways. These are
’ ’ 0 0 0 should have a neutral impact overall. - - associated with negative health
outcomes, particularly regarding
obesity.
The policy will be implemented in The policy does not permit applications
conjunction with appropriate design for hot food takeaways. These can be
policies, including Secure by Design. A associated with negative safety
4. Safety and positive opp(ooch, includirjg re-use of oufcomes in the confgxf of anti-social
Sécuriiy n n n vacant buildings, will contribute towards behaviour which can impact
’ safer and cleaner communities and help to negatively on safety.
maintain and keep clean public space. - -
However a note of caution — hot food
takeaways and drinking establishments are
identified in the policy as appropriate uses.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: Policy RC7: Lynn Street Edge of Town Centre

Date: 15/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Confrol)

Date: 7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
These may have implications on safety if
they lead to an increase in anti-social
behaviour
Housing, and particularly residential Assessors considered that the absence
5. Housing accommodation linked to the college, is an of the policy would have a negative
’ ’ + + + appropriate use in this area and there is - - - impact due to the loss of policy
potential to contribute positively on most of support for residential development.
the appraisal criteria.
Marginally positive overall due to the area’s Assessors considered that the absence
proximity to the railway station and the of the policy would have a negative
fransport inferchange. - - - impact as the policy encourages
6. Transport. + + + connectivity to the town centre
through improved pedestrian and
cycle linkages as well as improvements
fo cycling facilities.
While the policy does include references to The policy only permits uses provided
the need for good design and impact of that they do not adversely affect the
development on character and character, appearance, function and
appearance of the surrounding area it amenity of the property and the
could be strengthened so that development surrounding area.
7. Built and does not adversely affect the character and | - - -
Natural + + + setting of the adjoining Church Street
Environment. Conservation Area and any nearby listed
buildings.
Providing good quality pedestrian/cycle
links to the fown centre and marina is
important given the proximity of educational
establishments.
8. Bioc.jiver.siiy and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified
Geodiversity.
9. !Na'fer, :Air and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified
Soil Pollution.
The uses acceptable in the area will The policy promotes a sense of place,
contribute to enhanced opportunities for for example by encouraging
access to leisure and cultural activities. This improvements to the environment and
in furn can help to sustain a diverse the overall appearance of the area.
community and develop a sense of place.
10. Liveability and " " " It is noted that hot food takeaways and - - -
Place. drinking establishments are included in the
list of acceptable uses. Given the role of the
nearby Church St for such uses it is queried
whether these uses, particularly hot food
takeaways are appropriate or necessary in
this area.
The inclusion of education and training The policy supports a positive mix of
facilities will help to tackle worklessness, uses and encourages community
11. Equity, while other leisure and cultural uses can help cohesion by preventing businesses
Diversity, Equality | + + + contribute towards social inclusion and - - - from operating during anti-social hours.
and Participation- community cohesion. Involvement of the
local community in proposals will help to
create a sense of ownership.
There is potential for new or re-used building Assessors considered that the loss of
to incorporate energy efficiency measures. the policy would lead to a reduction in
12. Energy - o -

. However new development is likely to energy efficiency in the long term.
Efficiency and . L -
Natural 0 0 0 increase the demand for natural resources. 0 0 - There is hlgh energy usage within the
Resources. Therefore neutral overall. uses permitted by the policy but the

policy prevents hot food takeaways
which are energy intensive.
Generally no direct relationship although Assessors considered that the loss of
new development will increase the amount the policy framework for the area
of commercial waste. Reference should be could lead to an increase in waste
13. Waste. X X X made in the Local Plan (not this specific - - - generative uses.
policy) to the waste principles contained in
the Tees Valley Joint Minerals and Waste
DPD.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: Policy RC7: Lynn Street Edge of Town Centre

Date: 15/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Ryan Cowley (Development Confrol)

Date: 7t July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M explanation s | M
Overall no direct relationship, although there Assessors considered that the loss of
is a potentially negative impact regarding the policy would have a negative
14. Climate CO2 emissions as a number of uses specified impact as the policy encourages travel
X X ; . . :
Change. in the policy (such as restaurants, cinemas, - - by sustainable travel modes.
leisure facilities) could lead to an increase in
use of the private car.
Marginally positive as it could lead to Assessors considered that the absence
increased employment opportunities and of the policy would have a negative
will promote the re-use of vacant and impact due fo the loss of policy
derelict buildings - - encouragement for the provision of
15. Futurity. + + pedestrian and cycle linkages and

improvements fo the public realm as
well as the weakening of policy
framework that prevents hot food
takeaways in this location.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

Overall the policy will make a positive conftribution towards sustainable development. Its proximity to the town cenftre,

railway station and transport interchange means new development is easily accessible by sustainable modes of tfransport. There should be
opportunities to improve and re-use existing buildings, and there are opportunities to involve the local community and help to create a sense
of ownership and place. The change to the policy (removal of drinking establishments from uses appropriate) has resulted in a neutral

impact against the health objective.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, education and skills, health, safety and security, housing, built and natural
environment, liveability and place, equity, diversity and participation, energy efficiency and natural resources, waste, climate change and

futurity.

Policy: RC8 Millhouse Edge of Town Cenire Area

Date: 22/03/2016

Rob Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Fiona McCall (Development Control) and

Date: 7th July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

SA objectives

1. Economy.

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!icry/
: explanation
S M explanation s M

This policy significantly confributes to the
economy and the associated leisure uses
will diversify the economy

The absence of the policy could result
in a negative impact as the policy
provides a framework fo guide the
appropriate mix of uses for a diverse
local economy.

Sporting facilities, if maintained at Millhouse Assessors considered that the absence
. enables sporting skills for the community of the policy could have a negative
gi(iE"cslucohon and + + - - impact as the policy allows non-
: residential institutions which can
include educational establishments.
Provided sporting and leisure facilities af The policy does not permit applications
Millhouse are kept running, this will give for hot food takeaways. These are
opportunities for physical activity leading to associated with negative health
healthier lifestyles and well being. outcomes, particularly regarding
3. Health. + + - - obesity.
Also the policy seeks to promote cycle links
and improving connectivity to the town
centre thereby encouraging more physical
activity by walking r cycling into fown
instead of using the private car
4. safety and This will depend on qesign of new o The policy does not permit applications
Sécuriiy " " developments and since pubs and drinking for hot food takeaways. These can be
' facilities will not be permitted by this policy, associated with negative safety
safety and security will be promoted - - outcomes in the context of anti-social




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC8 Millhouse Edge of Town Centre Area

Date: 22/03/2016

Rob Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Fiona McCall (Development Control) and

Date: 7th July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy Off
SA objectives Commentary/ Timescale Commenfary/
: explanation
explanation s M
behaviour which can impact
negatively on safety.
Policy willimprove housing only on condition Assessors considered that the absence

5. Housing. that residential development takes place on of the policy would have a negative
the site - - impact due to the loss of policy

support for residential development.
Improving cycle links and connectivity of Assessors considered that the absence
Millhouse to the town cenftre will help of the policy would have a negative
develop a sustainable fransport system near impact as the policy encourages

6. Transport. main services - - connectivity fo the town centre

through improved pedestrian and
cycle linkages as well as improvements
to cycling facilities.

The policy ensures high quality of design of The policy only permits uses provided

7. Built and new developments thereby improving the that they do not adversely affect the

Natural built environment - - character, appearance, function and

Environment. amenity of the property and the

surrounding areaq.

8. Biodiversity and No relationship. No relationship identified

Geodiversity. X X

9. Water, Air and No relationship. No relationship identified

Soil Pollution. X X
Sport and recreation development tends to The policy promotes a sense of place,
bring the community together thereby for example by encouraging

. - promoting social cohesion. The policy will - - improvements to the environment and

10. Liveability and . . .

Place. contribute TQ sus’romgble ||fe§Ty|es by means the ovgroll appearance o_f the area.
of encouraging physical activity and The policy also supports leisure uses
sustainable forms of fransport which are important to residents of the

borough as a whole.

11. Equity Policy gives opportunities for people to meet The policy supports a positive mix of

A . and get together. uses and encourages community

Diversity, Equality - . .

and Participation- - - cohesion by prevehhng bpsme_sses

from operating during anfi-social hours.

12. Energy Policy will use resources in erecting any new Assessors considered that the impact

Efficiency and buildings but also recycle Millhouse. 0 0 o0f the loss of the policy would be

Natural uncertain.

Resources.

New developments will increase waste Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy framework for the area

13. Waste. . .

- - could lead to an increase in waste
generative uses.
Policy will minimise emissions through Assessors considered that the loss of

14. Climate encouraging cycling and walking and the policy would have a negative

Change. reducing reliance on the private car - - impact as the policy encourages travel

by sustainable travel modes.
Policy creates opportunities for employment Assessors considered that the absence
hence ensures futurity of the policy would have a negative
impact due to the loss of policy
- - encouragement for the provision of
15. Futurity. pedestrian and cycle linkages and
improvements to the public realm as
well as the weakening of policy
framework that prevents hot food
takeaways in this location.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC8 Millhouse Edge of Town Centre Area

Date: 22/03/2016

Rob Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Fiona McCall (Development Control) and

Date: 7th July 2017

Carter (Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Steven

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
s I M‘ L | explanation S ‘ M| L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy is strongest on the economy/liveability & place. It is strong on most other objectives but neutral on energy efficiency
and natural resources. The policy is silent on waste regardless that new and existing developments generate waste. It has no relationship with
biodiversity and water/air/soil pollution objectives.

Recommendations: The policy will be stronger if it is linked with waste policies and cross referenced with other relevant polices in the Local
Plan. The policy preamble needs to give brief explanation why Al uses will not be allowed in this edge of fown centre.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, education and skills, health, safety and security, housing, built and natural
environment, liveability and place, equity, diversity and participation, waste, climate change and futurity.

Policy: RC9 Park Road West Edge of Town Centre Area Policy

Date: 22nd March 2016

Rob Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Fiona McCall (Development Control) and

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Counftryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqqu /
s | m| L | explanation s ITmlt explanation

1. Economy.

This policy significantly conftributes to the
economy and the associated leisure uses
will diversify the economy

Absence of the policy would mean
lack of control over uses within the
areq; this would impact on viability of
the area and local economy.

No relationship No relationship
2. Education and . . . X X X
Skills.
There is a link through leisure but not strong In the absence of the policy, itis
enough to achieve the health objective considered that the impact on this
3. Health. objective would be neutral, however
0 0 0 0 0 0 N - . .
links with health provision being an
acceptable use within areas if the
town centre first approach is taken.
This will depend on design of new In the absence of the policy there is
4. Safety and | t | i t th tential f fve i '
securifty + + + deve opments and also policy does no ) ) : e potential for a negative impact as
: allow drinking establishments. the policy directly restricts hours of
operation and A5 uses.
Policy supports housing In the absence of the policy, there will
5. Housing. + + + ) ) . be weakened conftrol of business uses
and therefore the potential for a
detrimental impact on housing.
In the absence of the policy there is a
Policy facilitates safe parking facilities risk to parking and implementation of
6. Transport. + + + - - - green infrastructure, the policy
encourages the use of sustainable
fransport.
The policy ensures high quality of design of In the absence of the policy, there will
7. Built and new developments thereby improving the be reduced control of development
Natural + + + built environment - - - which will have a direct defrimental
Environment. impact on the local environment; the
policy encourages high quality design.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship No relationship
- . X X X X X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship No relationship
. . X X X X X X
Soil Pollution.

10. Liveability and
Place.

The policy provides sufficient retail facilities
for local people

Negative impact on the sense of place
with the lack of confrol in the absence
of the policy.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC9 Park Road West Edge of Town Centre Area Policy

Date: 22nd March 2016

Rob Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Fiona McCall (Development Control) and

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Counftryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Policy On
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Commentary/
. explanation
3 M explanation
11. Equity, Policy gives opportunities for people fo meet Absence of the policy removes the
Diversity, Equality | + + whilst shopping policy support for local centfres and
and Participation- communities.
12. Energy Policy will use resources in erecting any new The buildings can still potentially be
Efficiency and 0 0 buildings but will also recycle existing reused; the challenge is how change is
Natural buildings through change of use for instance controlled in the absence of the
Resources. policy.
New developments will increase waste Without the policy, controlling the uses
in this area would be reduced.
Development could sfill take place
13. Waste. : : and thus waste produced therefore
policy on or policy off there could still
be alikely increase in waste.
Although policy does not address causes of See response fo Objective 12.
14. Climate climo.’re.chonge it will encourage recycling
Chanae. 0 0 of buﬂdlngs through change of use thereby
g
encouraging prudent use of the land natural
resource
Policy creates opportunities for employment Absence of the policy, removes the
hence ensures futurity localised focus of development needs
in this location. The aim of the policy is
15. Futurity. + + tfo enhance the area and encourage
businesses fo enhance the areq; lack
of policy creates uncertainty for
development over the plan period.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy is strongest on the economy/liveability & place. It is strong most other objectives but neutral on health, energy
efficiency & natural resources and climate change. The policy is silent on waste regardless that new and existing developments generate

waste. It has no relationship with biodiversity and water/air/soil pollution objectives.

Recommendations: The policy will be stronger if it is linked with waste policies and cross referenced with other relevant polices in the Local

Plan.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy has the potential to have a negative impact on the development of the area covered by the policy. There would be
lack of certainty over acceptable use, having a negative impact economically, environmentally and socially.

Policy: RC10 West Victoria Road Edge of Town Centre Area Policy

22/03/2016

Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Fiona McCall (Development Control), Rob

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!iqry/
s | m| L | explanation s ITmlt explanation

This policy significantly confributes to the
economy and the associated leisure uses
will diversify the economy

Absence of the policy would mean
lack of confrol over uses within the
areaq; this would impact on viability of
the area and local economy.

1. Economy.

D1 use in policy could potentially be for No direct link identified.

2.Educationand | + | + | education X [ x [Xx

Skills.

3. Health. No relationship No relationship.

This will depend on design of new

4. Safety and .
Security n n n developments and also policy does not ) ) .
’ allow drinking establishments

In the absence of the policy there is
the potential for a negative impact as
the policy directly restricts hours of
operation and A5 uses.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC10 West Victoria Road Edge of Town Centre Area Policy

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Fiona McCall (Development Control), Rob

PP Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Date: 7t July 2017 (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M L
Policy supports housing In the absence of the policy, there will
5. Housing. + + ) ) : be weakened confrol of business uses
and therefore the potential for a
detfrimental impact on housing.
Policy facilitates safe parking facilities Absence of the policy would
6. Transport. + + - - - potentially result in town centre uses
opting for less sustainable locations.
The policy ensures high quality of design of In the absence of the policy, there will
new developments thereby improving the be reduced confrol of development
" built environment which will have a direct detrimental
7. Built and . . .
Natural + + ) ) _ |mpoct on the local f—:‘nwronmenf, the
. policy encourages high quality design.
Environment. L - .
This is of particular importance as a
conservation area covers this edge of
cenfre area.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship No relationship
- . X X X X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship No relationship
. : X X X X X
Soil Pollution.
10. Liveability and The policy provides sufficient retail facilities Nggohve impact on The_ sense of place
forlocal people. -- - | - with the lack of confrol in the absence
Place. -
of the policy.
11. Equity, Policy gives opportunities for people to meet Absence of the policy removes the
Diversity, Equality | + + whilst shopping and creates jobs. - - - policy support for local centres and
and Participation- communities.
12. Energy Policy will use resources in erecting any new The buildings can sfill potentially be
Efficiency and 0 0 buildings but will also recycle existing 0 0 0 reused; the challenge is how change is
Natural buildings through change of use for controlled in the absence of the
Resources. instance. policy.
New developments will increase waste. Without the policy, controlling the uses
in this area would be reduced.
Development could still fake place
13. Waste. : : : ST and thus waste produced therefore
policy on or policy off there could still
be a likely increase in waste.
Although policy does not address causes of See Objective 12 comment.
14. Climate climate change it will encourage recycling
: 0 0 of buildings through change of use thereby 0 0 0
Change. ?
encouraging prudent use of the land natural
resource.
Policy creates opportunities for employment Absence of the policy, removes the
hence ensures futurity. localised focus of development needs
in this location. The aim of the policy is
15. Futurity. + + - - - to enhance the area and encourage
businesses to enhance the area; lack
of policy creates uncertainty for
development over the plan period.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy is strongest on the economy/liveability & place. It is sfrong on most other objectives but neutral on health, energy
efficiency & natural resources and climate change. The policy is silent on waste regardless that new and existing developments generate

waste. It has no relationship with biodiversity and water/air/soil pollution objectives.

Recommendations: The policy will be stronger if it is linked with waste policies and cross referenced with other relevant polices in the Local

Plan.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy has the potential to have a negative impact on the development of the area covered by the policy. There would be
lack of certainty over acceptable use, having a negative impact economically, environmentally and socially.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC11 York Road South Edge of Town Centre Area Policy

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Fiona McCall (Development Control), Rob

Drelies 228 206 Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

- 7th
Date: 7t July 2017 (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.tqry/
s | m| L | explanation s I ml L explanation

1. Economy.

2. Education and
Skills.

This policy significantly contributes to the
economy and the associated leisure uses
will diversify the economy

Absence of the policy would mean
lack of control over uses within the
areaq; this would impact on viability of
the area and local economy.

No relationship

No direct link identified.

3. Health.

No relationship

No relationship.

4. Safety and
Security.

This will depend on design of new
developments and also policy does not
allow drinking establishments

In the absence of the policy there is
the potential for a negative impact as
the policy directly restricts hours of
operation and A5 uses.

5. Housing.

Policy supports housing

In the absence of the policy, there will
be weakened control of business uses
and therefore the potential for a
defrimental impact on housing.

6. Transport.

Policy facilitates safe parking facilities

Absence of the policy would
potentially result in town centre uses
opting for less sustainable locations. It
was noted that the policy doesn’t
support parking facilities; focus is on
the town centre facilities for parking
and fransport facilities.

7. Built and
Natural
Environment.

The policy ensures high quality of design of
new developments thereby improving the
built environment

In the absence of the policy, there will
be reduced confrol of development
which will have a direct detrimental
impact on the local environment; the
policy encourages high quality design.

8. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity.

No relationship

No relationship

9. Water, Air and
Soil Pollution.

10. Liveability and
Place.

No relationship

11. Equity,
Diversity, Equality
and Participation-

The policy provides sufficient retail facilities
for local people

No relationship

Policy gives opportunities for people to meet
whilst shopping and creates jobs

Negative impact on the sense of place
with the lack of confrol in the absence
of the policy.

Absence of the policy removes the
policy support for local centres and
communities.

12. Energy
Efficiency and
Natural

Policy will use resources in erecting any new
buildings but will also recycle existing
buildings through change of use for instance

The buildings can sfill potentially be
reused; the challenge is how change is
controlled in the absence of the

Resources. policy.
New developments will increase waste Without the policy, controlling the uses
in this area would be reduced.
Development could still take place
13. Waste. and thus waste produced therefore
policy on or policy off there could still
be alikely increase in waste.
Although policy does not address causes of See Objective 12 comment.
. climate change it will encourage recycling
14. Climate of buildings through change of use thereby
Change. ?
encouraging prudent use of the land natural
resource
Policy creates opportunities for employment Absence of the policy, removes the
hence ensures futurity localised focus of development needs
in this location. The aim of the policy is
15. Futurity. fo enhance the area and encourage

businesses to enhance the area; lack
of policy creates uncertainty for
development over the plan period.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC11 York Road South Edge of Town Centre Area Policy

Date: 22/03/2016

Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Nomusa Malinga (Planning Policy), Fiona McCall (Development Control), Rob

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
s ‘ M‘ L | explanation s ‘ M| L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy is strongest on the economy/liveability & place. It is sfrong on most other objectives but neutral on health, energy
efficiency & natural resources and climate change. The policy is silent on waste regardless that new and existing developments generate

waste. It has no relationship with biodiversity and water/air/soil pollution objectives.

Recommendations: The policy will be stronger if it is linked with waste policies and cross referenced with other relevant polices in the Local

Plan.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy has the potential to have a negative impact on the development of the area covered by the policy. There would be
lack of certainty over acceptable use, having a negative impact economically, environmentally and socially.

Policy: RC12 The Marina Retail and Leisure Park

Date: 17t March 2016

Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Mafthew King (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Confrol) and Rob

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen‘Iory/
S M L | explanation s M l explanation

1. Economy.

2. Education and X X X
Skills.

The policy is positive in ferms of providing
jobs and economic benefit and fo help the
Marina develop. The link to RC1 however is
crucial to ensure it does not take business
away from the town cenfre.

Absence of the policy increases the
economic risk to viability of the town
cenftre.

No relationship.

No relationship.

3. Health. X X X

No relationship.

Whilst it is acknowledged that no
relationship was identified last time,
during the ‘policy off’ assessment it
was determined that this policy does
support leisure uses and therefore links
to healthier lifestyles. Hence absence
of the policy could have a detrimental
impact on this objective.

4. Safety and

No relationship.

No relationship.

Security. SR R KR
The Marina R&.L Policy does allow residential Absence of the policy could have a
within the areaq, all of which would be on negative impact in relation fo this
5. Housing. + + + previously developed land and would be = = = objective. The policy supports
beneficial if delivered as part of a wider residential development in this location
mixed use development. adding to the variety of residential
properties available in Hartlepool.
The area is well located adjacent to the Absence of the policy will weaken
public transport interchange. The policy links policy support forimprovements to
6. Transport + + + to the Green Infrastructure Policy which is - - - connectivity between the Marina and
’ ’ important in improving the links from the the town centre - this is fundamental
Marina back towards the town cenfre. to ensure the continued sustainable
development of the Marina area.
The policy crucially seeks to protect the Absence of the policy has the N
2 Built and water bodies at the Marina from potential to wegken thg pollcy position
Natural + + | + | development. This is important for the - - - fo ensure that high quality design of

Environment.

tfownscape/streetscape in this area. The
policy also includes criteria to ensure
developments do not impact on the

the built environment in alll
developments.
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Policy: RC12 The Marina Retail and Leisure Park

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Rob
Date: 17t March 2016 Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

- 7th
Date: 7t July 2017 (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!tqry /
s | m | L | explanation s ITmlL explanation

character, appearance, function or
amenity of existing buildings.

There are local ecological designations to
the east along the coast - this may become
8. Biodiversity and | - - - SPA as early as next year —it is considered a
Geodiversity. link to the ecological policy would be useful
to guard against harm.

Absence of the policy will weaken the
control of development in relation to
this objective.

It is positive the policy seeks fo protect the Absence of the policy will weaken the
9. Water, Air and + + + water bodies at the Marina which are conftrol of development in relation to
Soil Pollution. crucial to the area. protecting land and water.

The policy will lead to the creation of
additional jobs in the sectors supported by
the policy. It will create additional non-food
retail that can’t be located in the fown
centre as well as a range of other tourist
uses which increases access to cultural
facilities.

Absence of the policy has the
potential fo impact on the
achievement of the desired strategic
development of the Marina area
impacting on the sense of place of the
areaq.

10. Liveability and
Place.

The policy will help in fackling worklessness Absence of the policy could have a
and will help to create a mixed use defrimental impact on the area as
11. Equity, community within the area. there will be weakened policy support
Diversity, Equality * * * : : : to strengthen the diversification of the
and Participation- economy and opportunities for
development with strengthen
community ownership of the place.
Whilst the area is in a cenftral location, Absence of the policy will weaken the
adjacent to the fown centre and the confrol of development in relation to
12. Energy transport interchange which will help to this objective.
Efficiency and 0 0 |0 ensure the developments are in a - - -
Natural sustainable location, the building and
Resources. ongoing operation of an expanded Marina
will have natural resource implications.
The expansion of uses in the Marina R&L Park Absence of the policy would weaken
13. Waste - - - will create additional waste which will need - - - the ability to ensure that waste is
’ ’ to be dealt with. appropriately screened.
Additional visitors to the area associated Absence of the policy will weaken the
with the expansion of the Marina R&L park control of development in relation to
along with the ongoing operation of the this objective.
businesses will lead to an increase in
emissions which will impact on climate
14. Climate = = = change. - - -
Change.
This is minimised by the location, adjacent to
the fown centre and transport inferchange.
The ongoing development within the Marina Absence of the policy will have a
will be extremely positive both for the local negative impact on the development
15. Futurity. economy and visitor economy and will - - of the Marina over the long term due
provide a range of jobs and activities in this to the strategic nature of this policy.
central location.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC12 The Marina Retail and Leisure Park

Date: 17th March 2016

Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Rob

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale g;:::lz;‘i?n’)’/
s ‘ M‘ L | explanation s ‘ M| L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

improve the policy in environmental terms.

The policy is extremely positive from an economic and social viewpoint. A proposed addition to the policy is suggested to

Recommendations - It is considered a link to the ecological policy would be useful to guard against harm.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy will have a negative impact on the confinued development of the Marina Retail and Leisure Park, the policy is a
restrictive policy which aims to achieve the long-term strategic vision for the Marina area.

Policy: RC13 West of Marina Way Retail and Leisure Park

Date: 17th March 2016

Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Rob

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqry/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
The policy is posifive in terms of providing Absence of the policy increases the
jobs and economic benefit and fo help the economic risk to viability of the town
1. Economy. area develop. The link to RC1 however is = [ | " | cenfre.
crucial to ensure it does not take business
away from the town centre.
No relationship No relationship
2. Education and . . X X X X
Skills.
3. Health. No relationship No relationship
X X X X X X
4. Safety and No relationship No relationship
Security. X X X X X X
5. Housing. No relationship No relationship
X X X X X X
The area is well located in close proximity to Absence of the policy will weaken
the public transport interchange and bus policy support forimprovements to
stops on Marina Way. The policy links to the connectivity between the West of
6. Transport. + + + Green Infrastructure Policy which is . . : Marina Way Retail and Leisure Park
important in improving the links from the and the town centre — this is
Marina back tfowards the fown centre. fundamental to ensure the continued
sustainable development of this area.
The policy includes criteria to ensure Absence of the policy has the
developments do not impact on the potential to weaken the policy position
7. Built and character, appearance, function or to ensure that high quality design of
Natural + + + amenity of existing buildings. This is important | ~ : : the built environment in all
Environment. in protecting the streetscene going forward developments within this area; this is
in a prominent location. particular concern in relation to
landscaping within the site.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship No relationship
- . X X X X X X
Geodiversity.
As the area has free car parking it Without the policy development in this
encourages users to use their car — often this area is still likely to occur, and the free
9. Water, Air and is b'ecouse Thgy may be buying bulky goods : : : car parking will inevitably attract car
soil Pollution. - - - which are d|ff|cuIT to fransport on pubpc usage.
fransport — this car use does however impact
on atmospheric pollution and could impact
on air quality.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC13 West of Marina Way Retail and Leisure Park

Date: 17th March 2016

Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Rob

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqry/
: explanation
S M explanation s | M| L
The area will provide a range of jobs and Absence of the policy will weaken the
. - employment and will improve access to conftrol of development in relation to
10. Liveability and ] Lo - - o o o - -
Place. + + reTcu! facilities for residents cm.d Y|S|tors . this objective.
helping to add to the offer within the Marina
area of Harflepool.
11. Equity, No relationship No relationship
Diversity, Equality | x X X X X
and Participation-
As the area has free car parking it Absence of the policy will weaken the
12. Energy encourages users to use their car — often this confrol of development in relation to
Efficiency and is because they may be buying bulky goods | - = - this objective.
Natural ) ) which are difficult to transport on public
Resources. transport — this car use does however
increase the use of natural resources.
Additional businesses within the area will Absence of the policy would weaken
13. Waste. - - lead to an increase in waste generation. : : : the ability fo ensure that waste is
appropriately screened.
Addifional visitors to the area associated If the policy is removed, it reduces the
with the expansion of the R&L park along positive approach to locating
with the ongoing operation of the businesses development in this location, which
will lead to an increase in emissions which has the chance to be more
willimpact on climate change. sustainable as it is with walking
distance from the town centre. It is
This is minimised by the location, adjacent to noted that the free car parking is
14. Climate the town cenfre and fransport interchange. = = - attractive and can lead fo car usage,
Change. ) ) but developing here is more
sustainable than developing on the
outskirts of the town. Without this policy
development may go elsewhere or the
wrong type of development may go
here. If development locates
elsewhere there could be an increase
in car frips.
Itis considered that the policy will help to Absence of the policy will have a
guide the design and type of retail negative impact on the development
15. Futurity. + + developments in the R&L park in a positive . . - of the West of Marina Way Retail and
way and will help to provide jobs over the Leisure Park over the long term due to
plan period. the strategic nature of this policy.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

The policy is strong economically. Socially it is relatively neutral and environmentally there are some slight negative

implications of the policy which are minimised by its location near to the public fransport inferchange.

Recommendations There are no recommended changes to the policy.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy will have a negative impact on the continued development of the West of Marina Way Retail and Leisure Park, the

policy is a restrictive policy which aims to achieve the long-term strategic vision for the Marina area.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC14 Trincomalee Wharf Retail and Leisure Park

Date: 17th March 2016

Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Rob

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

SA objectives

1. Economy.

2. Education and
Skills.

The policy is likely to lead to significant
inward investment and jobs info the area
and will help to diversify the local economy.

Policy On
Timescale Commen'ary/ Conl‘men.tqry/
s | m| L | explanation explanation

The policy permits the development of
education and fraining centres within the
areaq.

Absence of the policy increases the
economic risk to viability of the town
cenfre.

In the absence of the policy, there
could be and impact on this objective
if developments coming forward were
not supported.

3. Health.

No relationship

No relationship

4. Safety and

No relationship

No relationship

Security. X X X
As the policy promotes a mixed use area, In the absence of the policy, there
including residential it will assist in providing could be an impact on this objective if
housing on brownfield sites within a central developments coming forward were
5. Housing. " " " area within Hartlepool. Links fo the design not supported and this could impact
policies and planning obligations policies will on the use of brownfield land.
help to ensure both the quality of the
dwellings is high as well as the environment
surrounding the dwellings.
The areais well located in close proximity to Absence of the policy will weaken
the public transport interchange and bus policy support forimprovements to
stops on Marina Way. The policy links fo the connectivity between the Trincomalee
6. Transport. + + + Green Infrastructure Policy which is Wharf Retail and Leisure Park and the
important in improving the links from the town cenfre - this is fundamental to
Marina back fowards the fown cenfre. ensure the confinued sustainable
development of this areaq.
The policy is positive in that it seeks to Absence of the policy has the
protect the character, appearance, potential to weaken the policy position
function and amenity of the property, any to ensure that high quality design of
adjacent properties and the surrounding the built environment in all
7 Built and area. It o[so links to the des?gn poligy and devglopments within this area; this is
N'qiurql " " " requires signage to be of high quality. porh;ulor concern due to the .
Environment prominent location of part of the site.
: A reference to the adjacent Church Street
conservation area and ensuring
developments do not impact negatively on
the heritage assets would strengthen the
policy.
8. Biodiversity and X X X No relationship No relationship

Geodiversity.

9. Water, Air and
Soil Pollution.

10. Liveability and
Place.

As the area has free car parking it
encourages users to use their car which
could lead to an increase in atmospheric
pollution and thus impact on air quality. This
impact is minimised by the area being
located near to the public transport
inferchange which should encourage
people to use public transport.

11. Equity,
Diversity, Equality
and Participation-

The area will provide a range of jobs and
employment and will improve access to
retail and other leisure and tourist facilities
for residents and visitors helping to add to
the offer within the Marina area of
Hartlepool. New housing on Trincomalee
Wharf should help to bring more vibrancy to
the area.

Absence of the policy would weaken
the ability to ensure that waste is
appropriately screened. There is the
potential that without the policy in
place air pollution could also worsen.

No relationship

Absence of the policy will weaken the
control of development in relation to
this objective. Ability to achieve the
strategic vision for the site could be
limited.

No relationship

12. Energy
Efficiency and
Natural
Resources.

The development of the area will lead to the
use of natural resources both in terms of the
constfruction of new buildings and related
infrastructure and also in terms of the

Absence of the policy will weaken the
control of development in relation to
this objective. The policy clearly
identifies the reuse and high quality




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC14 Trincomalee Wharf Retail and Leisure Park

Date: 17th March 2016

Smith (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Rob

Date: 7t July 2017

(Planning Policy)

Appraisers: Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside), Peter Nixon (Highways) and Fiona Riley

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfcwy/
: explanation
S M explanation s | M| L
ongoing running costs of the operation and design in relation to resources.
from people travelling to use the facilities.
The impact is reduced by the cenfral
location adjacent to the public transport
interchange and with foot and cycles
linkages which the policy seeks to improve
through contributions.
Additional businesses and residential Absence of the policy would weaken
properties within the area will lead to an the ability to ensure that waste is
increase in waste generation. appropriately screened.
13. Waste. - - - : : :
The area is only a mile or so from the waste
transfer station so will be dealt with close to
source.
Additional visitors to the area along with Without this policy, development may
new residents along with the ongoing locate elsewhere. The type of uses
operation of the businesses and residential within this area are generally land
units will lead to an increase in emissions hungry, such land is limited in the town
which willimpact on climate change. centre, so sequentially development
14. Climate o . . may not be qble Tp locate in the town
CHan 0 0 0 This is balanced by the location, adjacentto | 0 0 0 centre. There is arisk that the land
ge. . . -
the town cenfre and fransport inferchange infensive development could locate
along with the environmental improvements on the edge of the borough orin
which the policy seeks. employment locations. This could have
a negative impact as it could lead to
anincrease in car trips and thus
carbon emissions.
The policy should be highly beneficial to Absence of the policy will have a
existing and future generations by helping to negative impact on the development
realise the development of this vacant of the Trincomalee Wharf Retail and
. brownfield area for a mix of uses including 5 5 -- Leisure Park over the long ferm due to
15. Futurity. . . A ’ .
new homes, businesses and leisure the strategic nature of this policy
opportunities providing jobs and a boost to especially as the policy tools to
the economy whilst also improving the mitigate negative impacts will be
vibrancy of the area. weakened.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

these are minimised by the cenfral location of the proposal.

The policy scores well from both an economic and a social point of view. Although there are some slight negative impacts

Recommendations - A reference to the adjacent Church Street conservation area and ensuring developments do not impact negatively on
the heritage assets would strengthen the policy.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy will have a negative impact on the continued development of the Trincomalee Wharf Retail and Leisure Park, the
policy is a restrictive policy which aims to achieve the long-term strategic vision for the wider Marina area.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC15 Tees Bay Retail and Leisure Park

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe Rickleton
(Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 10" July 2017

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control) and Peter Nixon

(Highways)
Policy On Policy Off
iecti i Timescale Commentary/
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ explanatiog
S M L eXpIanathn S M L
The policy is positive in terms of providing jobs Site already exists. Not having policy
and economic benefit, the link to RC1 however is would cause problems in determining
1LE crucial to ensure it does not take business away | - - - applications against only national
- =conomy. from the town centre. policy. Developments could choose to
locate outside of the Borough.
) No relationship. No relationship
2. Education and X X X
Skills. A B
3. Health. No relationship. No relationship
X X X X X X
4. Safety and The policy links to the design policy which . Without policy Ies§ control over
Sécurity. . . . should help to ensure that secure by design is development which may still come
adhered to. - |- |- | forward onsite asitis an existing site.
Loss of reference to safety.
5. Housing. No relationship. No relationship
X X X X X X
Although there are public transport and footpath As the site already exists and is in an
links to the area, it is considered on the whole to out of centre location, further
be a less sustainable location than the town development may go there in the
centre. future however lose the links to
. . . connectivity to the local area
6. Transport. : : : referenced within the policy. It was
also noted that development could go
to more sequentially preferable sites
which benefit from the comfort of a
policy.
The policy would help to ensure retail parks do It was considered that without the
not start to develop outside of the urban limits policy and the certainty it creates
and further investment within Tees Bay would there could be an ]mpocf on the built
help to revite_llise the existing shqps and createa | - - - and natural environment through poor
more attractive and modern environment. design. The policy seeks improvements
7. Built and to the public realm as well. Also it was
Natural + + + queried whether developers may look
Environment. for out of town locations on the edge
of the urban area which may not be as
well served by public fransport — this
was considered unlikely however as
the other policies would restrict this
likelihood.
8. Biodiversity No relationship. No relationship
. . X X X X X X
and Geodiversity.
Given the slightly less sustainable location of As site already exists it was considered
Tees Bay of the town centre and edge of centre previous comments still apply however
. travel to the shops at Tees Bay is likely to it was noted that having no policy
g- Water, Air and 5 - | - | increase pollution from cars travelling to the = | = | = | would mean there was limited ability to
oil Pollution. area. . )
secure any further improvements in
accessibility etc and was therefore
considered less sustainable.
The policy is likely to lead to additional jobs and Over time, without policy,
10. Li bility and opportunities for activities in the retail and leisure development at an existing retail
PI:;\cc-Iz\./ea iy + + + | sectors. - - = centre may stagnate leading to less
shops and facilities and poorer access
fo jobs
No relationship. In longer term, without the policy, the
11. Equity exisﬁpg centre could go into decline if
Di\'/ersity, Equality . . . X . . new investment doesn’'t come forward
and Participation- and groduolly T.he gentre could run
down and existing jobs could be lost
adding to worklessness.
12. Energy Given the slightly less sustainable location of Site already exists. Without policy and
Efficiency and - - - | Tees Bay of the town centre and edge of centre links to improving connectivity would
Natural travel to the shops at Tees Bay is likely to be lost and could result on a greater




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC15 Tees Bay Retail and Leisure Park

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe Rickleton
(Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 10" July 2017

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Helen Heward
(Highways)

(Development Control) and Peter Nixon

Conclusions:

Recommendations: None.

approach for this site.

Whilst economically and socially the policy has some positive impacts in terms of new jobs, access to leisure activities etc, these are
balanced against the slight negative impacts in terms of the less sustainable location. This illustrates why this location is last on the sequential test. The
change to the policy has not changed the sustainability appraisal.

PO"Cy On POlle Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Ceir;grfgttiirg/
s M L | explanation s L
Resources. increase use of natural resources to travel to the impact on natural resources as people
area. may continue to use the car rather
than being able fo use improved
pedestrian and cycle linkages.
Additional businesses will create additional As site already exists there could sfill be
13. Waste. : : _ | waste which will need to be dealt with. applications on site — harder to control
(eg link to waste storage area in
policy)
The additional pollution created through travel to As section 12 above. Also noted that
the location will impact on CO2 emissions and as site exists developments could still
therefore will have a detrimental impact on locate to this site but without the
14. Climate ) ) ) climate change. benefit of parts of the policy such as
Change. hours restrictions — if units opened
longer they would use more energy
and have a greater impact on climate
change.
Whilst economically and socially the policy has As site already exists there are
some positive impacts in terms of new jobs, concerns that the lack of a policy
access to leisure activities etc, these are would create uncertainty which would
balanced against the slight negative impacts in likely result in less control over
15. Futurity. 0 | o | o | termsofthe less sustainable location. This development resulting in a poor quality
|Ilustrate_s why this location is last on the retail estate which would likely go into
sequential test. decline over time and have negative
impacts on jobs, the economy and the
environment

The do nothing option creates a great deal of uncertainty for the site and has been illustrated to be far less sustainable than the policy on

Policy: RC16 Local Centres
. . Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Date: 1st April 2016
Development) and Ryan Cowley (Development Control)
Date: 10t July 2017 Apprmsgrs: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control) and Peter
Nixon (Highways)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
3 M L | explanation
This policy, which aims to diversify, support To have no local centre classification
and protect local centres, has the potential would be out of line with the hierarchy
to have a positive impact on the local set out in national guidance. Harder to
community and economy. The policy is approve applications without policy.
1. Econom " " " specific to local centres and protects Hard to ensure quality development
’ Y. against inappropriate development. which respects nearby residential
properties. Extremely bad for the
economy as it provides no certainty to
developers and jobs may not be
created.
The policy has the potential to increase Possible links to non-residential
2 Education and facilities if community facilities are provided institutions which could provide
L 0 0 0 | at local cenfres. Discussion regarding educational benefits would be lost.
Skills. .
whether D1 only relates to Community | - - -
Facilities or would other uses within Use Class




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC16 Local Centres

Date: 1st April 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development) and Ryan Cowley (Development Control)

Date: 10t July 2017

Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control) and Peter

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenffzry/
. explanation
3 M | L | explanation S YR
D1 be acceptable? D1 includes the
provision of education and libraries amongst
others.
The policy supports the provision of a diverse Without policy which allocates land as
range of services and facilities within local a local centre, existing centres could
cenfres, therefore within closer proximity to gradually become residential. Lose
residential areas. This has the potential to opportunity to walk to local services.
have an impact on reducing the need for
3. Health. + + |+ car fravel for certain goods and services. | - - -
Encouraging a range of development at
local centres will increase use of local
cenfres. There is the potential to have a
positive impact on health if people have the
option to walk to meet their daily service
needs.
There is the potential for the policy to Policy links to safety through design —
indirectly increase rubbish/litter within the this would be lost without policy. Would
area, depending on the nature of shops also lose restriction on hours for
and services. There is also the potential for businesses — existing businesses could
an increase in anti-social behaviour (real or apply for longer hours which could
perceived) as people often congregate in increase crime and anti-social
such areas, however to counter balance behaviour.
4. Safety and . . .
securily. 0 0 0 this, if there are more services oyolloble ata | - - -
local centre there is the potential that such
areas become better used and natural
surveillance increases. It is about ensuring
the right mix of daytime and night-time uses,
market forces often determine this. If there
are less void units within a local centre, this
can create a more positive perception of
an area.
The policy supports the use of upper floors as Without local centre policy some units
residential in local centres. This promotes which exist may turn to residential in
sustainable development within these local the future — however losing the shop
cenfres. make the housing less sustainable.
. New development through the provision of
5. Housing. . S . "
+ + + | planning obligations may improve linkages | - - -
between such developments and local
centres through investment in walking /
cycling routes. This is supported by the
policy which cross references to the
Planning Obligations Policy.
The policy refers to transport and If local centres were not allocated and
connectivity from local centres into lost over time, it makes housing areas
surrounding areas. Improving this less sustainable and also would result in
connectivity encourages walking/cycling. additional trips to other allocated retail
6. Transport. + + + | Provision of a range of services within - - - centres which create longer journeys.
communities may reduce transport barriers
for some people in accessing these.
The policy refers directly fo enhancing cycle
provision.
The policy refers to improving the character Loss of confrol over design. Less
" of the area through good design; the local attractive communities / physical
7. Built and . ) - S
Natural o o n environment, heritage and the Shop Front - - - gnvwonmenf. Policy links ‘rc?
Environment SPD. improvements to the public realm
: which would not be achieved without
policy.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship
- . X X X X X X
Geodiversity.
No relationship identified. Generation of car and other trips if no
. - -- -- local facilities and therefore an impact
9. Water, Air and . - - -
soil Pollution. X X X on air polluf]on. If exﬁmhng businesses
close over fime the impact worsens
over time.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC16 Local Centres

Date: 1st April 2016

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development) and Ryan Cowley (Development Control)

Date: 10t July 2017

Nixon (Highways)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control) and Peter

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentgry/
S M L | explanation explanation

10. Liveability and
Place.

The policy promotes local centres as spaces
which have a key role within the local
community. They have the potential to
encourage and increase social interaction
and activities and give an identity / sense of
place to an area.

Loss of policy would result in less jobs,
less local facilities, less sense of place
and less social cohesion.

11. Equity,
Diversity, Equality
and Participation-

The policy supports development of local
centres, if new businesses / facilities open in
local centres this could offer access fo jobs
within the locality. If local centres are well
used, this has the potential to encourage
community ownership of these spaces.

Less jobs and more worklessness. Could
cause isolation. Also less socially
inclusive communities.

Conclusions:

Recommendations:

There is the potential that this policy could Less impact in the short term as many
impact upon energy efficiency and natural businesses are already there. This
12. Energy T .
. resources; this is if more people access 0 - would worsen over time as shops close
Efficiency and . .
Natural + + + | services locally reducing the need for and people have fo access shops
R fransport. elsewhere by car and other means of
esources. ! .
fransport which have a negative
impact on natural resources.
New development has the potential to Shops already there and therefore
create additional commercial waste. This is waste in short term. Over time they
13. Waste. - - - a concern with A5 uses. The policy could be | - - may close and there could be a
strengthened by cross-referencing to the hot reduction in waste.
food takeaway policy.
Provision of local facilities/services has the Without policy local facilities will
14. Climate potential to reduce the need to fravel. reduce over fime and increase the
0 0 0 . -
Change. 0 - need to fravel which willimpact on
emissions and climate change.
The policy will support the development of Loss of local facilities. Less sustainable
additional facilities/services; this increases communitfies. More fravel needed. Less
15. Futurity. choices for residents in localities. jobs and social cohesion.

Overall the policy is a strong positive policy, which will encourage sustainable development.

The following recommendations were made:

e Cross reference with Hot Food Takeaway policy.
e The preamble needs to be checked as some of the local centres are missing / incorrect.

e Clarification on the listing of D1 uses in the poalicy, is this just Community Facilities or should it be all D1 uses?
e Third paragraph in policy should read *“...impact upon the Town Centre or the character...”

e Fifth ioroiroih in the iolici —should it be "in the vicini’ri of the local centre”?

The policy off position is illustrated to be substantially less sustainable than the policy on option. In particular leading to less sustainable
communities, increased need to travel, less jobs and less social cohesion.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC17 Late Night Uses Area

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 10 July 2017

Dalby (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Leigh

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfary/
: explanation
| S M L | explanation s M
It will help to support the establishment of a The absence of the policy would be
range of uses which together form the night detrimental to the economy objective.
time economy, creating a large number of The policy provides an important
1. Economy. associated jobs over the plan period. - - framework of control which supports
the night time economy. The
alternative of a freelance approach
would be detrimental to the economy.
No relationship. No relationship identified.
2. Education and
skills. X o x x| x
The types of businesses that this policy Assessors considered that the absence
support generally have links fo impact on of the policy would have a negative
health ie drinking, fakeaways efc. impact the policy restricts the locations
3. Health. Suggestion that policy makes reference to in which hot food takeaways can
) : : licison with Public Health team to minimise : : operate after 11.30pm and before
negafive impact. 7.am. Hot food takeaways are
associated with negative health
impacts such as obesity.
Although these types of uses are associated Assessors considered that the absence
4. Safety and wi_’rh on_ﬁ—soc_iol behaviour and disruption, pf the policy woul_d have a negative
Sécuriiy 0 0 0 this policy will help to ensure that these late ) _ impact as the policy states that
' night uses are located within this area and proposals that have the potential to
therefore assists with the management and significantly exacerbate crime and
policing of these incidents. fear of crime will not be supported.
No relationship. Assessors considered that the absence
5. Housing. of the policy would have no
X X X X X ) IO
discernible impact as the area has
minimal housing potential.
It helps support the location of new Assessors considered that the absence
development in a location that minimises of the policy would have no
6. Transport. + + + the need to travel - the public transport X X discernible impact as there would sfill
inferchange is located within the area. be a night time economy but with less
control over it.
The policy links to the heritage policy and Assessors considered that the absence
" seeks to protect and enhance the Church of the policy would have a negative
7. Built and . e . .
Street Conservation Area through permitting impact as the policy seeks to protect
Natural - . - -
Environment. only appropriate deve_lopment. The Il_nk fo and enhopce the Church Street
the Shop Fronts SPD will encourage high Conservation Area.
quality design.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship. No relationship identified.
- . X X X X X
Geodiversity.
Through locating these late night uses within Assessors considered that he absence
one area it helps to protect predominantly of the policy would mean that noise
residential areas from late night noise pollution would increase over the
9. Water, Air and disruption. medium and long term.
. . 0 0 0 . . . . 0 -
Soil Pollution. The policy will however result in noise
pollution within the Church Street area late
on an evening which is likely to impact on
the residents living within this area.
It willimprove access to jobs within the Assessors considered that the absence
10. Liveability and sector, willimprove access to culture, leisure of the policy would have no
+ + + . . IR X X . SO
Place. and recreational facilities and will diversify discernible impact.
the offer within the locality.
11. Equity, No relationship. No relationship identified.
Diversity, Equality | x X X X X
and Participation-
Through linking with design and climate No relationship identified.
12. Energy change policies it will help to ensure building
Efficiency and design will be energy efficient however,
0 0 0 = . . - : X X
Natural additional businesses will obviously increase
Resources. demand for natural resources during their
operation.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC17 Late Night Uses Area

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 10t July 2017

Dalby (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Leigh

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation

| 3 M L | explanation S M L
It will generate commercial waste and the Assessors considered that the absence
uses are generally associated with increases of the policy would have a negative

13. Waste. - - - in littering within the vicinity. - - -- | impact as it would be more difficult to

effectively plan commercial waste
management.
Whilst in a sustainable location, well served Assessors considered that the absence
by public transport, the late night uses policy of the policy would have a negative
14. Climate will encourage the creation of new impact as the increased difficulty in
0 0 0 . ) - . - - - !

Change. businesses which are likely to lead to effective commercial waste
additional emissions through the operation management would not be a prudent
of the business. use of resources.

It will help o create alate night uses zone Assessors considered that the absence
which is an important element of the of the policy would have a negative

15. Futurity. economy which will serve future generations | - - - - | impact as noise pollution and
and will minimise impact on residential commercial waste would increase in
areas. the long ferm.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy scored very well in terms of its economic and social impacts, however it was more balanced in terms of

environmental issues. The change to the policy (reference to Shop Fronts SPD) has strengthened its performance against the built and natural

environment objective.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, health, safety and security, water, air and soil pollution, built and natural
environment, waste, climate change and futurity

Policy: RC18 Hot Food Takeaway

Date: 08/11/2016

(Procurement & Property Services)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Conftrol), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

Date: 30 June 2017

(Community Regeneration & Development)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
5 explanation
S M L | explanation S M L
There is the potential for new businesses and Failing to regulate the proliferation of
inward investment to be supported by the hot food takeaways will result in a lack
policy. By limiting the number of hot food of business diversity in central areas
takeaways there is the potential for other and local centres, less daytime uses of
daytime uses to go into units. The policy has buildings, less choice and is likely to
the potential to provide new jobs, however make the area less attractive to non-
there is no guarantee on the quality or hot food takeaway businesses and
1. Economy. + + + susfoinok?ilify of these jops. The poI[cy may ) ) ) residents..
prevent investment and if the only interest is
from A5 businesses there is the potential that
this policy could increase the prevalence of
void units in an area.
On alarger scale, limiting accessibility to hot
food takeaways could indirectly have a cost
saving to the NHS and in furn reduce levels
of deprivation in an area.
The policy indirectly encourages healthier Allowing the proliferation of hot food
eafing. There are clear links between good takeaways will restrict the number of
2. Education and + + + nutrition and a balanced diet with ) ) _ units available to start-up businesses
Skills. educational attainment and being which will have a detrimental impact
prepared to learn. on the Innovation and Skills Quarter.
Poorer nutrition can also be




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC18 Hot Food Takeaway

Date: 08/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins

(Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 30 June 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe

(Community Regeneration & Development)

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.iqry/
S M explanation s - explanation

The policy preamble refers to working with
existing fakeaways to provide guidance on
healthier options — this is not reflected in the
policy.

The policy does directly refer to addressing

detfrimental to learning, particularly as
many local centres are in the vicinity of
education sites.

Absence of the policy could result in
less units available for health facilities
and related uses, would not promote
healthier lifestyles through good
nutrition, would not assist in reducing

3. Health. health inequalities. There are strong links health inequalities and is likely to
between takeaway prevalence, obesity discourage use of existing
and levels of deprivation. facilities/open-air recreation as A5 uses
are often associated with increased
litter and anti-social behaviour.
There is the potential that the policy could Failing fo confrol the number of A5
have a positive impact on ASB. Takeaways uses could result in increased litter and
often contribute to the night-time economy anti-social behaviour. This is likely to
which can create a number of issues, areas worsen with fime as more A5 uses are
are deserted in the day (if only night-time approved/opened throughout the
businesses operate), such businesses can be Borough.
a magnet for people ‘hanging around’ and
can atftract ASB and increase litter. This can
make people feel vulnerable about
4. Safety and accessing such areas. Limiting prevalence
Security. + + of such businesses has the potential to - -
positively impact upon the cleanliness and
approachability of an area if they are
replaced with suitable businesses. This policy
will not improve the current situation in the
short term but there is the potential that it
won't worsen it further. There is the potential
that there can be a positive impact over the
long tferm.
Is there arisk that closing fakeaway outlets
could move ASB to otherlocations?2
No relationship identified. A proliferation of hot food takeaways
may prevent people from moving to a
5. Housing. certain area by reducing its
X X X | X ) L
attractiveness however this is more
closely related to objective 7.
No relationship identified. Relatfionship between types of
6. Transport. X X 0 0 businesses permitted .cunc} the number
of customers and deliveries however
considered neutral overall.
There is the potential the policy willimprove Absence of the policy will likely result in
streefscapes, a shift to a daytime economy proliferation of hot food takeaways
will encourage more daytime users of the across cenfral areas and local centres
7 Built and area. There is the potential that this will which typically results in poor street
N.cﬂural n n impact positively upon heritage assets in ) ) environments, shuttered shop fronts
Environment certain areas. Suggested that the policy is during the day, increased litter, and
' cross-referenced with the Shop Front SPD. can be detrimental fo the historic
environment, particularly in areas such
as Church Street.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
- . X X X | X
Geodiversity.
No direct relationship identified, however it Noted that there is likely to be
9. Water, Air and X X was discussed that there could be noise X X increased noise due to ASB associated
Soil Pollution. associated fo ASB linked to takeaways. with fakeaways




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC18 Hot Food Takeaway

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Malcolm Steel (Planning Policy), Leigh Taylor
(Development Control), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and Philip Timmins
(Procurement & Property Services)

Date: 08/11/2016

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement), Tracy Rowe

Date: 30t June 2017 (Community Regeneration & Development)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Con:me?iqry/
s | m explanation s | M| L explanation
There is the possibility of an indirect link to More takeaways are likely to be
having a positive impact on liveability. detrimental to an area’s diversity and
There is the potential of more job liveability due to the associated
10. Liveability and opportunities within localities if offer impacts on the appearance of the
: + + diversifies. There is the potential that the - - - areq, increased litter and anti-social
Place. - : R . . S .
policy will have a positive impact on ‘sense behaviour which is considered fo be
of place’ and the perception of an area, in defrimental to sense of place and
addition there is the potential to have an community cohesion.
positive impact on social cohesion.
The policy has the potential to contribute More takeaways are likely to be
towards this objective positively if health and detrimental to an area’s liveability due
wellbeing are improved. Many deprivation to the associated impacts on the
indicators are health related. The impacts appearance of the areq, increased
. associated with reducing the prevalence of litter and anti-social behaviour which is
1. Equity, hot food takeaways has the potential to considered to be detrimental to sense
Diversity, Equality | + | + o1 j00 Y poTe! - |- - . :
and Parficipation- conTrlbuT_e towards a more cohesive of p[o;e qnd community cohe3|_on and
community. participation. The absence of this
policy will also likely result in less
diversity of employment (albeit there
will still be jobs).
12. Energy No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Efficiency and X X X X X
Natural
Resources.
There is the possibility that further Likely to be a greater increase in waste
development could create additional from more hot food takeaways than
waste, however the policy seeks to limit there would be with other commercial
13. Waste. 0 0 takeaways and is therefore neutral. - - - uses.
A reduction in prevalence of takeaway
outlets could reduce the potential for litter
resulfing from ASB.
2:‘:1 Climate X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
ange.
The policy will potentially restrict the The absence of this policy will be
development of further takeaways in certain detrimental to future generations in
areas, however it was noted that most ferms of the appearance of the built
businesses deliver direct o homes and environment, liveability of the fown
15. Futurity + + therefore impact on food choices is limited. ) ) _ and public health in particular. This
’ ’ The aim of the policy is to improve health of would also restrict choices of future
future generations and have a positive generations in terms of diversity of
impact on health inequalities. employment opportunities and access
to different retail and services.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

This is a restrictive policy, which could limit development of the local economy at a localised level. However the benefits in

reducing hot food takeaways have benefits for the day-time economy, prevent associated anti-social behaviour and contribute positively to
long term health objectives and behaviours and will have a positive impact on the future of Hartlepool. The changes to the policy has not
resulted in any changes to the sustainability appraisal.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The proliferation of hot food takeaways can be challenging for the vitality and viability of town and local centres and for public health.
Failing to adequately control and mitigate against this will have a detrimental impact on public health, the built environment of the town, its

diversity and the local economy.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC19 Main Town Centre Uses on Employment Land

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe Rickleton
(Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 10t July 2017

Dalby (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Leigh

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale E:T;?I‘:;L";Y/
S M explanation S M P
There is the potential that the policy will Assessors considered that the loss of
support the establishment of new the policy would have a negative
companies; however the policy does limit impact. It would be detrimental to the
where companies can locate. The specific town centre if there were no
purpose of the policy is to protect the town restrictions on town centre uses being
1. Economy. 0 0 - - -
cenfre. The policy does not encourage located on employment land.
sustainable development of the economy
but does look to stabilise the existing
economy and where businesses are
located.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and X X X X
Skills.
3. Health. X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
4. Safety and
.'fY impact as it would lead fo the general
Security X X - -
’ public visiting areas, some of which are
associated with heavy vehicle traffic.
5. Housing. X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
6. Transport. X X = = impact as the town centre is the
fulcrum of the public transport network.
The policy aims to protect town centre uses, Assessors considered that the loss of
directing them towards to town centre. This the policy would have a negative
could have a positive impact on the impact as the policy could have a
redevelopment of vacant buildings in the positive impact on the redevelopment
. tfown cenfre. The reuse of existing premises of vacant buildings in the fown centre.
7. Built and
and use of tfown centre areas should be
Natural . . - -
. more sustainable due to connectivity and
Environment. e - .
accessibility. The policy aims to protect the
urban characteristics of the town centre.
The reference to the Shop Fronts SPD has
strengthened performance against this
objective.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
- . X X X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
. . X X X X
Soil Pollution.

10. Liveability and
Place.

The policy relates directly to supporting,
protecting and enhancing the town centre
by ensuring town centre uses are not
permitted in less sustainable industrial land,
such an approach prevents against
potential erosion of the town centre.

No relationship identified.

Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
impact as it seeks to prevent the
dilution of town centre uses.

Assessors considered that the loss of

11. Equity, the policy would have a negative
Diversity, Equality | x X - - impact as a vibrant and vital fown
and Participation- centre is considered to be an asset for
social cohesion.

12. Energy No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the loss of
Efficiency and X X _ _ the policy would have a negative
Natural impact as dispersing town centre uses
Resources. would not be an effective use of land.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC19 Main Town Centre Uses on Employment Land

Appraisers: Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe Rickleton

DerieE 012006 (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Leigh

Date: 10t July 2017 Dalby (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale g)?r?c::z;?nr)l/
S M L | explanation S M L p
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
impact as town centre uses would
13. Waste. X X X - - - generate different type of commercial

waste in employment areas, thereby
complicating waste collection
planning.

Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative

No relationship identified.

14. Climate . .
X X X - - - impact as the dispersal of fown centre
Change. -
uses would encourage less sustainable
fravel patterns.
The policy aims to preserve both industrial Assessors considered that the loss of
and town centre areas, encouraging the policy would have a negative
15. Futurity. + + + sustainable development by ensuring that - - - - | impact as the policy aims to protect

appropriate uses are directed to both industrial and town centre areas.

appropriate areas.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Overall the policy is a strong positive policy, protecting both industrial areas and town centre areas and there relevant uses.
The reference to the Shop Fronts SPD has strengthened performance against the built and natural environment objective.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, safety and security, transport, built and natural environment, liveability
and place, equity, diversity and participation, waste, climate change and futurity.

Policy: RC20 Business Uses in the Home

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe

PR 2Ole Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Leigh

< 7th
e Dalby (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'iary/
: explanation
S M L | explanation S M L
The policy supports business use in the home Assessors considered that the loss of
which has a direct link to employment and the policy would have a negative
the economy. This policy has the potential impact as the policy supports business
to have a positive impact on both the local use in the home which has a direct link
1. Economy. + + and rural economy. The policy also has the - - to employment and the economy.
potential to link to link to reducing levels of
deprivation as people may be moving into
employment by establishing home
businesses.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and X X x x
Skills.
The addition of ‘proposals for A5 uses will not No relationship identfified.
3. Health. 0 0 be permitted’ means that the policy now X X
has a positive health impact. Overall the
policy is neutral. .
4. Safety and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Security. X X X X
5. Housing. X X No relationship identified. x x No relationship identified.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC20 Business Uses in the Home

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 7t July 2017

Dalby (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Leigh

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M explanation s | M
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would be neutral overalll.
The policy allows new businesses in
6. Transport. . . 0 0 locations that do not rgg:luce the need
to travel for anyone visiting the
business. However, home working also
reduces commuting.
The addition of ‘proposals for A5 uses will not Assessors considered that the loss of
be permitted’ means that the policy now the policy would have a negative
. has a positive impact. It will avoid home impact as the policy states that
7. Built and L S . . .
deliveries and reduce negative impacts on businesses operating from homes will
Natural 0 0 . S - - . . .
. neighbours. Overall the policy is neutral. be supporting provided that there is no
Environment. I :
significant detrimental effect on the
character of the property or the
surrounding area.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
- . X X X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
. . X X X X
Soil Pollution.
The addition of ‘proposals for A5 uses will not Assessors considered that the loss of
be permitted’ means that the policy now the policy would have a negative
has a positive impact on liveability. It should impact as the policy states that
10. Liveability and promote social cohesion by avoiding businesses operating from homes will
0 0 - - - - . . .
Place. nuisance to neighbours. be supporting provided that there is no
significant impact on the amenities of
the occupiers of adjoining or nearby
properties.
. No direct relationship identified as the No relationship identified.
11. Equity, ] -
. N . nature of policy supports business from
Diversity, Equality | x X N . . X X
s home which is more isolated then businesses
and Participation- S
within urban centres.
12. Ener The policy supports the efficient use of Assessors considered that the loss of
- nergy developed space if being used for both the policy would have a negative
Efficiency and = . . . .
Natural + + living and working. AI;o has the potential to | - - |mpgct as the policy supports the .
R reduce transport requirements. efficient use of developed space if
esources. - g, .
being used for both living and working.
The addition of ‘proposals for A5 uses will not Assessors considered that the loss of
be permitted’ means that the policy now the policy would have a negative
13. Waste. 0 0 has a positive impact on waste reduction by | - - impact as the policy does not permit
helping to minimize commercial waste. AL uses.
Overall the policy is neutral.
There is the potential that this will contribute Assessors considered that the loss of
14. Climate towards a reduction in C02 emissions. the policy would be neutral overall as
: 0 0 0 0 there would be both positive and
Change. L
negative impacts on fransport
requirements.
The policy will not have any detrimental Assessors considered that the loss of
impacts upon future generations, it offers the policy is positive for the local
further choice by supporting the home to be economy and prevents negative
15. Futurity. + + flexible accommodating employment - - impacts on the built environment and
where appropriate. As the policy protects on liveability and place.
against significant alterations to the home
therefore protecting future choices.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

Overall the policy is positive supporting the flexible use of homes to promote sustainable development. The change to the

policy now results in some positive impacts regarding built and natural environment, liveability and place and waste which has changed
their assessments from ‘no relationship’ to ‘neutral’.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, built and natural environment, liveability and place, waste, climate

change and futurity.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC 21: Business uses in residential areas

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 11t July 2017

Heward (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Tony Dixon (Planning Enforcement) and Helen

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M explanation S M
The aim of the policy is to protect the Whilst you may still get commercial in
existing retail and commercial areas along these areas the policy affords greater
with the residential areas within the - - conftrol such as hours. Also maybe hard
1. Economy. + + borough. The policy seeks to ensure without policy to stop / control hot
commercial development is located within food takeaways in unsuitable areas.
appropriate locations such as the town
centre.
No relationship No relationship
2. Education and X x . x
Skills.
No relationship May be less control over hot food
3. Health. takeaway type uses appearing in
X X . - - .
- - residential areas without policy.
Policy should be linked to the safety and Without policy harder to control
4. Safety and f . . .
N security policy. development which may result in less
Security. X X
- - safe and secure development.
No overall relationship between the policy Could potentially lose housing fo
5. Housing. and the SA objective, however assessors commercial development. Also less
X X . L A
note that one aim of the policy is fo protect - - confrol could lead to negative impacts
existing residential areas. on residential areas.
6. Transport. No relationship - No relationship
The policy should have a positive impact Harder to control design without policy
upon existing residential areas as it should, leading to potential negative impacts
ensure commercial activity is focused in - - on the built and natural environment.
areas where it is more suited, i.e. in areas
with car parking, services and natural
7 Built and surveillance.
N.qiurql The policy seeks to ensure that if an
. application is approve it must be of an
Environment. .
acceptable design.
This policy could be cross referenced with
the planning obligations policy.
The reference to the Shop Fronts SPD has
stfrengthened performance against this
objective.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship No relationship
- . X X X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship No relationship
. . X X X X
Soil Pollution.
The policy seeks to sustain liveable places, Seeks o protect residential amenity —
10. Liveability and n n ensuring that residential areas remain without it residential amenity could be
Place. pleasant areas and do not become areas - - negatively impacted.
for the focus of commercial activity.
11. Equity, No relationship No relationship
Diversity, Equality | x X X X
and Participation-
12. Energy This policy should be cross referenced with No relationship
Efficiency and X X the energy efficiency policy. X X
Natural
Resources.
13. Waste. 5 5% No relationship 52 52 No relationship
14. Climate No relationship No relationship
X X X X
Change.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: RC 21: Business uses in residential areas

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Date: 11t July 2017

Heward (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Tony Dixon (Planning Enforcement) and Helen

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M explanation s | M| L
The assessors consider that the policy will be Likely impact on residential amenity
a benefit to e existing and future and possible impact on vitality and
generations as it will protect the residential - - - viability of local centres.
15. Futurity. + + areas. The plan as a whole allocated areas

for employment and commercial activity so
this policy sis not seen as a barrier to
economic growth.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy will ensure commercial areas remain for that purpose and that residential areas remain pleasant areas to live and do
not become dominated by commercial activity. The addition of ‘Proposals that involve alterations to commercial fronts must be designed in
accordance with the Shop Fronts SPD’ has strengthened performance against the built and natural environment objective.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Policy off proposal is shown fo be less sustainable than the policy on and is likely o impact negatively on residential amenity.

Policy: LT1: Leisure and Tourism

Date: 17h March 2016

Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Harland Deer (Economic Regeneration) and

Date: 11t July 2017

Heward (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Tony Dixon (Planning Enforcement) and Helen

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentf:ry/
: explanation
explanation 3 M L
This policy is a positive policy which seeks to Without policy less likely to attract
allow appropriate inward investment investment as no certainty over
development in tourism and other related - | - == | acceptability of proposals. Sector is
1. Economy. - . . . . :
recreational and leisure developments in important for job creation and
key locations around Hartlepool. extremely likely this would be
negatively impacted.
Itis considered that this policy will result in Colleges provide fourist and leisure
the development of further catering and related courses - likely without policy
. hospitality businesses — as a result of strong there would be less investment in these
2. Education and . . S
. markets in these areas, the college has - - - sectors and therefore less jobs which is
Skills. o S . -
developed opportunities for training in these likely to impact on courses and
areas and the confinued development of numbers of pupils.
these will continue to benefit the colleges.
The policy supports the development of Many facilities already exist but
3. Health leisure facilities across the borough which will | 0 - - overtime they may decline without
’ : have strong long ferm health benefits. policy seeking further investment in the
sector which could therefore restrict
opportunities for healthy activities.
May help to create clean public areas. Policy helps to maintain and improve
4. Safety and - . . o . .
. Good quality design of the leisure facilities areas — without policy investment may
Security. + + . . . - . ;
will help to minimise the fear of crime. - - - reduce leading fo maintenance issues
and decline of areas.
5. Housing. No relationship No relationship
X X X X X
The policy directs major leisure Without policy any future proposals
developments to locations well served by may look fo locate in other areas
public transport. which may not be as well served by
6. Transport. + + - - - public transport.
The policy is also likely to lead to an
improvement in the provision of walkways
and Gl links.
7 Built and + + The development of well designed new Policy helps to maintain and improve




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: LT1: Leisure and Tourism

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Harland Deer (Economic Regeneration) and
Richard Harrison (Regeneration)
Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Tony Dixon (Planning Enforcement) and Helen

Date: 17t March 2016

Date: 11t July 2017

Heward (Development Control)

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off
Commentary/ Commen'rgry/
explanation explanation

Natural
Environment.

8. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity.

facilities will help to add to the quality of the
tfownscape in key visitor locations around
the fown.

It also seeks to protect the historic
environment from inappropriate
development which would be detrimental
to the area.

9. Water, Air and
Soil Pollution.

The policy will help to improve access to
nature conservation sites whilst still
protecting designated areas and seeks to
support green tourism in a way which
minimises disturbance.

areas — without policy investment may
reduce leading fo maintenance issues
and decline of areas including
conservation areas.

Some of the areas identified are
adjacent to national environmental
designations — without policy
development would not be as well
confrolled and could impact on these
designations.

10. Liveability and
Place.

The policy highlights the high quality water
quality at Seaton Carew.

11. Equity,
Diversity, Equality
and Participation-

The policy will ensure access to good quality
leisure and recreational facilities along with
access to related jobs in the sector.

Loss of reference to protected EU
designated bathing waters.

No relationship

Policy off would lead to less
development of leisure, recreation and
tourism facilities, meaning far less jobs
and impacting on sense of place and
community cohesion.

Without policy likely less jobs and more
worklessness.

12. Energy No relationship No relationship
Efficiency and
Natural
Resources.
Increased tourist and leisure activity in these If less development is attracted to the
areas will lead to additional waste and tfown, less development would mean
13. Waste. chance of littering etc. less waste to be dealt with both
through the facilities themselves and
through visitors.
The development of major leisure and tourist If less development is attracted to the
. developments will see additional emissions town, less development would likely
14. Climate . . . ] i
which will have an impact on climate mean visitors and therefore less car
Change. . .
change. journeys which would lead to lower
emissions.
The policy supports the development of a Without policy, less inward investment
range of uses covering the leisure and meaning less attractions and facilities,
15. Futurity. fourism sectors leading to the creation of less jobs, less spend in the town and

Conclusions: The policy is very positive both socially and economically and is balanced environmentally.

new jobs.

Recommendations: There are no recommended changes to the policy.

Economically and socially the policy off position is significantly worse. Whilst a couple of small positives are identified in terms of waste and
climate change, these are countered by potential impact on designated sites adjacent to the existing areas which could be impacted by

loss of control over any future developments.

likely decline of the areas.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: LT2 - Tourism Development in the Marina

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Harland Deer (Economic Regeneration) and
Date: 17t March 2016 Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Tony Dixon (Planning Enforcement) and Helen

o th
Date: 1M July 2017 Heward (Development Control)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
s | m| L | explanation s | mlL explanation

Without policy less likely to attract
investment as no certainty over
acceptability of proposals. Sector is
important for job creation and

This policy is a positive policy which seeks to
allow appropriate inward investment
development in tourism and other related

1. Economy. recreational and leisure development at the A -
Marina. The policy also supports a range of extremely likely this would be
other uses all of which will support the negatively impacted.
economy.
No relationship Colleges provide fourist and leisure
related courses - likely without marina
2. Education and X X X policy there would be less investment
Skills. - - - in these sectors and therefore less jobs
which is likely to impact on courses
and numbers of pupils.
The policy supports a range of uses at the Legs opporfuhity for creation of facilities
3. Health. + | *+ | + | Marina and could lead to opportunities for which benefit health.
healthier lifestyles and open air recreation.
4. Safety and No relationship Without policy existing facilities which
Security. X X X 0 - - the policy seeks to protect and
enhance would go info decline.
The policy allows for residential Without a policy which identifies
development within the Marina which may residential as an acceptable use, less
help to utilise brownfield land and will help likely to attract a developer to the site.
to ensure residents have access fo a choice
5. Housing. + | + | + | of types of homesin a sustainable location
near to the railway station and the public - - -
fransport inferchange and also in vicinity to
the town cenfre and facilities in and around
the area.
The policy supports development in an area Without the policy the links referred to
which minimises the need to fravel, and in the policy may not be implemented
given the proximity to the railway station meaning there would likely be no
and interchange may encourage more improvement in connectivity in the
sustainable forms of fravel. area around the Marina.
6. Transport.
It also encourages improvements to the
cycle and foot networks within the area.
Development of the under-used and vacant Without policy existing facilities which
sites the policy supports will have a positive the policy seeks to protect and
impact on the townscape at the Marina. enhance would go info decline.
7. Built and . . .
E:J;::)(:ment The policy links to other policies including
heritage and will therefore help to avoid an 0 - -
negative impact on the listed buildings
within the area or on the adjacent Church
Street Conservation area.
There is a chance that development within Without the policy uses may come
the Marina could impact on the protected forward which could have detrimental
8. Biodiversity and | - - - | SPA/SSSI area to the east. Reference to impacts on the nearby environmental
Geodiversity. impact on that and mitigation may - - - designations.
strengthen policy.
Increased visitor activity within the area may Without policy would likely have less
lead to additional littering which could in investment and therefore less likelihood
9. Water, Air and 0 0 0 | turn cause water pollution. 0 0 0 | of littering and therefore would be
Soil Pollution. positive in terms of pollution of water
bodies.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: LT2 - Tourism Development in the Marina

Date: 17th March 2016

Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Harland Deer (Economic Regeneration) and

Date: 11t July 2017

Heward (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Tony Dixon (Planning Enforcement) and Helen

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
S M explanation S M L el
Positive though that the policy seeks to However would lose the protection of
protect the water bodies from the water bodies referenced in the
development. policy.
The policy supports the development of a Less jobs and more worklessness. Less
range of uses covering different sectors, alll likely to attract a range of facilities
of which would lead to the creation of new which visitors and residents could use.
10. Liveability and jobs. It will lead to new retail to serve the
Place. local area and would support the - - -
development of recreational and leisure
facilities.
No relationship Some facilities and services already
exist — without the policy to promote
. the Marina these may decline over
11. Equity, . - .
. . . X X time having an impact on
Diversity, Equality 0
D - - worklessness.
and Participation-
Both the development of new buildings and Whilst there are existing facilifies,
facilities and the ongoing use of these will without the policy less new
lead to an increase in the use of natural development is likely and therefore less
12. Energy resources. tfraffic and less demand on natural
Efficiency and . . resources.
Natural 0 |+ [+
Resources. A cross reference to the design and climate
change policies will help to minimise this
impact.
Both the development of new buildings and Policy off will lead to less development
facilities and the ongoing use of these will and therefore area will not attract as
lead to an increase in the amount of waste many people as existing facilities
13. Waste - - generated. decline which will likely lead to lower
: : waste levels.
0 + +
Both the development of new buildings and Policy off will lead to less development
facilities and the ongoing use of these will and therefore area will not attract as
lead to an increase in the use of natural many people as existing facilities
resources and emissions which will impact decline which will likely lead to lower
on Climate Change. emission levels from travel into the
14. Climate - - 0 + + areaq.
Change.
. . This is factored against existing facilities
A Cross referepce ‘(o the de5|g.n.or.1d cllmote being in an area well served by public
;hcmge policies will help to minimise this transport.
impact.
The policy supports the ongoing The Marina is the main tourist attraction
development of the marina which will be a within Hartlepool. Without policy less
crucial element in the future economic likely to have inward investment and
15. Futurity. success of Hartlepool and will provide a associated jobs.

range of jobs and recreational activities
which current and future generations will
benefit from.
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Policy: LT2 - Tourism Development in the Marina

Date: 17th March 2016

Richard Harrison (Regeneration)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Harland Deer (Economic Regeneration) and

Date: 11t July 2017

Heward (Development Control)

Appraisers: Matthew King (Planning Policy), Tony Dixon (Planning Enforcement) and Helen

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenif:ry/
s | M ‘ L | explanation s ‘ M | L explanation

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

can be reduced by a cross ref to the climate change and design policies.

The policy scores well on both economically and socially. Although there are slight environmental impacts, some of these

Recommendations: It is suggested that educational uses are added to acceptable uses. The Policy also needs to link to environmental
policies to ensure that developments will not impact on nearby environmental designations.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Economic and social impacts of policy off are severe and illustrate the policy on to be a more sustainable approach.

Policy: LT3 Development of Seaton Carew

Date: 14/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Amy
Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 11th July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Peter Nixon (Highways, Traffic & Transport) and
Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside)

Policy On

Policy Off

SA objectives

Timescale

1. Economy.

2. Education and
Skills.

S M| L

Commentary/
explanation

Timescale

This policy is a positive policy which seeks to
allow appropriate tourism and recreation
development in Seaton Carew. Quality
design which takes account of the
conservation area will help to ensure the
resort remains visually attractive.

No relationship

Commentary/
explanation

Absence of policy could result in
poorer economic growth from tourism.
Failure to improve tourist areas (e.g.
Longscar Centre and Seaton Front) will
deter further investment and
visitors/businesses.

No relationship identified.

The policy supports opportunities for
developments which will promote healthier
lifestyles and further developments at the

If the built/natural environment of
tourist areas worsens over time/ do not
improve, this will result in less use of

3. Health. park and at the sports domes. recreational/leisure areas such as
Seaton Carew Front and absence of
policy likely to result in poorer access
to the sports domes and park.

4. Safety and No relationship Not improving the front will not resolve

Security. X X X 0 0 0 antisocial behaviour issues that may be
present.

5. Housing. No relationship Land at sports domes could potentially

X X X 0 0 0 . . -
be allocated as housing without policy
Whilst it is a location that is served by public Loss of emphasis on connectivity will
transport and has good foot and cycle path be detrimental to transport. Leisure
links to it, the policy is supportive of further and tourism allocations are

6T development which supports Seaton Carew sequentially preferable due to their

. Transport. 0 0 0 . - - - - - ) - .
as a seaside resort which will in turn sustainable locations. Less sustainable
generate additional trips to it, many of leisure and tourism development will
which will be by car which willimpact on air increase travel and emissions.
quality and fransport emissions.
The policy seeks to approve development Less emphasis on protecting
where it respects the character of the conservation area without policy.
conservation area. It will also lead to Failing to encourage improvements to

7. Built and improvements to the park in terms of future

Natural development to add to the attractions.

Environment.

The reference to the guidance set out within
the Shop front and Commercial Design
Guide reinforces the positive performance
against this objective.
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Policy: LT3 Development of Seaton Carew

Date: 14/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Confrol), Amy
Waller (Housing Services) and Graham Megson (Ecologist)

Date: 11t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Peter Nixon (Highways, Traffic & Transport) and
Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfcwy/
q explanation
S M explanation S M L
The policy will lead to the creation of new Less control over preservation and
attractions within Seaton Carew which in enhancement of nature conservation
I . turn will lead to more people visiting which sites, protected habitats and priority
8. Biodiversity and . . .
. . - - could put pressure on areas of ecological species and ecological networks
Geodiversity. . . - .
importance. without policy. Less emphasis on
Policy should reference need fo protect interpretation and understanding of
those areas. the SPA.
Additional visitors could lead to additional Absence of policy will not stop
littering etc which could in turn lead to development at Seaton Carew will just
9. Water, Air and additional pressures controlling the water reduce ability to manage sustainably.
Soil Pollution. ) ) quality. : : :
Policy should reference protection of water
bodies.
The policy will lead to additional Less control over development and
development and new jobs occurring in emphasis on maintaining
Seaton Carew, will lead to additional character/protecting conservation
commercial, recreational and tourist area. Absence of policy could resultin
10. Liveability and n n facilities all of which will benefit residents _ _ ) less sustainable development which
Place. and will help to create and sustain a sense willimpact on sense of place and
of place. The reference to the guidance set community cohesion.
out within the Shop front and Commercial
Design Guide reinforces the positive
performance against this objective.
11. Equity, No relationship Group felt there was a link due to
Diversity, Equality | x X 0 0 0 impact on previous objective however
and Participation- noft significant.
12. Energy The development of Seaton Carew and Absence of policy not likely to prevent
Efficiency and ongoing operation of facilities will create an development in Seaton Carew. Whilst it
Natural : : additional demand for natural resources. : : : may be reduced there would be less
Resources. confrol.
Additional businesses and tourist facilities will Absence of policy not likely to prevent
in turn lead to an increase in waste development in Seaton Carew. Whilst it
13. Waste. - - - - -
generated. may be reduced there would be less
control.
Improvements to the attractions and Absence of policy not likely to prevent
facilities at Seaton Carew associated with a development in Seaton Carew. Whilst it
14. Climate seaside resort will lead to additional visitors may be reduced there would be less
Change. ) ) which in turn leads to an increase in CO2 B : control.
emissions and will lead to use of natural
resources.
Overall itis considered that despite some The absence of this policy would be
negative environmental issues the defrimental to future generations as it
15. Futurity economic and social benefits of the policy _ _ _ would not encourage the sustainable
’ ' will be very positive to current and future growth of Seaton Carew as a tourist
generations. destination and would result in less

Conclusions and Recommendations

control over development proposals.

Conclusions: The policy does have some slight negative impacts associated with additional visitors to the area, however these are
outweighed by the very positive impacts in both social and economic terms. The changes to the policy do not alter the assessment, other
than to reinforce the positive performance in relation to the built and natural environment and the liveability and place objectives.

Recommendations: None

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Failing to support the sustainable growth of Seaton Carew as a tourist destination through this policy is likely to have a detrimental impact on
the local economy, the built and natural environment and the protection of areas of biodiversity value in particular. Seaton Carew is an
established tourist resort and a sequentially preferable location for tourist development, the absence of this policy would therefore be
defrimental to ensuring tourist development is directed to the most sustainable locations.
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Policy: LT4 Tourist accommodation

Date: 17th March 2016

Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Chris

Date: 11t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Peter Nixon (Highways, Traffic & Transport) and
Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Corrlime?tary/
S M L | explanation S M eéxplanation
Atftracting and providing for visitors can Absence of policy encouraging tourist
have many benefits upon the economy, accommodation development may
new businesses may open and existing ones stymie growth of fourist
may expand. Assessors assume this policy accommodation in the town which
links to urban and rural locations and would negatively impact visitor
1. Economy. therefore the benefits can spread - - numbers and the local economy.
throughout the borough. Some job creation Accommodation is also more likely to
may occur although the range is limited. be in the wrong location which would
There are likely to be marginal restrict access to fourist areas.
improvements to economic deprivation
linked to possible job creation.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and
skills. xopx X x X
The policy has the potential to promote No relationship identified.
healthier lifestyle especially if
accommodation is located in the rural area
3. Health and visi_fors choose fp interact with Th_e areq.
’ : 0 0 0 The policy could be improved by linking to X X
the Gl policy and planning obligation policy,
to ensure that new hotels etc provide green
links so that visitors have the option to travel
by sustainable modes.
No relationship identfified. Less emphasis on high quality design
may result in poorer, less safe design
(i.e. Secured By Design principles). Less
or poorly located accommodation
may reduce numbers of guests
4 Sqf?fy and resident in the town centre and other
Security. X X X 0 0 - - -
tourist locations, particularly on an
evening, which may have otherwise
reduced antisocial behaviour through
natural surveillance. However, group
concluded this link was significant.
5. Housing. No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
X X X X X
Central locations have been prioritised for Without policy there would be less
areas of accommodation development; conftrol over location of tourist
these areas are often the most sustainable accommodation and therefore it is
locations thus reducing the need to travel. more likely to be in unsustainable
6. Transport. + + + Policy makes reference to ufilising public - - locations that increase the need for
fransport systems. fravel. This would worsen over time as
Improvements could be made by linking this the town/tourist sector grows and
policy to the Gl policy and planning would put increased pressure on
obligations policy. fransport networks.
Policy links to high quality design. Absence of policy would reduce
Policy will not stop urban development control over design and could lead to
encroaching into the countryside, although poorer design which would negatively
urban locations are prioritised for tourist impact on the built environment.
accommodation, and often rural Poorly located accommodation could
accommodation can be sympathetic to the also have an impact on the vitality of
rural area and thus not always classed as tourist areas and the town centre
. urban development. Policy requires which in turn could be detrimental to
7. Built and . .
Natural " " " development ‘rp be sympathetic. _ _ their appearance.
Envi Assessors question why the costal
nvironment. - A e
environment is given specific reference and
consider that reference should be made to
the whole environment not just coastal.
Policy could be linked to the Gl policy and
planning obligation policy to ensure that
developed are aware they have to provide
more than just accommodation, improve
links must also be considered.
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Policy: LT4 Tourist accommodation

Date: 17th March 2016

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Chris
Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 11t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Peter Nixon (Highways, Traffic & Transport) and
Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Corrlime?iqry/
S M explanation S M eéxplanation
The policy will not enhance biodiversity but it Absence of policy would mean less
does seek to protect if. emphasis on protection of biodiversity

8. Biodiversity and This' policy could be quked to thg ec?ology gnd no provision of interprejoﬂon to

éeodiversiiy 0 0 policy which seeks to improve biodiversity as | - - increase public understanding of the

’ does the NPPF or the wording could be Teesmouth and Cleveland Coast SPA
stfrengthened fo set out that biodiversity and Ramsar site.
should be improved.
No relationship identified. Increased fravel from poorly located

9. Water, Air and X X 0 0 accommodation may increase

Soil Pollution. pollution however not considered a
significant link

No relationship identified. Poorly located accommodation will
reduce access fo culture, leisure and
recreation. Absence of policy may

10. Liveability and result in poorer build quality which will

X X 0 0 .

Place. be detrimental to sense of place and
community cohesion. Link not
considered significant however.

11. Equity, No relationship identified. No relationship identified.

Diversity, Equality | x X X X

and Participation-

The policy does prioritise sustainable Absence of policy will fail to ensure
locations such as the Town Centre, The sustainable, efficient and effective use
Headland and Seaton Carew. But the policy of buildings and land, would not

does not draw specific reference to energy reduce demand for or encourage

12. Energy efficiency or the production of renewable prudent and efficient use of natural

Efficiency and 0 0 energy. _ _ resources (more travel likely).

Natural This policy could be linked to the energy

Resources. efficiency policy and the climate change

policy and reference would be made that
measures to reduce the business carbon
footprint will be encouraged, especially
those in rural locations.

13. Waste. x x No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.

Policy does priorities development in Itis considered that the absence of the
sustainable locations which is positive as it policy does have a relationship with
can help reduce the need to travel by car. the climate change objective,

The policy does not specifically help principally with respect to encouraging
mitigate against climate change and the sustainable development, prudent use
assessors consider that the policy could be of natural resources and reduction in
improved or linked fo the climate change emissions, however it is considered not
and energy efficiency policy fo encourage to be significant.

14. Climate 0 0 efforts that mitigate against climate change 0 0

Change. such as additional planting and

landscaping etc.

A possible suggestion is that development

within the rural area will be encouraged to

assist in mitigating against the climate

impact through measures such as

landscaping, free planting, use of materials

i.e permeable paving and SuDS where

appropriate.

The policy should allow the tourist The absence of this policy would be

accommodation offer to enhance within defrimental to future generations as it
. the borough which can benefit existing and could result in poorer design, poorer

15. Futurity. + + . - - . .

future generations. Assessors could not economic growth and increased

envisage any negative impacts for future fransport pressures.

generations when considering the policy.
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Policy: LT4 Tourist accommodation

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Chris

o th
DiEnEE 17 hiseren 2016 Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Peter Nixon (Highways, Traffic & Transport) and

Date: 11t July 2017 Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside)
Policy On Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale g;:::l‘:?i:,c:y/
S | M | L | explanation s | M | L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: overall the policy is positive, it will help improve the tourist accommodation offer across the borough, the criteria within the
policy should help ensure that development is sympathetic to its surroundings. Recommendations et out below could improve the policy
further.

Recommendations:

Assessors assume this policy relates to urban and rural areas, the information in the brackets in the first paragraph could be amended to
include reference to rural locations.

Improvements could be made by linking this policy to the Gl policy and planning obligations policy.

Assessors question why the costal environment is given specific reference and consider that reference should be made to the whole
environment not just coastal.

This policy could be linked to the ecology policy which seeks to improve biodiversity as does the NPPF or the wording could be strengthened
to set out that biodiversity should be improved.

This policy could be linked o the energy efficiency policy and the climate change policy and reference would be made that measures to
reduce the business carbon footprint will be encouraged, especially those in rural locations.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Doing nothing in this instfance may result in less or more poorly designed and located tourist accommodation, this could have implications in
terms of access to tourist facilities and transport and consequently could be detrimental to the local economy. Without appropriate conftrol
there could also be deterioration in the quality of the built and natural environment.

Policy: LT5: Caravan sites and touring caravan sites

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Chris

DEIIE 1771 hisTiel 201K Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Peter Nixon (Highways, Traffic & Transport) and

Date: 11t July 2017 Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfcry/
. explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
Policy will have significant benefits for the Absence of policy may stymie growth
economy in the urban and rural area and of tourist accommodation in the
could lead to the creation of many new borough which would negatively
businesses and a range of jobs. The town impact visitor numbers and the local
1. Economy centre could be improved if visitor numbers _ _ : economy. Accommodation is also
’ ' to the borough increase and thus the more likely to be in inappropriate
additional money spent within the borough locations which would restrict access
could have positive knock on effects and to ftourist areas.
reduce economic deprivation particularly
through local job creation.
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
2. Education and X X x x x .
Skills.
Locating caravan sites within the rural area Policy emphasises sustainable linkages
could allow for a healthier lifestyle. and encourages fourist
The policy could be improved by linking to accommodation in appropriate
3. Health the Gl policy and the planning obligations locations, typically in the rural area
’ : 0 0 0 policy to ensure that play and open space - - - with access to the countryside which
features are incorporated on site. If the will encourage recreation. Absence of
recommendations are implemented then this policy would therefore move away
the policy would achieve score more from this objective.
positively.
4. Safety and No relationship identified. No relatfionship identified.
Security. X X X X X X
5. Housing. No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
X X X X X X
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Policy: LT5: Caravan sites and touring caravan sites

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Chris

o th
Dl 17 hiel el 2018 Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Peter Nixon (Highways, Traffic & Transport) and

Date: 11t July 2017 Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
S M explanation S M

The policy draws reference to Absence of policy would lose emphasis

accommodating fraffic but not improving it. on ensuring accommodation is
located in areas where the surrounding

6. Transport. 0 0 Trovel_ by caris likely as often caravan sijes ) ) !nfrostructure is capable of supporting
are within the rural area and thus there is a if.

likely need to travel by car. Some visitors

may choose to explore the area and

facilities on foot.

Policy seeks additional landscaping with Absence of policy would remove

development which should in turn assist in emphasis on provision of appropriate

enhancing the quality of the countryside. landscaping and ensuring there is no
unacceptable visual intrusion into the

No link established with regards to heritage, landscape.

7. Built and but one is not essential fo make this policy fit
Natural + + for purpose. - -
Environment.

To improve the policy, reference could be

made to improving links and providing

facilities and by making direct reference to

the design, Gl and planning obligations

policies.

Policy is neutral when compared with the SA Absence of policy may resultin

8. Biodiversity and objective. The policy could be improved by inappropriate drainage and poorer
. . . 0 0 linking to the natfural environment and - - design/landscaping and siting which
Geodiversity. C . - ] ! f .
ecology policies along with the planning could be detfrimental to geodiversity
obligations policy. and biodiversity.

No relationship identified. Absence of policy may result in
inappropriate drainage which may
result in water pollution. Poorly located

9. Water, Air and . . _ _ development may encourage more
Soil Pollution. and less sustainable travel and
therefore increase air and noise
pollution.
10. Liveability and X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
Place.
11. Equity, No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Diversity, Equality | x X X X
and Participation-
12. Energy No relationship, however the policy could No relationship identified.
Efficiency and have more positive impacts if linked to the
X X . _ X X
Natural climate change and energy efficiency
Resources. policy.
13. Waste. X X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
No relationship, however the policy could Policy refers to sustainable linkages,
14. Climate have more positive impacts if linked to the drainage and infrastructure however
X X : . 0 0 . R .
Change. climate change, design and energy relationship with climate change not
efficiency policies. considered significant.
Itis anticipated that the policy will allow the Failing fo encourage appropriate
tourism offer in Hartlepool to expand but in visitor accommodation whilst also
doing so the assessors saw no reason why ensuring this is in the correct location
there would be a negative impact upon will have a detrimental impact on
15. Futurity. + + future generations. - - future generations in terms of reduced
economic prosperity and
environmental protection and poorer
visual amenity of the area.
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Policy: LT5: Caravan sites and touring caravan sites

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control) and Chris

o th
Dl 17 hiel el 2018 Scaife (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Peter Nixon (Highways, Traffic & Transport) and

Date: 11t July 2017 Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
s I M ‘ L | explanation S ‘ M | L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Overall the policy is positive where it is expected to be and will assist in providing an appropriate network of tourist
accommodation across the borough.

Recommendations: The policy could be improved to ensure that development brings additional benefits such as green links and/or play
facilities on site. Cross reference should be made to the design, climate change, energy efficiency, Gl, ecology and planning obligations
policies.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Doing nothing in this instfance may result in less or more poorly designed and located tourist accommodation, this could have implications in
terms of access to tourist facilities and transport and consequently could be detrimental to the local economy. Without appropriate control
there could also be deterioration in the quality of the built and natural environment.

Policy: LTé Business Tourism, Events and Conferencing

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control) and Sarah

. i -
it 2B vl AV Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &

Date: 12t July 2017 Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
The policy will encourage, support and Not encouraging improvements to
stfrengthen the local economy of Harflepool. events and conferencing facilities may
Development of new facilities will provide discourage business tourism.
1. Economy. + + + - - - - -
opportunities for new and existing
businesses. The policy enables
development of the economy.
The policy will encourage and support the Absence of policy may result in fewer
development of business tourism, events or lower quality facilities which may
and conferencing facilities. This will provide limit opportunities for training and
opportunities for fraining and learning as it learning.
2 Education and will provide additional venues to deliver
Ui + + + fraining and learning. There is also the - - -
Skills. . -
scope of developing facilities attached to
and linked to educational establishments;
this has the potential to increase awareness
to training and education opportunities
available across the town.
Whilst overall the policy remains neutral, May be implications in terms of health
there may be opportunities to link to health if related events should policy not be
facilities developed provide space for included however not considered a
3. Health health related events e.g road shows, significant relationship.
’ : 0 0 0 awareness raising conferences etc. There 0 0 0
may be a negligible link between
development of such facilities providing jobs
which has the potential to reduce poverty
and health inequadlities.
4. Safety and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Security. X X X X X X
5. Housing. X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
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Policy: LTé Business Tourism, Events and Conferencing

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control) and Sarah

. 1 4
IR 2 ARl AT Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &

Date: 12t July 2017 Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M explanation S M L
The policy supports the development of new There is considered to be a relationship
business tourism, events and conferencing however noft significant. The lack of
facilities, if successful these could strengthen such facilities may require people to
the case fo develop a wider sustainable travel further however
6. Transport. + + fransport network. 0 0 0 teleconferencing may also reduce the
The impact on fransport would be need for fravel.
dependent on where in the borough such
development would be and the proximity to
the transport network.
Whilst there is no direct relatfionship No relatfionship identified.
. identified, impact would depend on where
7. Built and . -
development is located, e.g. if the
Natural X X . X X X
N development was in the town centre the
Environment. : : . .
requirement for high quality design could
have a positive impact on the townscape.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
- . X X X | X X
Geodiversity.
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identfified.
. . X X X | X X
Soil Pollution.
The policy supports the development of Failing fo encourage business tourism,
facilities and therefore will encourage usage events and conferencing
of a diverse range of facilities providing development will not improve access
10. Liveability and more options for residents and businesses. fo culture, leisure and recreational
: Y 0 + This helps to create a more sustainable town | 0 - - activities and events which will make it
Place. . e .
if there are a greater range of facilities, more difficult to create and sustain a
reducing the need fo travel. Accessibility vibrant and diverse community and
will be increased if located in the town sense of place.
centre or marina.
The policy will have a neutral impact as this Potential relationship given comments
will be largely dependent on the location above however not considered
and use of the development. The significant.
11. Equity, development of facilities will provide
Diversity, Equality | O 0 additional space to host events, this could 0 0 0
and Participation- include training and social events which
could increase participation and
engagements and improve cohesion,
although these are indirect impacts.
12. Energy No relationship identified. Considered to be a relationship given
Efficiency and relationship with transport but not
X X 0 0 0 - A
Natural considered significant.
Resources.
Whilst no direct relationship is identified, No relationship identified.
13. Waste. X X there is the possibility that such X X X
development could increase waste.
No relationship identified. Given relationship with transport and
14. Climate X X 0 0 0 sustainability of the town more
Change. generally considered to be a link with
climate change but not significant.
This policy contributes positively fowards Itis considered as time progresses the
ensuring the choices on future generations lack of adequate business facilities
. are not limited. It will provide additional would be defrimental to future
15. Futurity. + P . - o - -- -- . . .
facilities, increasing choice within the generations and restrict choice as
borough. need becomes greater.
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Policy: LTé Business Tourism, Events and Conferencing

Date: 21st April 2016

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Helen Heward (Development Control) and Sarah

Date: 12t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off

Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation

s I M ‘ L | explanation S I M | L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Overall this is a positive policy which will support the diversification of the offer of this type of facilities. It will have a positive
impact on the local economy and increase opportunities for employment, skills and training.

Recommendations: Policy preamble to be updated to remove ‘established a reputation for having' from the first paragraph.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Doing nothing in this instance would likely have a defrimental impact on the local economy, education and skills and access to cultural

events in particular.

Policy: HE1 Heritage Assets

Date: 11t April 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and
Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Date: 12t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
The policy seeks to protect and enhance all The absence of this policy will likely
heritage assets which will include bringing result in a poorer built/historic
buildings back into use and providing more environment, this will reduce the
opportunities for economic use. This has attractiveness of the town to new
1. Economy potential fo encourage new start up _ _ . business and will limit tourism related
’ ' businesses and improve the viability and growth. This will worsen over time
vitality of the town centre and local cenfres. should the built/historic environment
Proposals for the Church St area in particular worsen with less investment and
will have positive benefits on the local support.
economy
There is a continuing need for skills It is considered that the absence of this
associated with conservation and heritage policy could potentially be negative in
2. Education and + + + work. The policy could encourage 0 0 0 terms of reducing the need for
Skills. appropriate training to be provided through heritage/conservation related skills
educational establishments however this is not considered fo be a
strong link.
Overall the policy is seen as positive as it will Failing fo maintain and enhance
encourage local people to use/visit heritage heritage assets (such as Ward Jackson
3. Health. + + + assets such as Ward Jackson Park (whichisa | _ : Park) will discourage people from using
designated Historic Park & Garden) as well these and other green/recreation
as green spaces associated with heritage space associated with heritage assets.
assets in rural and other areas.
The policy will encourage the reuse of Absence of the policy will fail fo
buildings which will have a positive impact encourage the reuse of historic
4. Safety and . S . .
securily. + + + on safety, and will olsq help fo creofes.sofer _ _ . bp|ld|ngs which can offep foll. into
and cleaner communities, and help with the disrepair and attract anti-social
maintenance of those areas behaviour and litter/waste
Overall positive as the policy could The absence of this policy would not
encourage the provision of new housing as necessarily result in less housing and
part of the restoration and enhancement of could in some instances allow more
5. Housing. n n n heritage assefs 0 0 0 (where heritage assets are
demolished). The absence of this
policy may reduce costs for
reuse/maintenance of older properties.
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Policy: HE1 Heritage Assets

Date: 11t April 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and
Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Date: 12t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!tqry/
q explanation
S M explanation S M
Overall no relationship but it should be No relationship identfified.
noted that the policy could encourage
more uses and people living within the town
6. Transport. X X centre which in turn could reduce the need R R
to travel and encourage more sustainable
modes of fransport
The main aim of the policy is to preserve, Failing fo preserve, protect and
protect and enhance heritage assets which enhance heritage assets will have a
will also have a positive impact on the wider significant detrimental impact on the
townscapes and streetscapes of Hartlepool built environment of the Borough. Loss
Interpretation is specifically mentioned as of reference to interpretation of
part of the Archaeology section of the heritage assets without policy.
7. Built and policy and it may also be helpful to refer to
Natural interpretation as an element within the

Environment.

8. Biodiversity and

remainder of the policy

The policy should implicitly encourage high
quality design but it may be beneficial to
refer to the need for good design,
particularly where new developments may
affect the setting of a heritage asset

Overall positive on the basis that heritage
assets include parks and other open space
which may have nature conservation

Absence of this policy may reduce
access to and quality of historic parks
and gardens and other areas of open

Geodiversity + + interest. The policy should have a positive - - space associated with heritage assets
’ impact on improving access to such areas that positively relates to the biodiversity
as well as the potential for linear links and objective.
walks between sites
No relationship overall although it can be No relationship identified.
9. Water, Air and X X noted that the Town Wall is part of the X X

Soil Pollution.

10. Liveability and
Place.

Headland coastal defence and prevents
flooding of nearby properties

The policy should make a significant
conftribution to creating liveable places, as
well as improving the cultural ‘offer’ and
access to that offer. Many archaeological
and heritage projects have strong
community involvement which helps to
promote community cohesion and a sense
of place

The absence of this policy would be
defrimental to the objective criteria of
creating a sense of place and
improving access to culture, leisure
and recreational activities. This would
be detfrimental to social cohesion and
the vitality of communities.

As for the objective above there are good As above, the absence of this policy
11. Equity, opportunities for community participation could be detrimental for social
Diversity, Equality | + + and engagement, and there is potential for - - cohesion, community ownership and
and Participation- job creation through training and the use of participation.
appropriate skills
There is embedded energy efficiency in the Failing to encourage improvements to
12. Energy - - . . )
. use of an existing building and there will be heritage assets can result in poorer
Efficiency and : . h S .
Natural + + less use of new materials, helping to reduce - - quality buﬂd}th/hOUSlhg and poorer
demand for natural resources energy efficiency.
Resources.
Overall no relationship although there may No relationship identified.
13. Waste. X X be opportunities to recycle some materials X X
during heritage projects
Heritage projects will take a sustainable The absence of this policy would not
approach to flood risk management, and encourage prudent use of natural
. potentially encourage prudent use of resources (reuse of building and
14. Climate . B
+ + natural resources - - energy efficiency) which would not
Change. AN .
assist in mitigation and/or adaptation
to climate change.
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Policy: HE1 Heritage Assets

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and

. th 7
etz U1 Afpir 2011 Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &

Date: 12t July 2017 Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale g;rr;::lzr:i?;y/
S M L | explanation S M L p
Overall positive although the presence of The absence of this policy would be
some heritage assets could be seen as detfrimental to future generations
. having an adverse impact on some types of through a poorer built and natural
15. Futurity. + + + - - - - . ; .
future development. Overall however it was environment which can have negative
considered that there are more positive implications for economic growth and
opportunities and outcomes liveability in particular.
Conclusions and Recommendations
Conclusions: The policy will make a positive contribution to sustainable development, particularly in enhancing Hartlepool’s local

distinctiveness and historic environment, helping to create a sense of place, improving access to cultural facilities, encouraging community
engagement, and helping fo diversify the local economy.

Recommendations: Consideration should be given to including a reference to interpretation within the main part of the policy, and
including a more positive statement on the need for good design in associated with work affecting heritage assets. Consideration could
also be given towards having the archaeology section of the policy as a separate, standalone policy. Itis also suggested that the policy
should clarify, for the avoidance of doubt, that heritage assets include Scheduled Monuments and Historic Parks and Gardens as these are
noft specifically referred to in this or other heritage policies.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Failing fo protect heritage assets would have a significant detrimental impact on the built and natural environment and the liveability of the
town in ferms of creating a sense of place and community cohesion in particular. This can also be detrimental to the local economy, health,
safety and security and climate change related objectives.

Policy: HE2: Archaeology - Policy inserted as a standalone policy following sustainability appraisal (SA) of HE1: Heritage Assets. SA is detailed
below.

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and

o th i
Deiier I eI 201l Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

Date: 12t July 2017

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqtary/
. explanation
3 M L | explanation s M L
The policy seeks to protect and enhance all It is considered that the protection,
heritage assets which will include bringing enhancement and promotion of
buildings back info use and providing more archaeological heritage, whilst still
opportunities for economic use. This has important in terms of tourism and
potfential fo encourage new start up enhancing the built/natural
businesses and improve the viability and environment, would have a less
1. Economy vitality of the town centre and local centres. 0 0 0 significant impact on the economy
’ ’ Proposals for the Church St area in particular compared to other heritage assets. It is
will have positive benefits on the local also noted that increased work and
economy costs associated with archaeological
heritage assets may deter some
development. As such it is determined
that the absence of the policy is
neutral overall.
There is a continuing need for skills Similarly there is considered to be a link
associated with conservation and heritage with education and skills though this is
work. The policy could encourage not significant. It is noted also that
2. Education and + + + appropriate training to be provided through 0 0 0 there would be a loss of emphasis on
Skills. educational establishments improvements to interpretation and
presentation of archaeological sites to
the public.
Overall the policy is seen as positive as it will No relationship identified.
encourage local people to use/visit heritage
3. Health. + + + assets such as Ward Jackson Park (which is a x | x X
designated Historic Park & Garden) as well
as green spaces associated with heritage
assets in rural and other areas.
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Policy: HE2: Archaeology - Policy inserted as a standalone policy following sustainability appraisal (SA) of HE1: Heritage Assets. SA is detailed

below.

Date: 11t April 2016

Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and

Date: 12t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfary/
S M explanation S M el
The policy will encourage the reuse of No relatfionship identified.
4. Safety and buildings which will have a positive impact
Security. + + on safety, and will also help to creates safer | X X
and cleaner communities, and help with the
maintenance of those areas
Overall positive as the policy could No relationship identified.
5. Housing. + + encourage the provision of new housing as X X
part of the restoration and enhancement of
heritage assefs
Overall no relationship but it should be No relationship identified.
noted that the policy could encourage
more uses and people living within the fown
6. Transport. i i cenfre which in turn could reduce the need A A
to travel and encourage more sustainable
modes of fransport
The main aim of the policy is to preserve, The absence of this policy would fail to
protect and enhance heritage assets which enhance areas of archaeological
will also have a positive impact on the wider interest and would result in poorer
fownscapes and streetscapes of Hartlepool interpretation and understanding of
Interpretation is specifically mentioned as archaeological heritage assets. This
part of the Archaeology section of the would have a detfrimental impact on
7. Built and policy and it may also be helpful to refer to character and local distinctiveness
Natural interpretation as an element within the - - and access fo cultural and heritage
Environment. remainder of the policy assets. This would likely deteriorate over
The policy should implicitly encourage high time as more areas of archaeological
quality design but it may be beneficial to interest are lost to unsympathetic
refer o the need for good design, development.
particularly where new developments may
affect the setting of a heritage asset
Overall positive on the basis that heritage Itis considered there may be a
assets include parks and other open space relationship, particularly with respect to
8. Biodi . which may have nature conservation excavation and geodiversity however
. Biodiversity and . : - o . -
Geodiversity. + + !meres’r. Th_e pohcy should have a positive 0 0 |f is rpt considered this would be
impact on improving access to such areas significant.
as well as the potential for linear links and
walks between sites
No relationship overall although it can be No relationship identified.
9. Water, Air and X X noted that the Town Wall is part of the X X
Soil Pollution. Headland coastal defence and prevents
flooding of nearby properties
The policy should make a significant The absence of this policy would result
contribution to creating liveable places, as in poorer understanding of areas of
well as improving the cultural ‘offer’ and archaeological interest which will likely
access to that offer. Many archaeological have a detrimental impact on sense of
10. Liveability and and heritgge projects have vsfrong p]ctce, undersfqnding of the areas
Place. community |nvolvgmenf whlch helps to - - h|sfory and soqol cohesion. Itis glso
promote community cohesion and a sense likely to result in fewer opportunities for
of place culture, leisure and recreational
activities as well as community
participation and engagement.
As for the objective above there are good The absence of this policy would result
opyportunities for community participation in poorer understanding of areas of
and engagement, and there is potential for archaeological interest which will likely
job creation through training and the use of have a detrimental impact on sense of
11. Equity, appropriate skills place, understanding of the area’s
Diversity, Equality | + + - - history and social cohesion. It is also
and Participation- likely to result in fewer opportunities for
culture, leisure and recreational
activities as well as community
parficipation and engagement.
12. Energy + + There is embedded energy efficiency in the X X No relationship identified.
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Policy: HE2: Archaeology - Policy inserted as a standalone policy following sustainability appraisal (SA) of HE1: Heritage Assets. SA is detailed

below.

Date: 11t April 2016

Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and

Date: 12t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiqry/
q explanation
S M L | explanation S M L
Efficiency and use of an existing building and there will be
Natural less use of new materials, helping to reduce
Resources. demand for natural resources
Overall no relationship although there may No relationship identified.
13. Waste. X X X be opportunities to recycle some materials X X X
during heritage projects
Heritage projects will take a sustainable No relationship identfified.
14. Climate + + + approach to flood risk management, and X X X
Change. potentially encourage prudent use of
natural resources
Overall positive although the presence of The absence of this policy would be
some heritage assets could be seen as detrimental to future generations in
having an adverse impact on some types of terms of understanding of the history of
15. Futurity. + + + future development. Overall howeveritwas | - - - the Borough, sense of place,
considered that there are more positive community cohesion and participation
opportunities and outcomes and the quality of the built and natural
environment.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

The policy will make a positive contribution to sustainable development, particularly in enhancing Hartlepool's local

distinctiveness and historic environment, helping to create a sense of place, improving access to cultural facilities, encouraging community
engagement, and helping fo diversify the local economy.

Recommendations: Consideration should be given to including a reference to interpretation within the main part of the policy, and
including a more positive statement on the need for good design in associated with work affecting heritage assets. Consideration could
also be given towards having the archaeology section of the policy as a separate, standalone policy. Itis also suggested that the policy
should clarify, for the avoidance of doubt, that heritage assets include Scheduled Monuments and Historic Parks and Gardens as these are
not specifically referred to in this or other heritage policies.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The absence of this policy would be detrimental when assessed against the appraisal objectives in ferms of the understanding of the history
of the Borough, sense of place, community cohesion and participation and the quality of the built and natural environment.

Policy: HE3 Conservation Areas

Date: 11t April 2016

Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and

Date: 12t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.iary/
. explanation
S M L | explanation S M L
The enhancement of conservation area will The absence of this policy will likely
have a positive impact on job creation and result in a poorer built/historic
investment. A good example is the environment, this will reduce the
Townscape Heritage Initiative scheme which attractiveness of the town to new
has helped to boost the local economy business and will limit fourism related
1. Economy. + + + . - . - - -- L .
through job creation and investment. growth. This will worsen over time
should the built/historic environment
worsen with less investment and
support.
There is a continuing need for skills It is considered that the absence of this
associated with conservation and heritage policy could potentially be negative in
2 Education and work. The policy could encourage terms of reducing the need for
- + + + appropriate training to be provided through | 0 0 0 heritage/conservation related skills
Skills. . ) - .
educational establishments. however this is not considered fo be a
strong link.
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Policy: HE3 Conservation Areas

Date: 11t April 2016

Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and

Date: 12t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!tary/
: explanation
s | M explanation s | M
The policy will contribute to opportunities for Failing to maintain and enhance
healthier lifestyles through improving access heritage assets (such as Ward Jackson
3 Health to green spaces and public areas. An Park) will discourage people from using
’ : + + example is the walkway improvements at - - these and other green/recreation
Seaton Carew which have linked up parks space associated with heritage assets,
and other area of open space. including Seaton Front.
Positive overall as the policy will contribute Absence of the policy will fail to
4. Safety and to creating better quality public spaces, encourage the reuse of historic
S' N which are kept in good order, therefore buildings which can often fall into
ecurity. + + ; o - - . ? . .
leading to cleaner communities and less disrepair and attract anti-social
anti-social behaviour and fear of crime. behaviour and litter/waste
Conservation areas can create desirable Failing to protect the conservation
and sought affer areas. The policy will also areas will damage their desirability as
ensure good design including the protection residential areas and lower the quality
and enhancement of open space. of design, including protection and
enhancement of open space. Whilst
the absence of the policy may reduce
5. Housing. " " ) ) costs when doing works to properties in
the conservation areaq, this will likely be
offset by the increased energy costs
associated with failing fo encourage
appropriate
maintenance/improvements of
properties.
Neutral overall although potentially positive Neutral overall although potentially
impacts on reducing the need for travel negative impacts should fewer people
6. Transport. 0 0 through encouraging the reuse of buildings, 0 0 choose to live in central areas and
bringing more people into an area and therefore have to fravel further.
therefore increasing use of existing facilities.
The policy will have a positive impact on Failing fo preserve, protect and
most of the appraisal criteria, including enhance heritage assets will have a
helping to prevent encroachment in the significant defrimental impact on the
countryside through the desire to provide a built environment of the Borough. Loss
. more rural setting for the village of reference to interpretation of
7. Built and - ) . .
Natural conservation areas. heritage assets without policy.

Environment.

8. Biodiversity and

Consideration should be given to including
a reference to interpretation of conservation
areas and referring fo the importance of
open space in maintaining the integrity of
conservation areas.

Positive overall because of presence of
parks and other green space within
conservation areas which can play an
important role in their own right as well as

Absence of this policy may reduce

access to and quality of historic parks
and gardens and other areas of open
space associated with heritage assets

. N + + confributing to a wider ecological network - - that positively relates to the biodiversity
Geodiversity. L )
objective. May also result in fewer
trees/hedgerows that are of benefit to
wildlife.
No relationship overall although it can be No relationship identified.
9. Water, Air and X X noted that the Town Wall is part of the X X

Soil Pollution.

Headland coastal defence and prevents
flooding of nearby properties.
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Policy: HE3 Conservation Areas

Date: 11t April 2016

Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and

Date: 12t July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Tracy Rowe (Community Regeneration &
Development), Karen Kelly (Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M explanation s | M| L
Conservation areas will make a positive The absence of this policy would be
confribution to creating a liveable place. detrimental to the objective criteria of
The policy will also contribute to improving creating a sense of place and
access to culture and leisure and promoting improving access to culture, leisure
a sense of place and recreational activities. This would
10. Liveability and + + _ _ " be detrimental to social cohesion and
Place. the vitality of communities. With
respect to Conservation Areas, these
are likely to deteriorate over time
without appropriate control over
development.
. The policy will have a positive impact on As above, the absence of this policy

11. Equity, k . . . .

. N . community cohesion and promoting could be detrimental for social

Diversity, Equality | + + s - - - . . .

s participation and engagement. cohesion, community ownership and

and Participation- N

participation.
12. Ener Positive as there will be opportunities for Failing fo encourage improvements to
- hergy efficient use of buildings and land, and heritage assets can result in poorer

Efficiency and . - A .

Natural + + reducing the use of no’r'ur'ol resources - - - quality bU|.Id.|ngs/housmg and poorer
through the reuse of existing buildings. energy efficiency.

Resources.

13. Waste. X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Conservation area projects will take a The absence of this policy would not
sustainable approach to flood risk encourage prudent use of natural

. management, and potentially encourage resources (reuse of building and

14. Climate . .

+ + prudent use of natural resources. - - - energy efficiency) which would not

Change. A .

assist in mitigation and/or adaptation
to climate change.

The absence of this policy would be
detrimental to future generations
through a poorer built and natural

15. Futurity. + + - - - environment which can have negative

implications for economic growth and
liveability in particular.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions:

enhancing the quality of the built environment.

The policy will confribute to a number of elements of sustainable development particularly in relationship fo improving and

Recommendations: Consideration should be given to including a reference to the importance of providing interpretation of conservation
areas and their features, and also to including a stronger reference to the importance of open space in maintaining the character and
setting of conservation areas.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Failing to protect heritage assets would have a significant detrimental impact on the built and natural environment and the liveability of the
town in terms of creating a sense of place and community cohesion in particular. This can also be detrimental to the local economy, health,
safety and security and climate change related objectives.
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Policy: HE4 Listed Buildings and Structures

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology), Leigh

. th i
Date: 11 April 2016 Taylor (Development Contirol)

Appraisers: Jane Tindall (Development Control), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety &

Dieiss L9 Ul 2017 Engagement) and Fiona Riley (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
3 M | L | explanation S YR
Neutral overall but it should be noted that Neutral overall, policy on comments
individual buildings can contribute to are noted so without this policy then
1. Economy. 0 0 0 economic diversification and collectivelyon | 0 0 0 economic diversity could be hindered
the vitality and viability of town centres. if heritage assets are not
secured/preserved.
There is a continuing need for skills Absence of the policy will have the
associated with conservation and heritage potential fo have a detrimental impact

2. Education and

+ + + work. The policy could encourage on the education and skills objective.

Skills. appropriate training to be provided through
educational establishments.
Neutral overall although it can be noted It is anficipated that absence of the
3. Health that some listed buildings are an atftraction policy will have a neutral impact on
’ ’ 0 0 0 that can encourage people to get out and 0 0 0 this objective. Although itis noted that
visit. it would be dependent on the use of
the listed building.
4. Safety and Positive on the basis that the policy will help Absence of the policy would weaken
Security. + + + to make buildings safer and encourage : : : the positive impact on this objective.
safer and cleaner areas.
The reuse of previously developed land and Absence of the policy would have a
buildings is an integral part of the policy and defrimental impact on the ability to
5. Housing. reuse can include the provision of residential : : _ closely confrol the development of

+ + + accommodation e.g. Morrison Hall. Some
listed buildings also provide for the need of
vulnerable people such as hospitals and
almshouses.

listed buildings as residential uses.

6. Transport. X | x | x | Norelationship.

The policy will make a strong positive Absence of the policy would weaken
7 Built and confribution towards protecting and the policy position in relatfion to this
N'quraI enhancing listed buildings, as well as o RS -- | objective. Key to the policy is the
. improving the wider fownscape and quality of development proposals
Environment. . .
streetscape. ensuring they are appropriate for the
heritage asset.
No relationship although individual No relationship.
8. Biodiversity and properties may house bat populations or
- . X X X - X | X X
Geodiversity. come with larger gardens that have some
nature conservation interest.
. No relationship although noted that the No relationship.
2 !Nafer, fo‘" and X X X Town Wall is a listed structure providing X | X X
Soil Pollution.
coastal and flood defences.
There will be opportunities for improving In the absence of the policy there will
access to cultural facilities and delivering a be a detfrimental impact in relation fo
. - sense of place. this objective as appropriate
10. Liveability and | + + . . : development of listed buildings and
Place. . - L
structures may be jeopardised, this will
have a direct impact on perception of
sense of place.
The policy will have a positive impact on Considered that without the policy in
11. Equity community cohesion and promoting place, the impact would depend on

participation and engagement. the use of the listed building or

Dlversny: E'QUG.M'Y * * * 0 0 0 structure, in certain instances there
and Participation- S e .
may be justification for a negative
impact.
Positive as there will be opportunities for In the absence of the policy there is
12. Energy efficient use of buildings and land, and the potential for a negative impact on
Efficiency and n n n reducing the use of natural resources o o o this objective, as the policy is
Natural through the reuse of existing buildings. There supportive of the reuse of buildings fo
Resources. should also be reduced demand for natural assist with the long term future of
resources. heritage assefts.

13. Waste. X | x | x | Norelationship. X | X | x | Norelationship.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HE4 Listed Buildings and Structures

Date: 11t April 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology), Leigh
Taylor (Development Contirol)

Date: 13t July 2017

Appraisers: Jane Tindall (Development Control), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety &
Engagement) and Fiona Riley (Planning Policy)

Policy On

Policy Off

SA objectives

Timescale

S M

Timescale Commentary/

Commentary/ explanation

explanation 3 M L

14. Climate
Change.

Neutral although listed building projects will
normally adopt a positive approach fo flood
risk management.

Neutral overall, however without the
policy such buildings and structures
may not be maintained/enhanced, if

they are not utilised development may
occur elsewhere and thus embodied
energy is not utilised.

15. Futurity.

Absence of the policy will have a
significant detrimental impact in the
long term, as there will not be the
detailed policy mechanisms in place
fo enhance listed buildings and
structures supporting the long ferm
future of these heritage assets.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy will make a positive contribution to the protection and enhancement of listed buildings, and a similarly positive
impact on the wider environmental quality of Hartlepool.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The absence of the policy will have a detrimental impact on listed buildings and structures in the Borough as it has the potential to ensure
development is appropriate and will protect these heritage assets for future generations.

Policy: HE5 Locally Listed Buildings and Structures

Date: 11t April 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy) Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and
Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Date: 13t July 2017

Appraisers: Jane Tindall (Development Control), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety &
Engagement) and Fiona Riley (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen‘Iary/
: explanation
3 M explanation 3 M L
Neutral overall but it should be noted that Neutral overall however if these assets
1. Economy 0 0 individual buildings can contribute to 0 0 0 are not protected etc there could be
: : economic diversification and collectively on negative economic impacts.
the vitality and viability of town centres.
There is a continuing need for skills Absence of the policy will have the
. associated with conservation and heritage potential to have a detrimental impact
2. Education and . o o o . . o
. + + work. The policy could encourage on the education and skills objective.
Skills. . S - Nt ,
appropriate fraining fo be provided through See ‘policy on' comment.
educational establishments.
Neutral overall although it can be noted It is anticipated that absence of the
3 Health that some listed buildings are an aftraction policy will have a neutral impact on
’ ’ 0 0 that can encourage people to get out and 0 0 0 this objective. Although it is noted that
visit. it would be dependent on the use of
the locally listed building or structure.
4. Safety and Positive on the basis that the policy will help Absence of the policy would weaken
Security. + + to make buildings safer and encourage . . : the positive impact on this objective.
safer and cleaner areas.
The reuse of previously developed land and Absence of the policy would have a
buildings is an integral part of the policy and defrimental impact on the ability to
5. Housing reuse can include the provision of residential : : : closely control the development of
’ ’ + + accommodation e.g. Morrison Hall. Some locally listed buildings as residential
listed buildings also provide for the need of uses.
vulnerable people such as hospitals and
almshouses.
6. Transport. o |o X | x |x | Norelationship.
7 Built and -I The policy will make a strong positive - | - == | Absence of the policy would weaken




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HE5 Locally Listed Buildings and Structures

Date: 11t April 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy) Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and
Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Date: 13t July 2017

Appraisers: Jane Tindall (Development Control), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety &
Engagement) and Fiona Riley (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
Natural contribution towards protecting and the policy position in relation to this
Environment. enhancing listed buildings, as well as objective. Key to the policy is the
improving the wider fownscape and quality of development proposals
streetscape. ensuring they are appropriate for the
non-designated heritage asset.
No relationship although individual No relationship.
8. Biodiversity and properties may house bat populations or
- . X X X - X | X X
Geodiversity. come with larger gardens that have some
nature conservation interest.
9. !Nafer, :Alr and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship.
Soil Pollution.
There will be opportunities for improving In the absence of the policy there will
access to cultural facilities and delivering a be a detfrimental impact in relation to
. - sense of place. this objective as appropriate
10. Liveability and |, + |+ : : : development of locally listed buildings
Place. . . .
and structures may be jeopardised, this
will have a direct impact on
perception of sense of place.
The policy will have a positive impact on Considered that without the policy in
. community cohesion and promoting place, the impact would depend on
1. Equity, participation and engagement the use of the locally listed building or
Diversity, Equality | + + + : 0 0 0 . !
D structure, in certain instances there
and Participation- S e .
may be justification for a negative
impact.
Positive as there will be opportunities for In the absence of the policy there is
12. Energy efficient use of buildings and land, and the potential for a negative impact on
Efficiency and + + . reducing the use of natural resources = = - this objective, as the policy is
Natural through the reuse of existing buildings. There supportive of the reuse of buildings to
Resources. should also be reduced demand for natural assist with the long term future of
resources. heritage assets.
13. Waste. X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship.
14. Climate Neutral although listed building projects will Neutral overall.
: 0 0 0 normally adopt a positive approach to flood | 0 0 0
Change. .
risk management.
Absence of the policy will have a
significant defrimental impact in the
long term, as there will not be the
15. Futurity. + + |+ : : ~ | detailed policy mechanisms in place
to enhance locally listed buildings and
structures supporting the long term
future of these heritage assets.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy will make a positive contribution to the protection and enhancement of locally listed buildings, and a similarly
positive impact on the wider environmental quality of Hartlepool.

Recommendations: It is noted that this is the only heritage policy to refer to Article 4 Directions — are there other policies where reference to
Arficle 4 Directions may be appropriate e.g. Conservation Areas?

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

The absence of the policy will have a detrimental impact on locally listed buildings and structures in the Borough as it has the potential to
ensure development is appropriate and will protect these non-designated heritage assets for future generations.

Policy: HEé Historic Shopping Parades

Date: 11t April 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and
Leigh Taylor (Development Control)




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Appraisers: Jane Tindall (Development Control), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety &

° th
DiEiEs 1 July 2017 Engagement) and Fiona Riley (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfary/
: explanation
(3 M L | explanation s M L
Neutral overall although there should be a The absence of the policy will have a
positive impact on the viability and vitality of direct local link in relation to the
1 E town and local cenfres. - - - continued enhancement of the quality
. Economy. 0 0 0 ; .
of the local shopping parades which
would negatively impact on the
success of the local economy.
There will be a demand for specialists in Absence of the policy could have a
restoration, sign writing efc so the policy will negative impact on this objective,
2 Education and support training and workforce skills. however it was ockqowledged that
Si(ills + + + 0 0 0 the number of premises across the
: three areas identified in the policy is
limited hence the neutral impact on
the objective.
3. Health. X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
There will be a positive confribution towards Absence of the policy would have a
4. Safety and cleaner communities and maintaining and marginal negative impact, although it
Security. + + + keeping clean public areas. : : : was noted that the focus of the policy
is appearance on the shopping
parades rather than uses.
5. Housing. X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
6. Transport. No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
The policy is designed to improve and Absence of the policy would have a
enhance local distinctiveness, character, significant negative impact on the
7. Built and tfownscape and streetscape. shopping parades identified in the
Natural policy as there would be a weakened

Environment. policy position in trying to protect these
areas against inappropriate

development.

8. Bioc.jiver?ity and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Geodiversity.
9. !quer, Air and X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Soil Pollution.

The protection or reinstatement of fraditional Absence of the policy has the

shop fronts will promote a sense of place potential to impact on the sense of

and potentially retain and encourage retail place associated with these areas.

10. Liveability and " " " facilities. = = = Development pressures can have a

Place. negative impact on the retention of
fraditional characteristics — hence loss
of such features is a risk without this
policy.

11. Equity, Neutral, although it was

Diversity, Equality | O 0 0 0 0 0 acknowledged that the link to

and Participation- ‘community ownership’ is weak.

12. Energy There are potentially increased opportunities Absence of the policy could create

Efficiency and + + + to use sustainable materials therefore o o o the opposite impact to the ‘policy on’

Natural reducing the use of natural resources. comments.

Resources.

13. Waste. X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.

14. Climate X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.

Change.

No relationship identified. Whilst it is acknowledged that no
relationship was identified previously,
during the ‘policy off' assessment it
was determined that the absence of

15. Futurity. X X X - - the policy could have a detrimental
impact in terms of not having the
policy tools in place to retain these last
remaining historic shopping parades
across the borough.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HEé Historic Shopping Parades

Date: 11t April 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and
Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Date: 13t July 2017

Appraisers: Jane Tindall (Development Control), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety &
Engagement) and Fiona Riley (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqiary/
: explanation
s I M‘ L | explanation S ‘ M| L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy, in combination with other heritage policies, makes a significant contribution to improving the local character and

distinctiveness of Hartlepool.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy will restrict the Local Plan’s ability to control development in the area covered by the policy which may have a
defrimental impact on the retention of the traditional aspect of these areas.

Policy: HE7 Heritage at Risk

Date: 11t April 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and
Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Date: 13t July 2017

Appraisers: Jane Tindall (Development Control), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety &
Engagement) and Fiona Riley (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
The policy states that the Council will Absence of the policy has the
positively support developments that will potential fo intensify the situation in
result in removing buildings from the at risk relation to heritage assets considered
list. Taking the Church St area as an = = - atrisk. These premises, which are often
1. Economy. + + + . . . L
example, restoration work to remove void and the longer such a situation is
properties from the at risk register will result in evident there can be a detfrimental
the creation of opportunities for new impact on the local economy.
businesses and jobs.
There is a continuing need for skills Absence of the policy will have the
2 Education and associated with conservation and heritage potential to have a detrimental impact
- + + + work. The policy could encourage 0 0 0 on the education and skills objective.
Skills. . v - o ,
appropriate fraining to be provided through See ‘policy on' comment.
educational establishments.
3. Health. X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Finding a viable use for buildings and Absence of the policy would weaken
making buildings and structures safe will the positive impact on this objective,
4. Safety and e 2 . S . .
X have a positive impact on creating a safer - o o as buildings may remain at risk or be
Security. + + + . . -
and cleaner community. developed inappropriately. There are
known safety and security risks
associated with derelict buildings.
There are clearly positive elements to the Absence of the policy could
policy in terms of re-use of previously potentially weaken policy support for
5. Housing. developed land and buildings and = = - positive redevelopment of heritage
+ + + . . . . . .
encouraging high quality design. However assets which are considered to be af
much does depend on the nature of risk. This could prevent buildings from
particular projects and proposals. being removed from the register.
6. Transport. No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
The policy will make a strong positive Absence of the policy has the
. contribution towards protecting and potential impact on the successful
7. Built and L o - .
Natural thonglng Ilsfeo! buildings, as well as = = - sup}port Qf policy to qddress hen’rcge
. improving the wider fownscape and aft risk, this has a detrimental impact on
Environment. . .
streetscape. both the built and natural environment
dependent on the location.
8. Biodiversity and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Geodiversity. X X X X X X
9. Water, Air and No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Soil Pollution. X X X X X X




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: HE7 Heritage at Risk

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Peter Rowe (Tees Valley Archaeology) and

. th i
Date: 11 April 2016 Leigh Taylor (Development Control)

Appraisers: Jane Tindall (Development Control), Tracy Rowe (Community Safety &

Dieiss L9 Ul 2017 Engagement) and Fiona Riley (Planning Policy)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen'Iary/
. explanation
3 M | L | explanation S YR

The policy will contribute positively to the Absence of the policy could resultin a
10. Liveability and " " " creation of liveable places and promofing a | - - - negative impact on ‘sense of place’,
Place. sense of place. perceived impact is affected by

derelict buildings.
11. Equit Potentially there should be opportunities to Weak link, however absence of the
- Fautty, . increase community engagement and = = - policy could have a negative impact
Diversity, Equality | + + + A - . ! o
P participation, leading to improved on this objective.

and Participation- - .

community cohesion.

Positive as there will be opportunities for Absence of the policy would have a
12. Energy efficient use of buildings and land, and negative impact on this objective, as
Efficiency and + + + reducing the use of natural resources = = - the policy supports the reuse of
Natural through the reuse of existing buildings. There buildings.
Resources. should also be reduced demand for natural

resources.
13. Waste. X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
14. Climate X X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Change.

No relationship identified. Whilst it is acknowledged that no
relationship was identified previously,
during the ‘policy off’ assessment it

15. Futurity. X X X = = == | was determined thqf absence of the
policy poses a real risk to the
protection and enhancement of
heritage assets at risk and their ability
to be enjoyed by future generations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The policy will make a positive contribution to the heritage assets of Hartlepool by helping to secure a long term future and
viable use for buildings of significance that are aft risk.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Absence of the policy could have a potential negative impact on the long term future of Heritage Assets assessed as aft risk.

Policy: NE1 Natural Environment

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration

Date: 13t July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Policy On

Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale

S M| L

Commentary/
explanation

Timescale

S

M

Commentary/
explanation

1. Economy. + +

The policy will protect existing high value
wild space and provide green space which
will have wildlife but also health benefits. The
policy is primarily concerned with protecting
what exists rather than adding more.

Itis not the intention of the policy to provide
additional access to these green spaces.
Many of these wildlife sited are in private
ownership with no or few access
opportunities. Increased access can cause
disturbance and damage. However, some
wild space areas encourage public access
(eg: Nat Nature Reserve, LNRs).

Ensuring that these aesthetically pleasing
areas are protected and maintained should
help with mental wellbeing

The absence of the policy would have
a detrimental impact. Quality of place
is an economic asset and the natural
environment is an important
conftributor to establishing a positive
sense of place.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE1 Natural Environment

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration

Date: 13t July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqtary/
: explanation
S M L | explanation S M
No relationship identified The absence of the policy would have
2. Education and a defrimental impact. The natural
. X X X - . :
Skills. - - environmental is an important
educational resource.
Healthier lifestyles should be promoted, the The natural environment is a resource
3. Health. + + + more green space the more healthy which has important physical and
activities can occur outdoors. - - mental health benefits.
Safety and security is not the aim of this No relationship idenfified.
policy, therefore there is no relationship with
é' Sqf_e’ry and the policy and the SA objective. The safety
ecurity. X X X . . . X X
and security policy will ensure development
is designed to have regard fo safety and
security.
The provision of housing is not the aim of the The absence of the policy would have
policy therefore there is no overall a defrimental impact. The policy
5. Housing. relationship between the policy and the - - protects assets which have
X X X s : .
objective. recreational value, the loss of which
would be harmful to the creation of
sustainable, mixed communities.
. No relationship identified.
Discussion was had relating to opening up
these sites, however it was considered that
often having better access to these sites
6. Transport. X X X can cause problems. It is not for this policy fo | x X
increase access, the Gl and public rights of
way policy can do that if appropriate.
The policy will allow for the protection and The absence of the policy would have
maintenance of the key natural spaces a detfrimental impact. The policy seeks
within the borough and in doing so will to protect the natural environment.
ensure that there are numerous benefits that
7 Built and wjll .ossi.st in enhancing the quality gnd local - -
N'qiurql distinctiveness of the borough. Policy seeks

Environment.

to protect what exists within the borough so
although the policy will not directly increase
access to open space, it allows open
spaces to flourish and other policies can
ensure increased access.

8. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity.

By profecting and enhancing the natural
environment within the borough then the
policy directly seeks to protect and
enhance the biodiversity and geodiversity of
the natural environment.

The absence of the policy would have
a detrimental impact. The policy seeks
to enhance the biodiversity and
geodiversity of the natural
environment,

9. Water, Air and

No relationship overall but the assessors note
that protecting and enhancing natural
areas within the borough could help with
flood alleviation, eg: by retraining surface

The absence of the policy would have
a detrimental impact. The policy seeks
to protect the major/principal aquifers
underling Hartlepool along with
watercourses and other surface and

Soil Pollution. * * * flood water for longer. coastal waters from over abstraction
The changes to the policy mean that it has and contamination. It also requires that
now positive impacts such as improving the development have regard to bathing
quality of controlled waters and reducing water quality.
the risk of flooding.

The changes to the policy mean that it has The absence of the policy would have
now positive impacts such as improving a detrimental impact. The natural

10. Liveability and + + + access to Local Nature Reserves and - - environment is an important

Place.

promoting social cohesion as Local Nature
Reserves can encourage volunteer groups
and promote a sense of place.

contributor to promoting a positive
sense of place.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE1 Natural Environment

Date: 09/11/2016

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Ryan Cowley (Development Control), Zoe
Rickleton (Sports & Recreation) and Richard Harrison (Regeneration

Date: 13t July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Policy On Policy Off
SA Objecﬁves Timescale Commen]qry/ Timescale commer’!‘ary/
: explanation
S M L | explanation S M
No relationship overall but the assessors note No relationship identified.
. the possibilities linked to sense of place.
11. Equity, . .
. . . Protecting natural environments that are
Diversity, Equality | x X X - X X
TN unique to Harflepool and/or that people
and Participation-
relate o an area of Hartlepool can add to a
sense of place.
12. Energy No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Efficiency and
X X X X X
Natural
Resources.
13. Waste. . . . No relationship identified. 2 2 No relationship identified.
Protecting and enhancing the natural The absence of the policy would have
environment will reduce some causes of a defrimental impact. The policy seeks
climate change and therefore mitigate - - to protect the natural environment
14. Climate + + + against climate increases. The natural which performs the ecosystem service
Change. environment performs the ecosystem service of being a carbon sink and does
of being a carbon sink and does alleviate alleviate flooding.
flooding.
The policy will protect and enhance parts of The absence of the policy would have
the borough that add significantly to the a detrimental impact. The policy will
quality of life for existing generations and will | - - protect and enhance parts of the
15. Futurity. + + + maintain and protect the environment for borough that add significantly to the
future generations. quality of life for existing generations
and will maintain and protect the
environment for future generations.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: Overall the policy is significantly positive where expected, and positive where expected. The policy is fit for purpose and will
assist in binging many benefits to the borough all linked to protecting and maintaining the natural environment. The changes fo the policy
means that it has now have some positive impacts regarding water, air and soil pollution and liveability and place.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Assessors noted that some of the assessment text for the existing assessment was ordered incorrectly and have corrected it accordingly. Not
having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, education and skills, health, housing, built and natural environment,
biodiversity and geodiversity, water, air and soil pollution, liveability and place, climate change and futurity.

Policy: NE2 Green Infrastructure

Date: 29h March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and
Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 13 July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.iary/
. explanation
S M L | explanation S M
There is evidence fo show that there is a link Assessors considered that the loss of
between green infrastructure and decisions the policy would have a negative
of companies fo locate in a particular area. impact. Green infrastructure can assist
Green infrastructure can provide a context in creating an environment in which
for inward investment, enhancing the image people want to live and work. It
1. Economy. + + + of an area. Poor perceptions can be a - - creates a context for inward
barrier and environmental improvements investment by enhancing the image of
can improve perceptions. If green an area.
infrastructure can play a part in
encouraging new investment this will lead to
new businesses, more jobs and a diversified




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE2 Green Infrastructure

Date: 29" March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and
Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 13t July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M explanation S M
economy.
The many different elements of green Assessors considered that the loss of
infrastructure mean that there will be the policy would have a negative
enhanced opportunities for education and impact. Green infrastructure can be
2 Ed . learning. Schools and other educational an important educational resource for
. Education and . . -
skills. + + establishments can get involved in the - - - schools and colleges. .
management of green space to use as an
educational resource on the local
environment and develop environmental
related skills.

The positive links between green
infrastructure and health & well-being have
been well documented. Green
infrastructure can provide opportunities for
exercise, reducing stress levels leading to

Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
impact. Green infrastructure can
conftribute to better air quality and to
physical and mental health and

3. Health. better mental health, and conftribute to wellbeing.
better air quality and therefore reduced
incidence of respiratory illness. Befter
footpaths and cycleways associated with
green infrastructure can enhance access
opportunities.
4. Safety and Neutral overall as depends to a large extent Neutral overall when considered
Security. 0 0 on perceptions. 0 0 0 against all the objective criteria
If considered at the outset as an integral Assessors considered that the loss of
part of housing development green the policy would have a negative
. infrastructure can conftribute positively fo a impact. Green infrastructure, when
5. Housing. k
+ + number of aspects of successful housing - - - properly planned from the outset, can
including a high quality environment, encourage high quality design and
adequate formal and informal open space, sufficient open space in new
and encourage good design. developments.
Green infrastructure can contribute to a Assessors considered that the loss of
sustainable transport system by potentially the policy would have a negative
improving access to key services and impact. Green infrastructure networks
facilities, providing alternatives to the use of can provide a context for the provision
6. Transport. + + the car through safe and attractive walking - - - of pedestrian and cycleway linkages.
and cycling routes, encourage more use of
existing facilities, and contribute to better air
quality as a consequence of reduced car
use.
Green infrastructure is part of a mix of Assessors considered that the loss of
factors that contribute to the quality of the the policy would have a negative
built and natural environment. A good impact. A well planned green
quality, well=planned green infrastructure infrastructure network enhances the
network will enhance the Borough's quality of the built environment.
tfownscape and streetscape, enhance the
character and setting of historic and cultural
7. Built and assets, provide enhanced opportunities for
Natural access to natural and built assets, and

Environment.

provide an attractive physical environment.
The policy could benefit by stressing more
strongly the relationship between high
quality green space and the need for
complementary good design, and also to
stress the need for adequate multi-
functional green space as part of new
developments.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE2 Green Infrastructure

Date: 29" March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and
Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 13t July 2017

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah
Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

SA objectives

8. Biodiversity and

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.tary/
S M explanation s M 1 explanation

Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
impact. Green infrastructure networks

Investment in green infrastructure can lead
to better management of land, supporting
ecosystem services and biodiversity. Green

Geodiversity. infrastructure can help reverse habitat can support ecosystems and provide
fragmentation and provide a range of corridors for wildlife.
habitats through which species can move.
Green infrastructure can provide a number Assessors considered that the loss of
of positive benefits. It can facilitate the use the policy would have a negative
of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) impact. Sustainable urban drainage
which can reduce the need for hard systems can be integrated into green
9. Water. Air and engineering and provide a natural solution infrastructure networks.
‘. - + + to store water and reduce flood risk; trees - - -
Soil Pollution. f
and other plants can remove a wide range
of air borne pollutants; Trees can also
reduce the leaching of pollutants to ground
water helping to reduce pollution in
watercourses.
Green infrastructure can improve access to Assessors considered that the loss of
leisure and recreational activities, although the policy would have a negative
probably can only play a minor role in impact. Well planned green
improving access to key services and jobs. infrastructure networks enhance the
10. Liveability and " " Green infrastructure does have the potential quality of place both in terms of design
Place. does have the ability to bring people and also being integrated with the
together and achieve social cohesion e.g. provision of pedestrian and cycleway
community gardens and allotments can linkages.
bring people together and improve
attitudes.
As for the above objective, green Assessors considered that the loss of
. infrastructure can encourage community the policy would be neutral overall.
1. Equity, ownership and participation depending on
Diversity, Equality | + | + he fype of project being undertaken 0 jo |0
and Participation- the fype ot projec 9 I
However it is unlikely to have a strong link in
tackling worklessness.
There may sometimes be instances where Assessors considered that the loss of
12. Energy . . . -

. green infrastructure can confribute to the policy would have a negative
Efficiency and e . o~ . . . .
Natural 0 0 energy efficiency in building or making - - - !mpocT. Gree.n'mfrostructure can assist

efficient use of natural resources, overall the in making efficient use of natural
Resources. . . )
impact is considered to be neutral. resources.
13. Waste. X No relationship identified. X No relationship identified
Green infrastructure can benefit climate Assessors considered that the loss of
change adaptation and mitigation in a the policy would have a negative
number of ways. Trees can have benefits for impact. Sustainable urban drainage
local climate regulation, including cooling systems can be integrated into green
and shelfering. Green space in urban areas infrastructure networks. Managing
can be effective in reducing surface flood risk is an important aspect of
14. Climate + temperatures. Green cover can also be _ mitigating the effects of climate
Change. effective in helping to reduce surface run change. Trees can have benefits for
off. local climate regulation.
Green infrastructure is now being
implemented in many countries and a
confribution by Hartlepool can go towards
tackling global sustainability issues.
A well planned multi-functional green Assessors considered that the loss of
infrastructure network should be able to the policy would have a negative
cater for changing needs and be responsive impact. A well planned multi-
15. Futurity. + to different situations - functional green infrastructure network

should be able to cater for changing
needs and be responsive to different
situations.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE2 Green Infrastructure

Date: 29" March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and
Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 13t July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

SA objectives

Policy On Policy Off
Timescale SR Timescale g::;::lz;}r:y/
S ‘ M‘ L | explanation S ‘ M| L

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: This policy provides a number of significant benefits towards achieving sustainable development, particularly in enhancing the
quality of the built and natural environment, creating habitats and improving biodiversity, and helping fo meet the challenges of climate

change.

Recommendations: Consideration should be given to strengthening the links between high quality green infrastructure and good design of
new developments, and ensuring that sufficient green space is provided as part of new developments.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, education and skills, health, housing, tfransport, built and natural
environment, biodiversity and geodiversity, water, air and soil pollution, liveability and place, energy efficiency and natural resources,
climate change and futurity.

Policy: NE3 Green wedges

Date: 31t March 2016

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and
Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 13t July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commer!icry/
5 m | L | explanation ST explanation
The provision of and enhancement of green Assessors considered that the loss of
wedges will assist in making the overall the policy would have a negative
Hartlepool environment more attractive impact. Green wedges can assist in
which could attract investment and tourism. creating an environment in which
Some limited jobs may be created in people want to live and work. It
maintenance and management, but there creates a context for inward
is not a significant link to diversify the investment by enhancing the image of
1. Economy. + + . - - -
economy and create a range of sustainable an area.
jobs.
Green wedges can have benefifs fo
physical and mental health and thus may
reduce social deprivation.
Benefits are likely to strengthen over time as
the wedges become more established.
The provision of and enhancement of green Assessors considered that the loss of
wedges can assist in providing spaces for the policy would have a negative
2. Education and + n n learning and development. There are links fo | _ ) impact. Green Wedges can assist in
Skills. beftter physical and mental health which in providing spaces for learing and
turn can improve levels of educational development.
attainment.
The provision of and enhancement of green Assessors considered that the loss of
wedges can assist in improving physical and the policy would have a negative
mental health, the benefits are likely to impact. Green wedges can contribute
increase as the wedges flourish and to better air quality and to physical
become more established. and mental health and wellbeing.
3. Health. + + _ _ .
Recommendation - to ensure benefits are
forthcoming from an early stage then the
policy should set out that the green wedges
should be developed from the early stages
and not developed during the final years of
construction.
Often areas of green space can be prone Neutral overall when considered
to crime and anti social behaviour if they against the objective criteria.
4. Safety and S
N are not maintained and managed
Security. 0 0 0 . 0 0 0
effectively.
Although the policy will not specifically
increase crime levels etc. if the spaces are




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE3 Green wedges

Date: 31st March 2016

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and
Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 13t July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M L | explanation S M
not designed properly then there could be
negative impacts.
Recommendation - To ensure this policy is
more positive a cross reference fo the safety
and security policy should be made.
Reference to maintaining and developing
the green wedges should also be included
within the policy.
This policy seeks to enhance and provide Assessors considered that the loss of
green wedges, it does not specifically relate the policy would have a negative
to providing new homes. However the green impact. Green wedges assist in making
5. Housing. + + + wedges are in place to assist in making the _ _ the new residential areas and existing
new residential areas and existing residential residential areas more desirable,
areas more desirable, bringing green spaces bringing green spaces into the urban
into the urban area and creating a green area and creating a green link to the
link to the countryside. counfryside.
The improvement of and provision of green Assessors considered that the loss of
wedges can assist in providing sustainable the policy would have a negative
forms of transport and reducing the need to impact. Green infrastructure networks
fravel by car. can assist in providing a context for the
provision of pedestrian and cycleway
6. Transport The benefits will increase over time, but the _ _ linkages.
’ ’ time frame will be dependant on when and
how the wedges are developed. The sooner
the wedges are improved and/or
developed to improve active travel then the
sooner the policy will score a ++ against the
SA objective.
The enhancement of and provision of green Assessors considered that the loss of
wedges should assist in protecting and the policy would have a negative
enhancing the borough's natural features. impact. Green wedges provide
Due to the size of the wedges then multiple benefits including visual relief
additional land is required o build homes by bringing a perception of the
upon thus increasing the extent of urban countryside intfo urban areas, assisting
development info the countryside. in protecting the individual identities of
. No significant link to heritage preservation settlements and providing wildlife and
7. Built and . - -
Natural etc. however it does depend on the _ _ pedestrian and cycleway corridors.

Environment.

proximity of heritage assets to green
wedges, the wedges could in some
instances protect a heritage feature i.e the
green wedge to the north of Wynyard.

The sooner the wedges are improved
and/or developed then the sooner the
policy will score a ++ against the SA
objective.

8. Biodiversity and
Geodiversity.

9. Water, Air and
Soil Pollution.

Assessors consider that the policy lacks a
positive intfroduction that would assist in
setting of an aim of the Council, which is to
protect, enhance and provide
multifunctional green spaces. Drawing
reference to this in the policy, not just the
pre amble will help create stronger links to
the SA criteria.

Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
impact. Green Wedges can support
ecosystems and provide corridors for
wildlife.

Three green wedges already exist and are
already improving the quality of
watercourses, air quality and soil quality, for
example the Burn Valley green wedge has
assisted with flood alleviation. Tree coverin
all the wedges acts as a carbon sink thus
assisting in improving air quality. The
provision of additional wedges will further
assist in meeting this SA objective.

Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
impact. Green wedges can assist with
flood alleviation.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE3 Green wedges

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Steven Carter (Health Improvement) and

. t
DElieE 917 e 201 Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Date: 13" July 2017 Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)
Policy On Policy Off

SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenfary /
s | m | L | explanation s ITmlL explanation

Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
impact. Green Wedges provide
multiple benefits which enhance
liveability and place including visual
relief by bringing a perception of the
countryside into urban areas, physical
and mental health benefits and
providing places for social interaction.

The enhancement of and additional green
wedges will bring a multitude of benefits to
residents, the wedges can provide links fo
services and facilities, they are a leisure
destination in themselves. They assist with
physical and mental health and they
provide spaces for social interaction. The
wedges will assist in ensuring Harflepool is a
desirable place to live.

10. Liveability and
Place.

No relationship but the assessors note that No relationship identified.
social deprivation could be improved and
11. Equity sociollcohesion could improv.e but overall
oo T . there is not a strong enough link therefore
Diversity, Equality | x X X . . X X X
and Parlicipation- oyergll when comparing the policy to the SA
criteria there is deemed to be no
relationship.
12. Energy No relationship. No relationship identified
Efficiency and
X X X X X X
Natural
Resources.
13. Waste. . . . No relationship. 2 2 . No relationship identified
The green wedges that exist already act as Sustainable urban drainage systems
a carbon sink and as a form of flood can be integrated into Green wedges.
14. Climate alleviation so they are already meeting Managing flood risk is an important
Change. many aims of the SA objective. Adding : : : aspect of mitigating the effects of
three more wedges to the borough will assist climate change. Trees can have
in achieving these aims even further. benefits for local climate regulation.
The enhancement of and provision of an Assessors considered that the loss of
addifional three green wedges will bring the policy would have a negative
many benefits o existing residents and impact. It is important for the needs of
visitors along with future generations. The foday and the choices of future
wedges will not restrict future choices fo any generations that Green Wedges and
15. Futurity. + + + significant degree, it will not be allowable o | - - the multiple associated benefits they
build homes etc. on the wedges but there is bring are protected.
sufficient land within the borough to allow
home building for many more generations
without the need to build on the green
wedges.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: overall the policy does what it is intended to do and is positive where expected and will assist in making Hartlepool a better
place to live, work and play. Some recommendations are to improve the policy are set out below, if the recommendations are made then
assessors consider that the policy would score more posifively.

Recommendations: Put in a positive first line to the policy i.e. the borough Council will seek to protect, maintain and increase the number of
green wedges within the borough so that they remain or can serve a multifunction of benefits fo the borough.

Link the new green wedges to the relevant housing policy i.e High Tunstall, Wynyard and SWE.

Put in a link to the safety and security policy, specifically relating the design of the new wedges

Add in a requirement to maintain the new green wedges and that the wedges should be developed in the short to medium term to get
some of the benefits early on in the development.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, education and skills, health, housing, tfransport built and natural
environment, biodiversity and geodiversity, water, air and soil pollution, liveability and place, climate change and futurity.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE4 Ecological Networks

Date: 1st April 2016

(Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist) and Steven Carter

Date: 13t July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenjcwy/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M
No relationship identified. Assessors considered that the loss of
the policy would have a negative
impact. Ecological networks can assist
in creating an environment in which
1. Economy. X X X - - .
people want fo live and work. It
creates a context forinward
investment by enhancing the image of
an area.
Overall no links but the assessors note the Assessors considered that the loss of
slight positive as ecological sites have the policy would have a negative
2 Ed . opportunities for learning but this policy does impact. Ecological networks can
. Education and I . -
skills. X X X not drow referen;e TQ it. If |'T provides a - - provide a resource for schools and
location for learning it can increase colleges.
educational opportunities and overall
attainment.
Indirect health and wellbeing benefits as Assessors considered that the loss of
people may choose to get involved in green the policy would have a negative
spaces and ecology which improves impact. Ecological networks provide
physical activity opportunities. physical recreation opportunities with
3 Health Policy should assist in increasing appropriate associated physical and mental health
’ ’ + + + access to the countryside as the networks - - and wellbeing benefits.
develop.
The policy does not promote interaction but
it enables it.
Indirect link fo improving levels of social
depravation.
Networks are likely fo run through the urban No relationship identified.
area where they are more accessible and
an increase in people using the networks
could increase crime/ fear of crimethus
safety and security considerations are
4. Safety and : . .
securily. . . X important. The safety and security policy X X
would ensure new development has regard
to this. Not essential that the policy has the
cross reference but it could to make
developers aware of what is essential to
consider i.e. ensuring that shrubs do not
hamper visibility lines etc.
New development should improve and Assessors considered that the loss of
enhance the ecological networks which the policy would have a negafive
should increase access to open space impact. Ecological networks can assist
5. Housing. n n n within development especially where _ _ in making the new residential areas
networks go through new housing areas. and existing residential areas more
Previously developed land is often richer desirable, bringing green spaces info
than Greenfield land for biodiversity and this the urban area and creating a green
policy could therefore discourage point 1. link to the countryside.
If networks are not designed with public No relationship identified
safety in mind and are not overlooked, then
there could be anincrease in crime and
fear of crime. Safety and security policy
covers this, but adding in the cross reference
may be beneficial. Not all networks are
continuous - some species will ‘hop’
between ‘islands’ of habitat but other
6. Transport x x X animals will not as they require a fully X X
’ ’ connected link. HBC will aim to get a
comprehensive link, but often there will be
breaks so people may not use the networks
for transport options.
If people use the network it will reduce the
need to fravel by less sustainable methods.
Overall no relationship but note that there
may be increased cycling and walking
opportunities along the network.
7. Built and The policy allows for numerous benefits Assessors considered that the loss of
Natural especially if network runs through areas of T the policy would have a negative




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE4 Ecological Networks

Date: 1st April 2016

(Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist) and Steven Carter

Date: 13t July 2017

Scarr (Heritage & Countryside)

Appraisers: Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy), Chris Scaife (Heritage & Countryside), Sarah

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commenjcwy/
: explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M
Environment. new development. impact. There are multiple benefits
from ecological networks.
The policy should lead to an increase in the Assessors considered that the loss of
. . ecological network, which will significantly the policy would have a negative
8. Biodiversity and A . . - PR
Geodiversity. proTefzt Ohd enhance the biodiversity and - |- impact. The policy will 5|gn|f|popTIy .
geodiversity of the borough. protect and enhance the biodiversity
and geodiversity of the borough.
Ecological networks have a variety of Assessors considered that the loss of
habitats which allow the movement of the policy would have a negative
wildlife. SUDS reduce water pollution. impact. Ecological networks can be
integrated with flood alleviation and
9. Water, Air and + + + Developing ecological networks provides _ _ defence.
Soil Pollution. long-term wildlife benefits. The creation of
ecology networks increases ecosystem
services, (services provided by the natural
environments i.e flood alleviation, carbon
sink, air purifier.)
Possibly provide better recreation facilities. Assessors considered that the loss of
. e the policy would have a negative
;&(I:.Zeqblh’ry and + + + Sense of place and social cohesion could - - impact. Opportunities to get involved
: occur as local residents often get involved in in nature conservation activities can
nature conservation activities. be positive for social cohesion
11. Equity, Sense of place and social cohesion could No relationship identified
Diversity, Equality | + + + occur as local residents offen getfinvolved in | x X
and Participation- nafure conservation activities.
12. Energy No relationship identified. No relationship identified
Efficiency and
X X X X X
Natural
Resources.
13. Waste. X X x No relationship identified. x x No relationship identified
The ecological network can offer many Assessors considered that the loss of
climate change mitigation benefits, such as the policy would have a negative
14. Climate " n o acting as carbon sink and providing flood ) ) impact. Flood alleviation measures
Change. alleviation measures. such as SUDS can be integrated into
ecological networks.
The policy seeks to create an ecological Assessors considered that the loss of
network, the policy will allow for this without the policy would have a negative
. preventing the choices of future impact. There are multiple benefits for
15. Futurity. + + + . s . - - -
generations. Existing and future generations current and future generations
should benefit from the enhanced accruing from ecological networks.
ecological network across the borough.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: overall the policy will assist in creating a better ecological network across the borough which will bring a wide range of benefits
to the borough. These include allowing wildlife to move through the wider countryside in response to changing climatic conditions and in

providing ecosystem services. .

Recommendations: Not essential that the policy is cross referenced with the safety and security policy, but it could to make developers
aware of what is essential to consider i.e ensuring that structure planting etc. does not hamper ‘natural’ surveillance.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Not having the policy would have negative impacts for economy, education and skills, health, housing, built and natural environment,
biodiversity and geodiversity, water, air and soil pollution, liveability and place, climate change and futurity.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE5 Playing Pitches

Date: 29h March 2016

Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and

Date: 14t July 2017

(Housing Services)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Karen Kelly

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
S M explanation 3 M L
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
1. Economy. X X X X X

2. Education and

Subject to agreements being reached
between pitch owners and local schools

Absence of policy could result in fewer
playing fields available which would

skills + + and education establishments - - - have a negative impact on physical
) education.
Implementation of the policy will provide The absence of this policy would limit
obvious benefits in ferms of promoting opportunities fo promote healthier
healthier lifestyles, providing local play lifestyles, would fail to provide quality
3. Health. . . .

+ + provision and promoting the use of existing - - - green space and would not promote
facilities. It will not improve access to public the use of existing facilities and open-
services and health facilities. air recreation or help to reduce health

inequalities.
Neutral overall, although it should be noted Neutral overall, however failure to
4. Safety and that local football matches can create their provide adequate recreational spaces
Security. 0 0 own set of problems, including anfi-social 0 0 0 may lead to increased anti-social
behaviour compared with other types of behaviour.
grass sports.
5. Housing. X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
6. Transport. X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Marginally positive — playing pitfches form The absence of this policy will likely
part of the green infrastructure network and result in fewer green spaces that would
7. Built and can contribute to the overall otherwise confribute positively to the
Natural + + landscape/townscape and environmental - - - built and natural environment.
Environment. quality. The policy also seeks to ensure that
sufficient playing pitch space is provided to
serve new developments.
8. Biodiversity and Overall will not benefit or have a negative Whilst there is a relationship this is not
- . 0] 0 . - ; 0 0 0 ; s
Geodiversity. impact on biodiversity. considered to be significant.
Neutral overall although there may be The absence of the policy may result in
9. Water. Air and minor positive benefits in reducing flood risk increased flooding through fewer
. - 0 0 as playing fields may be able to hold and 0 0 0 green spaces however not considered
Soil Pollution. . S .
store surface water for a time. a significant link.
The policy willimprove access to Failing to protect playing pitches will
recreational facilities and there will be reduce access to leisure and
. - opportunities for communities to be involved recreation activities. This would be
10. Liveability and . . L . o
Place. + + in mgnogemen‘r and running of foohhes, - - - detrimental to mshlllr?g a sense of
helping to promote social cohesion place and community and would
reduce participation and
engagement.
The policy can lead to increased Failing fo protect playing pitches will
opportunities for involving local communities reduce access to leisure and
11. Equity, and improving participation. recreation activities. This would be
Diversity, Equality | + + - - - detfrimental to instilling a sense of
and Participation- place and community and would
reduce participation and
engagement.
12. Energy No relationship identified. No relationship identified.
Efficiency and X X X X X
Natural
Resources.
13. Waste. X X No relationship identified. X X X No relationship identified.
Overall neutral although as noted for Overall neutral although as noted for
objective 9 there is some potential fo objective 9 there is some potential for
14. Climate reduce flood risk through holding surface increased flood risk without policy.
0 0 0 0 0 ) L
Change. water. Ensuring adequate facilities are well

located to address need will also make
communities more sustainable.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NE5 Playing Pitches

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and

. th
Digtiee 2 hiseTEn 2016 Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Confrol), Karen Kelly

Date: 14t July 2017 (Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
. explanation
3 M | L | explanation S YR
The playing pitch policy, and the supporting The failure to protect playing pitches
. playing pitch strategy, should be flexible will restrict the opportunities for leisure
15. Futurity. + + + . - - - . -
enough to respond to changing needs and and recreation for future generations.
circumstances.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions: The playing pitch policy provides a number of sustainability benefits and meets the needs of a wide cross section of the
Hartlepool community.

Recommendations: None.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Doing nothing in this instance could result in the loss of playing fields to other uses which could restrict opportunities for leisure and recreation,
this would make areas less sustainable and is likely to have a defrimental impact on the physical appearance and liveability of the town,
education and skills and public health in particular.

Policy: NEé Protection of Amenity open space

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist) and Steven Carter

Date: 31st March 2016 (Health Improvement)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Karen Kelly
Date: 14h July 2017 (Housing Services)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Gonmentary Timescale Commen.tory/
: explanation
[3 M L | explanation s M L
: T i No relationship identified.
1. Economy. X X X No relationship identified. x x .
No relationship identified. No relationship identified.

2. Education and X X X

Skills.
No relationship overall but assessors note Failing to protect incidental open
that there could be a possible link if land is space will result in less opportunities to

3. Health. x x | x | incorporated into garden thus give more promote healthier lifestyles and for
space for physical activity orif land is - - - open-arr recreation. Free and publicly
incorporated into a gym or nursery and thus accessible open space can help fo
more space for physical activity. reduce poverty and health

inequalities.

If pockets of unsightly land that are prone to Not considered to be a significant link
anti social behaviour are converted to between absence of the protection of
garden or within commercial curtilage then incidental open space and safety and
there is a potential to create cleaner and security. Well maintained or enhanced
safer environments. open spaces will encourage more

4. Safety and o usage and increase natural

Security. 0 |0 |0 | syreilance/discourage anti-social

behaviour, not emphasising protection
of these spaces or their enhancement
through developer confributions may
therefore have implications.

Policy should allow for improvements over
time, as unsightly space is removed for
better uses and compensation should see
improvements elsewhere in the borough.




Appendix 1 — Updated Sustainability Appraisal including ‘do nothing’ appraisal

Policy: NEé6 Protection of Amenity open space

Date: 31st March 2016

(Health Improvement)

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist) and Steven Carter

Date: 14t July 2017

(Housing Services)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Karen Kelly

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
S M explanation S M L el

Policy only relates to green spaces. Neutral overall, it is considered the
absence of the policy may result in less
incidental open space in existing

mmunities which Id affect their

Often thgse areas of space are within the ;:L?stoinlcj:ibili?;ondcre;;i)gfzgczgs to ©

prbon I|'m|Ts which are often deemed to be open space however the policy does

in susfainable locations. not relate directly to or reference
housing.
5. Housing. + + Policy does noft specifically link to the 0 0 0

provision of new homes, but if the land is

used for home building for general market

housing, affordable homes and or care

homes then the policy allows for the positive

link.

Overall positive because of the typical

location of spaces and the potential uses.

No relationship identified. Loss of incidental open space may
require people to travel further for

6T X X leisure/recreation however not
. Transport. X X X . S - .
considered a significant relationship to
fransport
Overall the policy is positive as it allows for The failure to protect incidental open
often unsightly areas to be put to better use space would be detrimental to the
7 Built and ‘Thus ensgring that ’rhg physiqol environment character and local distinctiveness of
N.qiurql " + is oTTr.ochve, responsive, flexible and . . . the area’s Townscgpes and
Environment sustainable. streetscapes and is likely to have a
' defrimental impact on the character
and sefting of the Borough's heritage
assefts.
No relationship identfified. The absence of this policy is likely to
8. Biodiversity and | x X result in less open/green space which
Geodiversity. : : : can be of biodiversity value.
Overall no relationship however assessors do Not considered a significant link
advise that the policy is improved to restrict however failing to protect incidental
9. Water, Air and x x built development in some instances. This is open green space may increase flood
Soil Pollution. common practice now and can assist in X X X risk

ensuring flood mitigation and/or visual

amenity remains.

No relationship identified. Failing fo protect open space will be
detrimental to an area’s character, this
will damage sense of place and

. o community ownership and provide
;&(I:.Zeablh’ry and | x x - - - fewer opportunities for community
: participation and engagement and
social cohesion. The absence of the
policy is also likely to restrict access to
leisure and recreational activities.

No relationship identified. Failing to protect open space will be
detrimental to an area’s character, this

11. Equity, will damage sense of place and

Diversity, Equality X X - - - community ownership and provide

and Participation- fewer opportunities for community
participation and engagement and
social cohesion.

12. Energy + + Potential fo use land more efficiently, as 0 0 0 Whilst it is acknowledged there may be

Efficiency and land may not serve a purpose at present, a link between the efficient use of land
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Policy: NEé6 Protection of Amenity open space

Appraisers: Helen Williams (Planning Policy), Graham Megson (Ecologist) and Steven Carter

Date: 31+ March 2016 (Health Improvement)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Karen Kelly
Date: 14t July 2017 (Housing Services)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
S M L | explanation S M L el
Natural also land is often in sustainable locations and the absence of a policy
Resources. and thus using this land first could prevent protecting incidental open space, this
land being used beyond the urban limits. is not considered to be significant.
13. Waste. X X X No relationship identified. . . - No relationship identified.
Overall the policy is neutral as it all depends Overall the policy is neutral as it all
on what the land is re used for and if it's depends on what the land is re used
existing benefits are removed. for and if the existing benefits are
removed.
The compensation element of this policy is
key to ensuring that benefits are brought Noted that loss of incidental open
14. Climate 0 0 0 forward and if another parcel of land is space may contribute to greater flood
Change. provided or improved then there could be 0 0 0 risk and restricting access to open
climate change benefits. space for residents may increase tfravel
and therefore emissions.
The recommendation relating to no built
development in some instance could be key
to ensuring that flood alleviation measures
remain in place.
Policy has no real positive or negative on the Itis considered that the absence of this
future of the borough. It has the potential fo policy would be detfrimental to future
put land info better use but as a whole it is generations in terms of its negative
. 0 0 0 considered neutral when read alongside the impact on the built and natural
15. Futurity. e = 5 . . Sy
SA objective. environment and the restriction of

choices for future generations in terms
of access to spaces for recreation and
leisure activifies.

Conclusions and Recommendations

Conclusions Overall the policy relates to a specific aim, which is o allow underused, unsightly and/or unattractive land to be put to
better use. The policy has positive relationships where it should but in many instances there is no relationship between the policy and the SA
objectives. The lack of relationship is not negative and overall the policy still does what it should and should allow for benefits across the
borough.

Recommendations: add in a paragraph to state that in some instances a condition may be imposed that restricts built development.

Additional Comments following SA assessment of ‘do nothing option’:

Doing nothing in this instance would likely result in the loss of areas of incidental open space to other uses which could restrict opportunities
for leisure and recreation and would have a significant detrimental impact on the visual amenity of the urban area, this could contribute to
making areas less sustainable and is likely to have a defrimental impact on liveability, biodiversity, public health and equity, diversity, equality
and participation in particular.

Policy: NE7 Landscaping along main transport corridors

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and

< 20th
DleliEe 25 hisel el 2018 Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Karen Kelly

Date: 14t July 2017 (Housing Services)
Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commentary/
q explanation
S M | L | explanation s | M| L
There is evidence to show that there is a link Link in terms of deterring investment by
between green infrastructure and decisions not investing adequately in the
of companies fo locate in a particular area. appearance of approaches intfo the
1. Economy. + + + Green infrastructure can provide a context 0 0 0 fown however not considered to be
forinward investment, enhancing the image significant.
of an area. Poor perceptions can be a
barrier and environmental improvements
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Policy: NE7 Landscaping along main transport corridors

Date: 29" March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and
Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 14h July 2017

(Housing Services)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Karen Kelly

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen.tary/
: explanation
3 M L | explanation S M
can improve perceptions. If green
infrastructure can play a part in
encouraging new investment this will lead to
new businesses, more jobs and a diversified
economy.
The many different elements of green No relationship specifically with
infrastructure mean that there will be landscaping along main transport
enhanced opportunities for education and corridors
2 Education and Ieornir)g. Schools and o.fher educ;oﬁonol
Si(ills + + + establishments can get involved in the X X
: management of green space to use as an
educational resource on the local
environment and develop environmental
related skills.
The positive links between green The absence of this policy may result in
infrastructure and health & well-being have poorer quality environments along
been well documented. Green main approaches info the town which
infrastructure can provide opportunities for may discourage cycling or walking
3 Health exercise, reducing stress levels leading to along these routes, however it is
’ ’ better mental health, and contribute to 0 0 considered that there is no significant
better air quality and therefore reduced link to health otherwise.
incidence of respiratory illness. Better
footpaths and cycleways associated with
green infrastructure can enhance access
opportunities.
4. Safety and Neutral overall as depends to a large extent No relationship identified.
Security. 0 0 0 on perceptions. X X
If considered at the outset as an integral No relationship identified.
part of housing development green
5. Housing infrastructure can contribute positively to a
’ : + + + number of aspects of successful housing X X
including a high quality environment,
adequate formal and informal open space,
and encourage good design.
Green infrastructure can confribute to a The policy relates solely fo landscaping
sustainable transport system by potentially adjacent to main transport corridors.
improving access to key services and Whilst the absence of this policy could
facilities, providing alternatives to the use of result in a deterioration of the
6. Transport. + + + the car through safe and afttractive walking 0 0 environment along these routes which
and cycling routes, encourage more use of may discourage cycling and walking, it
existing facilities, and contribute to better air is not considered that there would be
quality as a consequence of reduced car a significant transport impact.
use.
Green infrastructure is part of a mix of It is considered that the absence of this
factors that confribute to the quality of the policy would be negative for the built
built and natural environment. A good and natural environment as the
quality, well=planned green infrastructure appearance of approaches into the
network will enhance the Borough's fown may deteriorate however given
tfownscape and streetscape, enhance the the limited parameters of the policy it is
character and setting of historic and cultural not considered this would have a
7. Built and assets, provide enhanced opportunities for significant detrimental impact on the
Natural access to natural and built assets, and - - built and natural environment
Environment. provide an attractive physical environment. throughout the Borough.
The policy could benefit by stressing more
strongly the relationship between high
quality green space and the need for
complementary good design, and also to
stress the need for adequate multi-
functional green space as part of new
developments.
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Policy: NE7 Landscaping along main transport corridors

Date: 29" March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and
Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 14h July 2017

(Housing Services)

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Karen Kelly

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commeqtary/
: explanation
S M L | explanation S M
Investment in green infrastructure can lead The policy encourages landscaping
to better management of land, supporting and tfree planting along main routes
ecosystem services and biodiversity. Green which would be of biodiversity value
8. Biodiversity and infrastructure can help reverse habitat and this could be lost with the absence
Geodiversity. fragmentation and provide a range of : : of the policy however given its limited
habitats through which species can move. parameters it is not considered this
impact would be significant.
Green infrastructure can provide a number Given the ability of frees and planting
of positive benefits. It can facilitate the use fo remove air borne pollutants and
of Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) reduce leaching of pollutants info the
which can reduce the need for hard ground water, and considering that
engineering and provide a natural solution the policy relates specifically to main
9. Water, Air and + + + to store water and reduce flood risk; trees _ _ fransport corridors, and roads in
Soil Pollution. and other plants can remove a wide range particular, that are a significant source
of air borne pollutants; Trees can also of pollution, it is considered the
reduce the leaching of pollutants to ground absence of this policy would be
water helping to reduce pollution in detrimental to water, air and soil
watercourses. pollution.
Green infrastructure can improve access to It is considered that the absence of the
leisure and recreational activities, although policy may have an impact on sense
probably can only play a minor role in of place as landscaping can often
improving access to key services and jobs. provide an aftractive entrance to
10. Liveability and " " " Green infrastructure does have the potential 0 0 urban areas however it is not
Place. does have the ability to bring people considered to be significantly related
together and achieve social cohesion e.g. to liveability.
community gardens and allotments can
bring people together and improve
attitudes.
As for the above objective, green No relationship identfified.
11. Equity, infrostruc_:fure can encourage commL_JniTy
Diversity, Equality | + " " ownership ond.porhcpohon depending on X X
D the type of project being undertaken.
and Participation- . - L
However it is unlikely to have a strong link in
tackling worklessness.
There may sometimes be instances where No relationship identified.
12. Energy . .
Efficiency and green mfrc_ts‘(ruc’rur_e can gonfnbufe To
Natural 0 0 0 energy efficiency in building or making X X
Resources efficient use of natural resources, overall the
: impact is considered to be neutral.
13. Waste. X No relationship identified. X X No relationship identified.
Green infrastructure can benefit climate It is considered that there is a
change adaptation and mitigation in a relationship with the climate change
number of ways. Trees can have benefits for objective and this policy with respect
local climate regulation, including cooling to pollution and flood risk however this
and shelfering. Green space in urban areas is not considered fo be significant.
can be effective in reducing surface
14. Climate temperatures. Green cover can also be
+ S - 0 0
Change. effective in helping to reduce surface run
off.
Green infrastructure is now being
implemented in many countries and a
confribution by Hartlepool can go towards
tackling global sustainability issues.
A well planned multi-functional green Itis considered the absence of this
infrastructure network should be able to policy would be detrimental to future
15. Futurity + cater for changing needs and be responsive | _ generations in terms of creating an
: ’ to different situations attractive built/natural environment
and enfrance to the fown.
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Policy: NE7 Landscaping along main transport corridors

Date: 29" March 2016

Appraisers: Malcolm Steele (Planning Policy), Zoe Rickelton (Sports & Recreation) and
Richard Harlanderson (Parks & Countryside)

Date: 14h July 2017

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Jane Tindall (Development Control), Karen Kelly
(Housing Services)

Policy On Policy Off
SA objectives Timescale Commentary/ Timescale Commen‘tary/
S M | L | explanation s = explanation

Conclusions: This policy provides a number of significant benefits towards achieving sustainable development, particularly in enhancing the
quality of the built and natural environment, creating habitats and improving biodiversity, and helping fo meet the challenges of climate

change.

Recommendations: Consideration should be given to strengthening the links between high quality green infrastructure and good design of
new developments, and ensuring that sufficient green space is provided as part of new developments.

The absence of this policy would fail to improve the appearance of approaches into the town and could result in deterioration in the quality
of the built/natural environment. This could also have negative implications for pollution and biodiversity and to a lesser extent may harm the
local economy by dissuading investment.
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Policy being appraised: CC4 Alternative 1 (Brenda Road only)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20t July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
The policy is supportive of the
renewable industry and supply chain
1. Willit encourage and support the businesses. Having a policy which is
establishment and development of supportive of wind turbine
inward investment companies? development in certain areas may
1. Economy. To 2. Willit encourage new start business?e attract energy companies to locate /
encourage 3. Willit provide a range of quality choose sites in Hartlepool for their
strong, diverse sustainable jobs?e + + + turbines and create jobs in the
and stable 4.  Will'it diversify the local economy?2 construction and maintenance of the
economy. 5. Willit diversify the rural economy? furbines. As this alternative option only
6. Willit improve the viability and vitality includes one site rather than both that
of town and local centres? are considered capable of
7. Willit reduce levels of deprivation? accommodating furbines, the
economic benefits will be lessened,
albeit still present.
2. Education No relationship identified.
and Skills.
To enable all 1. Willit contribute to the development of
children and new and improved education
young people facilitiese
to achieve their | 2. Willit encourage lifelong learning and
full potential training to meet the workforce needs X X X
and to of local contractors and other major
maximise the employers from local sources?
education and 3.  Willitincrease the levels of attainment
skills levels of and participation in education?
Hartlepool
Residents.
1. Willitimprove access to public services No relationship identified.
and health facilities?
3. Health. 2. Willit p.rov.lde opportunities fo promote
. healthier lifestyles?
To improve the s - .
3. Willit provide local play provision, parks
health and . .
- and quality green space and increase X X X
well-being of -
access to the countryside?
the Hartlepool - -
. 4,  Willit promote the use of existing
community. d A -
facilities and open-air recreation?
5. Willit reduce poverty and health
inequalities?
1. Willit create safer and cleaner No relationship identified.
4. Safety and communities?
) " 2. Willit reduce crime, violence, disorder
Security. - . -
and anti-social behavioure
To create safer - -
and cleaner 3.  Willit help to ensure residents are kept
communit safe in the event of a fire2 X X X
onity, 4.  Willit contribute to maintaining and
reducing crime . A
- . keeping clean public areas?
and anti-social L . .
. 5. Willit reduce the perception of crime
behaviour. "
and allow communities to safely
access all areas?
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Policy being appraised: CC4 Alternative 1 (Brenda Road only)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20t July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P

1. Willit promote the re-use of previously No relationship identified.
developed land?

2. Willit help to ensure the balance of
supply and demand in the housing
stock is met in sustainable locations?

3. Willit help to ensure that Hartlepool

5. Housing. residents have access to a choice of
To ensure good quality housing in sustainable
Hartlepool communities across tenures that meets
residents have their needs and aspirationse
access to 4.  Willit encourage improvements in X X X
decent, good homes to meet and exceed the
quality, ‘decent homes standard’e
affordable 5. Willit provide increased access to
homes. open space for residents within
Hartlepool?

6. Willit meet the housing needs of
vulnerable people?

7. Willit encourage high quality design
and sufficient open space in new
developments?

1. Willit reduce the fransport barriers to No relationship identified.
accessing employment, education
and fraining and health care?

2. Willit support the location of new
development and provision of services
that reduces the need to travel?

3.  Willit reduce the incidence and

6. Transport. To . -
severity of personal injury road crashes?
help develop L
. - 4, Willit increase personal safety and
high quality, . - .
. security whilst travelling?
integrated, L . X X X
. 5. Will'it encourage more sustainable
accessible and ; -
modes of fravel, especially in urban
safe transport 2
system areas?
’ 6. Will'it maintain, improve and make
more efficient use of the existing
fransport network?

7. Willit control and maintain local air
quality and seek to reduce transport
emissions that contribute fo climate
change?

1. Will the plan enhance the quality, By being specific about the area that is
character and local distinctiveness of suitable, the policy alternative helps to
the area’s landscapes, open space, protect the distinctiveness of the rest of

. townscapes, streetscapes, countryside the counftryside and helps to protect
7. Built and : . . .
and coastline? designated heritage assefs. As this
Natural o . . .
. 2. Will'if prevent urban development policy alternative does not include the
Environment. To . N . . ;
encroaching and/or occurring in the High Volts site, this would perform
protect and ; . AN .
countryside. better against this criteria as High Volts
enhance the S . . s .
. 3.  Willit enhance the quality, character is the more sensitive of the two sites
quality and . : . . . . )
local and setting of Hartlepool’s designated + + + given its countryside location. However
distinctiveness Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, it is noted the evidence base stated
, historic parks, gardens, scheduled that the landscape in both the High
of Hartlepool's . .
ancient monuments, none designated Volts and Brenda Road areas could
rural, urban and - iy ;
historic heritage assets and areas of accommodate additional wind
- archaeological intereste turbines regardless.
environment. . .

4.  Willit enhance or increase access to
these natural and cultural assets?

5. Willit be of defriment to surrounding
landscape and open space?
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Policy being appraised: CC4 Alternative 1 (Brenda Road only)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20t July 2017

Sustainability

Timescale

q . o Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
6.  Willit help to ensure that the physical
environment is attractive, responsive,
flexible and sustainable?
7. Willit encourage high quality design?
8.  Willit provide sufficient open space in
new developments?
9. Willitimprove Green Infrastructure
within Hartlepool and adjacent
Boroughs?
8. Biodiversity 1. Willit preserve or enhance the quality The policy alternative helps to ensure
and of Nature Conservation Sites within key habitats are protected from
Geodiversity. To Hartlepool? negative impacts of development.
protect and 2. Willit improve access to these nature Fewer turbines will have less of an
enhance the conservation sitese + + + impact.
biodiversity and | 3. Willit protect habitats and priority
geodiversity of species?e
the natural 4.  Willit improve or enhance ecological
environment. networks.
9. Wa're.r, Alr 1. Willit help to achieve sustainable use of The pollpy ol’remo’nvg he!ps fo protect
and Soil air quality through minimising the need
. water resourcese . .
Pollution. To s . . for the use of fossil fuels and ultimately
. 2. Willit protect or improve and monitor - ) .
improve and or local air quality2 through helping fight climate change
retain the Cal ar qUaltys . . will help to prevent flooding. The
. 3. Willit minimise atmospheric, noise, land, . ; ) .
quality of . ; benefits of encouraging wind furbine
soil and water pollution? . .
watercourses, - . . + + + development will be reduced with a
. : 4, Willit protect or improve the quality of .
air quality and smaller allocation at Brenda Road only.
soil quality. To controlled waters?
d v 5. Willit improve infrastructure such as
achieve o
sustainable Use coaostal defences?
6. Willit prevent and/or reduce the risk of
of water .
local flooding?
resources.
1. Willit improve accessibility and quality No relationship identified.
10. Liveability of key services and facilities and
and Place. To improve access fo jobs?
create and 2. Willit provide sufficient retail facilities for
sustain liveable local people?
places, 3. Willit improve access to culture, leisure X X X
promoting and recreational activities?
sustainable 4,  Willit create and sustain a vibrant and
lifestyles and diverse community and promote a
social cohesion. sense of place?
5.  Willit promote social cohesion?2
1. Willit promote social inclusion and No relationship identified.
11. Equity, tackle worklessnesse
Diversity, 2. Willit help to reduce deprivation and
Equality and ensure no group of people are
Participation- disadvantaged?
i . X X X
To promote 3. Willit encourage stronger socially
stfrong and inclusive communities?
inclusive 4.  Willit increase community cohesion?
communities 5. Willit create community ownership,
participation and engagement?
12. Energy 1. Willit minimise energy use through The policy supports the use of
Efficiency and sustainable, efficient and effective use renewable energy generation in
Natural of buildings and land? environmentally acceptable locations
Resources. To 2. Willit support or promote the increasing + + + and will reduce the demand for
minimise use of renewable energy resources in natural resources over the plan period.
energy use and environmentally acceptable locations? However, this alternative reduces the
support 3.  Willit reduce demand for natural number of sites/turbines and as such
renewable resources? the benefits will be reduced.
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Policy being appraised: CC4 Alternative 1 (Brenda Road only)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20t July 2017

Sustainability

Timescale

q . o Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
energy 4. Willit encourage the prudent and
production and efficient use of natural resources?
encourage the
prudent use of
natural
resources.
1. Willit minimise the generation of No relationship identified.
13. Waste. To household and commercial waste?
ST 2.  Willit ensure that waste is dealt with as
minimise the .
. close to the source as feasible?
production of o L -
3. Willit maximise the opportunities for
waste and to . . X X X
maximise recycling waste materials?
o 4.  Willit ensure that waste is dealt with in a
opportunities .
for recyclin sustainable manner?
yeing. 5. Does it make provision for an adequate
supply of mineralse
1. Willit encourage prudent use of natural Through encouraging renewable
resources? energy generation the policy will
14. Climate 2. Willit lead to a reductionin CO2e promote the prudent use of natural
Change. To emissions?e resources and in turn will lead to
address the 3. Willit assist in mitigation and/or reduction in emissions and will help in
causes of adaptation to climate change? the fight against climate change. This
climate 4.  Willit increase emphasis on the issue of + + + alternative policy however reduces the
change and climate change and global warming number of turbines overall and as such
minimise effects, such as rising sea levels and the will be less positive with respect to the
emissions of impact of additional development?e climate change objective, albeit sfill
greenhouse 5. Willit ensure that flood management moving towards overall.
gasses. takes a sustainable approach?
6. Willit reduce the risk of flooding?
7. Willit tackle global sustainability issues?
15. Futurity. To The environmental benefits the policy
ensure that could result in will be beneficial to
development current and future generations
that meets the 1. Willits outcomes be detrimental to however this alternative policy .
needs of foday . approach would lessen these benefits
future generations? .
should not L . . + + + by reducing the scale of renewable
. . 2. Willit restrict the choices of future
restrict choices . energy development across the
generations? .
and Borough over the plan period.
opportunities
for future
generations
Conclusions

This policy alternative to emerging policy CC4 would see the omission of the proposed additional turbines at High Volts with
just a single allocation at Brenda Road for 4 turbines. Whilst this may result in a lesser impact on a number of sustainability
appraisal objectives such as the built and natural environment and biodiversity, the reduction in the scale of renewable
energy development across the Borough over the plan period would prevent part of the Borough that has been assessed as
suitable for wind turbine development (High Volts) from being used for this purpose and ultimately lessen the effectiveness of
the policy in addressing climate change and sustainability issues as well as reducing the positive impact on the local

economy.

Recommendation: Do not progress policy alternative.
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Policy being appraised: CC4 Alternative 1 (High Volis only)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20t July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT T P
The policy is supportive of the
1. Willit encourage and support the rengwoble mdgsfry and .supply'chgln
; businesses. Having a policy which is
establishment and development of - . -
. . . supportive of wind turbine development
inward investment companies? ; .
- ; in certain areas may attract energy
1. Economy. To 2.  Willit encourage new start business?2 . e
- - . companies to locate / choose sites in
encourage 3. Willit provide a range of quality . .
) . . Hartlepool for their turbines and create
strong, diverse sustainable jobs?2 + + + . . .
S . jobs in the construction and
and stable 4.  Willit diversify the local economy? : . .
S . maintenance of the turbines. As this
economy. 5. Willit diversify the rural economy? . : . .
s A L alternative option only includes one site
6. Willitimprove the viability and vitality .
rather than both that are considered
of town and local centres? - .
- s capable of accommodating turbines,
7. Willit reduce levels of deprivation? : o
the economic benefits will be lessened,
albeit sfill present.
2. Education No relationship identfified.
and Skills.
To enable all 1. Willif confribute to the development of
children and new and improved education
young people facilitiese
to achieve their 2. Willit encourage lifelong learning and
full potential training to meet the workforce needs X X X
and to of local contractors and other major
maximise the employers from local sources?
education and 3. Willitincrease the levels of attainment
skills levels of and participation in education?
Hartlepool
Residents.
1. Willit improve access to public services No relationship identfified.
and health facilities?
3. Health. 2. Willit p.rov.lde opportunities fo promote
. healthier lifestyles?
To improve the s - .
3. Willit provide local play provision, parks
health and . .
- and quality green space and increase | X X X
well-being of -
access to the countryside?
the Hartlepool - -
: 4, Willit promote the use of existing
community. o . .
facilities and open-air recreation?
5.  Willit reduce poverty and health
inequalities?
1. Willit create safer and cleaner No relationship identified.
4. Safety and communities?
) " 2. Willit reduce crime, violence, disorder
Security. - . -
and anti-social behaviour?2
To create safer o -
and cleaner 3.  Willit help to ensure residents are kept
communit safe in the event of a fire2 X X X
onity, 4.  Willit confribute fo maintaining and
reducing crime . A
- . keeping clean public areas?
and anti-social L . .
. 5.  Willit reduce the perception of crime
behaviour. "
and allow communities to safely
access all areas?




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Policy being appraised: CC4 Alternative 1 (High Volis only)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20t July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P

1. Willit promote the re-use of previously No relationship identified.
developed land?

2. Willit help to ensure the balance of
supply and demand in the housing
stock is met in sustainable locations?

3.  Willit help to ensure that Hartlepool

5. Housing. residents have access to a choice of
To ensure good quality housing in sustainable
Hartlepool communities across tenures that meets
residents have their needs and aspirationse
access to 4.  Willit encourage improvements in X X X
decent, good homes to meet and exceed the
quality, ‘decent homes standard’e
affordable 5.  Willit provide increased access to
homes. open space for residents within
Hartlepool?

6.  Willit meet the housing needs of
vulnerable people?

7. Willit encourage high quality design
and sufficient open space in new
developments?

1. Willit reduce the transport barriers to No relationship identified.
accessing employment, education
and fraining and health care?

2. Willit support the location of new
development and provision of services
that reduces the need to travel?

3. Willit reduce the incidence and

6. Transport. To . -
severity of personal injury road crashes?
help develop L
. - 4. Willitincrease personal safety and
high quality, . - .
. security whilst travelling?
integrated, L . X X X
. 5. Willit encourage more sustainable
accessible and ; -
modes of fravel, especially in urban
safe transport 2
system areas?
’ 6. Willit maintain, improve and make
more efficient use of the existing
fransport network?

7. Willit control and maintain local air
quality and seek to reduce transport
emissions that contribute fo climate
change?

1. Will the plan enhance the quality, By being specific about the area that is
character and local distinctiveness of suitable, the policy alternative helps to
the area’s landscapes, open space, protect the distinctiveness of the rest of

. townscapes, streetscapes, countryside the countryside and helps to protect
7. Built and : . . .
and coastline? designated heritage assets. As this
Natural o . ; .
. 2. Willit prevent urban development policy alternative does not include the
Environment. To . N . .
encroaching and/or occurring in the Brenda Road site, this would perform
protect and ; : A .
countryside. better against this criteria however this
enhance the S . . . .
uality and 3. Willit enhance the quality, character would be marginal given the location of
g and setting of Hartlepool’s designated + + + the Brenda Road site in an industrial
local - . oY L )
distinctiveness Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, area. However it is noted the evidence
, historic parks, gardens, scheduled base stated that the landscape in both
of Hartlepool's . . .
ancient monuments, none designated the High Volfs and Brenda Road areas
rural, urban and - . :
historic heritage assets and areas of could accommodate additional wind
- archaeological intereste furbines regardless.
environment. . .

4. Willit enhance or increase access to
these natural and cultural assetfse

5. Willit be of detriment to surrounding
landscape and open space?




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Policy being appraised: CC4 Alternative 1 (High Volis only)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20t July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
6. Willit help to ensure that the physical
environment is attractive, responsive,
flexible and sustainable?
7. Willit encourage high quality designe
8. Willit provide sufficient open space in
new developments?
9.  Willitimprove Green Infrastructure
within Hartlepool and adjacent
Boroughs?
8. Biodiversity 1. Willit preserve or enhance the quality The policy alternative helps to ensure
and of Nature Conservation Sites within key habitats are protected from
Geodiversity. To Hartlepool? negative impacts of development.
protect and 2. Willit improve access to these nature Fewer turbines will have less of an
enhance the conservation sites? + + + impact, particularly with the removal of
biodiversity and 3. Willit protect habitats and priority the Brenda Road site given its proximity
geodiversity of species?e fo the Cleveland Coast SPA and Ramsar
the natural 4. Willit improve or enhance ecological Site.
environment. networks.
9. Wa're.r, Alr 1. Willit help to achieve sustainable use The poll_cy ol’remohvg he!ps fo profect
and Soil air quality through minimising the need
R of water resources? . .
Pollution. To -~ - . for the use of fossil fuels and ultimately
. 2. Willit protect or improve and monitor - ) .
improve and or local air quality2 through helping fight climate change
retain the Cal aIr qUAlly= . . will help to prevent flooding. The
. 3. Willit minimise atmospheric, noise, land, ) : ) .
quality of . ; benefits of encouraging wind furbine
soil and water pollution? . .
watercourses, - . . + + + development will be reduced with a
. : 4. Willit protect or improve the quality of - -
air quality and smaller allocation at High Volts only.
soil quality. To controlled waters?
d v 5. Willit improve infrastructure such as
achieve o
sustainable Use coaostal defences?
6. Willit prevent and/or reduce the risk of
of water .
local flooding?
resources.
1. Willit improve accessibility and quality No relationship identified.
10. Liveability of key services and facilities and
and Place. To improve access fo jobs?
create and 2. Willit provide sufficient retail facilities for
sustain liveable local people?
places, 3. Willit improve access to culture, leisure X X X
promoting and recreational activities?
sustainable 4. Willit create and sustain a vibrant and
lifestyles and diverse community and promote a
social cohesion. sense of place?
5. Willit promote social cohesion?
1. Willit promote social inclusion and No relationship identified.
11. Equity, tackle worklessnesse
Diversity, 2. Willit help to reduce deprivation and
Equality and ensure no group of people are
Participation- disadvantaged?
i . X X X
To promote 3. Willit encourage stronger socially
stfrong and inclusive communities?
inclusive 4. Willit increase community cohesion?
communities 5. Willit create community ownership,
participation and engagement?
12. Energy 1. Willit minimise energy use through The policy supports the use of
Efficiency and sustainable, efficient and effective use renewable energy generation in
Natural of buildings and land? environmentally acceptable locations
Resources. To 2. Willit support or promote the increasing + + + and will reduce the demand for natural
minimise use of renewable energy resources in resources over the plan period.
energy use and environmentally acceptable locations? However, this alternative reduces the
support 3. Willit reduce demand for natural number of sites/turbines and as such the
renewable resources? benefits will be reduced.




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Policy being appraised: CC4 Alternative 1 (High Volis only)
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20t July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
energy 4. Will'it encourage the prudent and
production and efficient use of natural resources?
encourage the
prudent use of
natural
resources.
1. Will it minimise the generation of No relationship identified.
13. Waste. To household and commercial waste?
ST 2. Willit ensure that waste is dealt with as
minimise the .
. close to the source as feasible?
production of o L -
3. Willit maximise the opportunities for
waste and to . . X X X
maximise recycling waste materials?
o 4. Willit ensure that waste is dealt with in a
opportunities .
for recyclin sustainable manner?
yeing. 5. Does it make provision for an adequate
supply of mineralse
1. Willit encourage prudent use of natural Through encouraging renewable
resources? energy generation the policy will
14. Climate 2. Willit lead to areductionin CO2e promote the prudent use of natural
Change. To emissions?e resources and in turn will lead to
address the 3. Willit assist in mitigation and/or reduction in emissions and will help in
causes of adaptation to climate change? the fight against climate change. This
climate 4. Willit increase emphasis on the issue of + + + alternative policy however reduces the
change and climate change and global warming number of turbines overall and as such
minimise effects, such as rising sea levels and the will be less positive with respect to the
emissions of impact of additional development?e climate change objective, albeit sfill
greenhouse 5. Willit ensure that flood management moving towards overall.
gasses. takes a sustainable approach?
6. Willit reduce the risk of flooding?
7. Willit tackle global sustainability issues?
15. Futurity. To The environmental benefits the policy
ensure that could result in will be beneficial to
development current and future generations however
that meets the 1. Will its outcomes be detrimental to this alternative pohpy opproogh would
needs of foday : lessen these benefits by reducing the
future generations?
should not L . . + + + scale of renewable energy
. . 2. Willit restrict the choices of future
restrict choices . development across the Borough over
generations? .
and the plan period.
opportunities
for future
generations
Conclusions

This policy alternative to emerging policy CC4 would see the omission of the proposed wind furbine allocation at Brenda
Road with only a single allocation at High Volts for an additional 3 turbines. Whilst this may result in a lesser impact on a
number of sustainability appraisal objectives such as the built and natural environment and biodiversity, the reduction in the
scale of renewable energy development across the Borough over the plan period would prevent part of the Borough that
has been assessed as suitable for wind turbine development (Brenda Road) from being used for this purpose and ultimately
lessen the effectiveness of the policy in addressing climate change and sustainability issues as well as reducing the positive
impact on the local economy.

Recommendation: Do not progress policy alternative.




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Alternative Growth Scenario A (HSG1): Less housing at Wynyard, additional housing at Quarry Farm.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Susiainability Timescale
appraisal Appraisal criteria Commeqtary/
objectives ST MT | LT explanation
The group in this instance disagreed with
the original sustainability appraisal for
1. Will it encourage and support the HSG1 as it is considered new housing will
establishment and development of ultimately be beneﬂqol for 'The
inward investment companies? economy. As such it is considered
o ; scenario A moves towards this objective
1. Economy. To 2. Willit encourage new start businesse marainally however this is not as a result
encourage 3.  Willit provide a range of quality f ﬁ Y to the Nousi I H
strong, diverse sustainable jobs?e + + + ofchanges fo e housing allocation
S . locations but the principle of providing
and stable 4.  Willit diversify the local economy? housing sites to meet the housing need
economy. 5. Willit diversify the rural economy? enerc?ll It is considered the oc?diﬁonol
6. Willitimprove the viability and vitality 9 1 .
of town and local centres2 Council T_o>§ receipts, New Homes. Bonus
7. Willit reduce levels of deprivation? and prowdlng hqmes fc?r workers in
sustainable locations will support local
businesses and the viability and vitality
of town and local centres.
The group again in this instance
disagreed with the original appraisal
assessment of ‘no relationship’. Whilst
. the policy does noft relate directly to
z.nf:ld;t(:iﬁshon education and skills, it was considered
To enable all 1. Willit contribute to the development of fhrgt/:s?sr:eolfs ég@igﬂg:o?«gags the
children and new and improved education X . 9 woukK
young people facilifies? con’r_rlbu‘re tfowards Thg dellver!hg new
to achieve their 2. Willit encourage lifelong learning and oggiggﬁv?ﬁoeuduhcol’r(ljonr;]sirf]oall’rles,
full potential training to meet the workforce needs 0 0 0 paricuiarty 9h PK g
and to of local contractors and other major obligations, albeit this is not significant.
e This change in the assessment is again
maximise the employers from local sources? not a result of the alternative site
education and 3. Willitincrease the levels of aftainment allocations. however it should be noted
skills levels of and participation in education? -
Harflepool Tho’r.less housing at Wyr_}_yord would be
Residents detrimental to the viability and
’ deliverability of education facilities there
that would otherwise confribute to the
sustainability of the area.
1. Willit improve access to public services The provision of more housing on the
and health facilities? western edge of the town around
3. Health 2. Willit provide opportunities to promote Quarry Farm would assist in supporting
T(.) im rO\./e the healthier lifestyles? existing facilities (e.g. University Hospital
heol‘rﬁ and 3.  Willit provide local play provision, parks of Hartlepool) however fewer housing at
well-being of and quality green space and increase | + + + Wynyard will make the delivery of health
the Horﬂeg ool access to the countryside? and healthcare related services more
communi‘rp 4. Willit promote the use of existing difficult. Overall however it is considered
v facilities and open-air recreation? the new development would be of
5.  Willit reduce poverty and health benefit to health either way.
inequalities?
1. Willif create safer and cleaner No relationship identified.
communities?
4. sqf?w and 2. Willit reduce crime, violence, disorder
Security. : . .
and anfti-social behaviour?2
To create safer s -
and cleaner 3.  Willit help to ensure residents are kept
communit safe in the event of a fire2 X X X
onity, 4.  Willit confribute fo maintaining and
reducing crime . A
- . keeping clean public areas?
and anti-social . . .
. 5. Willit reduce the perception of crime
behaviour. i,
and allow communities to safely
access all areas?




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Alternative Growth Scenario A (HSG1): Less housing at Wynyard, additional housing at Quarry Farm.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Susiainability Timescale
appraisal Appraisal criteria Commeqtary/
objectives ST MT | LT explanation
The policy will allow much needed
Will it promote the re-use of previously homgs fo be bU'.” ina vone'Ty of
developed land? locations, at various sale prices, across
Will it help to ensure the balance of fhe Borough.
supply and demand in the housin . . . -
sTopcplgi/s met in sustainable Iocoﬁor?se Whilst scenario A would remain positive,
S ’ this would be reduced as the choice of
Will it help to ensure that Hartlepool housina would be more limited
5. Housing. residents have access to a choice of (concgnfrofed more 1o the west of the
To ensure good quality housing in sustainable . .
- town) with a greater reliance on one
Hartlepool communities across tenures that meets area of the Borouah
residents have their needs and aspirations? gn.
access to Will it encourage improvements in + + + .
decent, good homes to meet and exceed the Itis olsq noted that the proposed
quality ‘decent homes standard'2 allocations at Wynyard are likely to have
affordable Will it provide increased access to be’rfr_er access TO. fhe countryside and wil
. o facilitate green infrastructure
homes. open space for residents within . .
Hartlepool? |mprovemenf§, this may be lost/reduced
Will it meet the housing needs of should scenario A be adopted.
2
vu.In.erobIe people.. . . Scenario A would also reduce the
Will it encourage high quality design . e
and sufficient open space in new sustainability of devellgpmen’r.o’r
developments2 Wynyard as the provision of highway
P ’ and community infrastructure would
become less viable/deliverable.
Whilst it is considered scenario A would
remain positive with respect to tfransport,
it is noted that road improvements at
Wynyard are likely to become less
viable with fewer homes and an
Will it reduce the transport barriers to Qg;i?gegqgr?f: per dweling for new
accessing employment, education P ’
LS "
\?\/ri]lﬂ ngﬁlgg]gr’ro’r?\: Ihoecocﬂ?ofwaorfr‘wew Scenario A would likely make the bypass
development and provision of services of Elwick village more viable/deliverable
that reduces the need to travel? with an increased quantum of
Will it reduce the incidence and development fo the west of the town
6. Transport. To . L that could confribute to funding the
severity of personal injury road crashes? .
help develop Will it increase personal safety and works and reduce the cost per dwelling
high quality, . ise P . Y on new developments.
. security whilst travelling?
infegrated, S . + + +
. Will it encourage more sustainable . .
accessible and modes of fravel. esoecially in urban This scenario would reduce transport
safe tfransport areas? &SP Y barriers with respect to new residents to
system. Will it r.noin‘roin improve and make the west of the town accessing existing
more efficient luse of the existing employment, education, fraining and
transoort network? healthcare in Hartlepool however would
Wil iT%onTroI and ﬁwointoin local air likely limit access to those facilities for
quality and seek to reduce transport Wynyard residents.
emissions that contribute fo climate . -
change? Scenario A willincrease the need to
’ fravel for Wynyard residents where
community facilities and services are not
deliverable and would reduce the
instances of cycling/walking as residents
are likely to have to travel further afield
fo access these.
7. Built and Will the plan enhance the quality, Scenario A would extend the town
Natural character and local distinctiveness of further into the open countryside and
Environment. To the area’s landscapes, open space, 0 0 0 Strategic Gap allocation than is
protect and tfownscapes, streetscapes, countryside proposed which would be detrimental
enhance the and coastline? for the character and local




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Alternative Growth Scenario A (HSG1): Less housing at Wynyard, additional housing at Quarry Farm.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/

appraisal Appraisal criteria R

objectives ST MT | LT explanation

quality and 2. Willit prevent urban development distinctiveness of the area. This is also
local encroaching and/or occurring in the likely to restrict access to the

distinctiveness
of Hartlepool's
rural, urban and
historic
environment.

countryside.

3. Willit enhance the quality, character
and setting of Hartlepool’s designated
Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings,
historic parks, gardens, scheduled
ancient monuments, none designated
heritage assets and areas of
archaeological interest?

4. Willit enhance or increase access fo
these natural and cultural assets?

5.  Willit be of detriment to surrounding
landscape and open space?

6.  Willit help to ensure that the physical
environment is aftractive, responsive,
flexible and sustainable?

7. Willit encourage high quality design?@

8. Willit provide sufficient open space in
new developments?

9.  Willitimprove Green Infrastructure
within Hartlepool and adjacent
Boroughs?

countryside further.

Land that would have been developed
at Wynyard would retain its landscape
character however and as such it is
considered on balance that Scenario A
is neutral with respect to the built and
natural environment.

8. Biodiversity
and
Geodiversity. To
protect and
enhance the
biodiversity and
geodiversity of
the natural
environment.

1. Willit preserve or enhance the quality
of Nature Conservation Sites within
Hartlepool?

2. Willit improve access to these nature
conservation sites?

3. Willit protect habitats and priority
species?e

4. Willitimprove or enhance ecological
networks.

There is the potential fo increase access
fo nature conservation site but there is
also the potential for harm to the overall
objective. This option has not been
assessed through the HRA process. It is
also noted that there is a local wildlife
site at Quarry Farm which could be
defrimentally impacted by an increase
in the number of houses in that location.

9. Water, Air
and Soil
Pollution. To
improve and or
retain the
quality of
watercourses,
air quality and
soil quality. To

1. Willit help to achieve sustainable use
of water resources?

2. Willit protect or improve and monitor
local air quality?

3. Willit minimise atmospheric, noise,
land, soil and water pollution?

4. Willit protect orimprove the quality of
controlled waters?

5. Willit improve infrastructure such as

The policy will result in greater pressure
on water resources and the potential for
greater surface water runoff in a flood
risk context.

achieve
sustainable use coastal defences?

6. Willit prevent and/or reduce the risk of
of water ;

local flooding?
resources.
Scenario A would reduce the

1. Willit improve accessibility and quality sustainability credentials of Wynyard
10. Liveability of key services and facilities and and this would have a detrimental
and Place. To improve access fo jobs? impact in terms of improving
create and 2. Willit provide sufficient retail facilities accessibility and quality of key services
sustain liveable for local people? and facilities, improving access to jobs,
places, 3.  Willitimprove access to culture, leisure | - - - providing sufficient retail facilities for
promoting and recreational activities? local people, improving access to
sustainable 4. Willit create and sustain a vibrant and culture, leisure and recreational

lifestyles and
social cohesion.

diverse community and promote a
sense of place?
5. Will it promote social cohesion?

activities, creating and sustaining a
vibrant and diverse community and
promoting a sense of place and
community cohesion.

11. Equity,
Diversity,

1. Willit promote social inclusion and
tackle worklessnesse

Less housing would likely result in fewer
community facilities at Wynyard which




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Alternative Growth Scenario A (HSG1): Less housing at Wynyard, additional housing at Quarry Farm.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
Equality and 2. Willit help to reduce deprivation and would have a detrimental impact on
Participation- ensure no group of people are this objective, resulting in less social
To promote disadvantaged? cohesion and community ownership
strong and 3. Willit encourage stronger socially and participation.
inclusive inclusive communities?
communities 4.  Willit increase community cohesion?
5. Willit create community ownership,
participation and engagement?
12. Energy Scenario A would still result in a
Efficiency and significant amount of greenfield
Natural 1. Will it minimise energy use through development. The policy would result in
Resources. To sustainable, efficient and effective use less tfravel in terms of town centre to
minimise of buildings and land? Quarry Farm however more fravel in
energy use and 2. Willit support or promote the increasing tferms of people having fo leave
support use of renewable energy resources in _ _ _ Wynyard to access services and
renewable environmentally acceptable locations? facilities.
energy 3.  Willit reduce demand for natural
production and resources?
encourage the 4. Willit encourage the prudent and
prudent use of efficient use of natural resources?
natural
resources.
1. Willit minimise the generation of Scenario Astill results in the generation
household and commercial waste? of waste; however additional housing at
13. Waste. To o B - s
S 2. Willit ensure that waste is dealt with as Quarry Farm may be closer to where it is
minimise the . :
. close to the source as feasible? dealt with.
production of . L o
3. Willit maximise the opportunities for
waste and to . - - - -
maximise recycling waste materials?
- 4. Willit ensure that waste is dealt with in
opportunities .
for recyclin a sustainable manner?
yeling. 5. Does it make provision for an
adequate supply of minerals?
1. Willit encourage prudent use of natural The policy does noft specifically assist in
resources? reducing carbon emissions or mitigating
14. Climate 2. Willit lead to a reduction in CO2e against climate change. Scenario A
Change. To emissions?e would result in less sustainable travel at
address the 3. WIillit assist in mitigation and/or Wynyard and to/from Wynyard however
causes of adaptation to climate change? this is not considered a significant link.
climate 4. Willit increase emphasis on the issue of
. ; 0 0 0
change and climate change and global warming
minimise effects, such as rising sea levels and the
emissions of impact of additional development?2
greenhouse 5.  Willit ensure that flood management
gasses. takes a sustainable approach?
6.  Willit reduce the risk of flooding?
7.  Willit tackle global sustainability issuese
15. Futurity. To More housing at Quarry Farm would
ensure that make the bypass of Elwick village and
development other planning obligations more
that meets the - . deliverable however less housing at
1. Willits outcomes be defrimental to . ) :
needs of today - Wynyard will result in less community
future generations? L . -
should not s . . 0 0 0 facilities and infrastructure in that area
. . 2. Willit restrict the choices of future . .
restrict choices . which would noft foster a sustainable
generations? .
and community.
opportunities
for future
generations




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Alternative Growth Scenario A (HSG1): Less housing at Wynyard, additional housing at Quarry Farm.

Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT T P

Conclusions

It is considered that the detrimental impact on the sustainability of Wynyard as a settlement through the proposals in
Scenario A would outweigh the benefits of improving the viability/deliverability of the bypass of Elwick village as the bypass is
likely to come forward regardless with grant funding that might be available to improve deliverability irrespective of
additional housing at Quarry Farm.

Recommendation: Do not progress policy alternative.




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Alternative Growth Scenario B (HSG1) - Less housing at Wynyard, addition of Tunstall Farm (2) site.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Susiainability Timescale
appraisal Appraisal criteria Con:men;tary/
objectives ST MT LT expianation
The group in this instance disagreed with
the original sustainability appraisal for
! Will it encourage and support the HSG1 as it is considered new housing will
establishment and development of ultimately be beneﬂqol for .The
inward investment companies? economy. As such it is considered
o : scenario B moves towards this objective
1. Economy. To 2. Willit encourage new start businesse marainally however this is not as a result
encourage 3. Willit provide a range of quality f ﬁ Y to the Nousi I H
strong, diverse sustainable jobs?e + + + ofchanges fo e housing allocation
S . locations but the principle of providing
and stable 4. Willit diversify the local economy? housing sites to meet the housing need
economy. 5. Willit diversify the rural economy? enerc?ll Itis considered the oo?di‘rionol
6. Willitimprove the viability and vitality 9 Y- .
of town and local centres2 Council T_o>§ receipts, New Homes.Bonus
7. Willit reduce levels of deprivation? and prowdlng hqmes fc?r workers in
sustainable locations will support local
businesses and the viability and vitality
of town and local centres.
The group again in this instance
disagreed with the original appraisal
assessment of ‘no relationship’. Whilst
. the policy does noft relate directly to
z.nf:ld;t(:iﬁshon education and skills, it was considered
To enable all 1. Willit contribute to the development of fhrgt/:s?s;eolfs ég@ii}g:orﬁgags fhe
children and new and improved education provis g woulkc
young people facilities? contribute fowards the delivering new
to achieve their | 2. Willit encourage lifelong learning and oggiggﬁv?ﬁoeuduhcol’r(ljonr;]sirf]ooll’rles,
full potential training to meet the workforce needs 0 0 0 particuiarny 9h PX 9
and to of local contractors and other major obligations, albeit this is not significant.
o This change in the assessment is again
maximise the employers from local sources? not a result of the alternative site
education and 3.  Willitincrease the levels of aftainment allocations. however it should be noted
skills levels of and participation in education? -
Harflepool Tho’r.less housing at Wyr_}_yord would be
Residents detrimental to the viability and
’ deliverability of education facilities there
that would otherwise contribute to the
sustainability of the area.
Whilst the provision of more housing on
the edge of the tfown would assist in
supporting existing facilities, the further
1. Willitimprove access to public services development of ’rh.e Tuns’rqll Farm site
and health facilities2 would have a detrimental impact on
s . . Summerhill Country Park which would
2. Will'it provide opportunitfies to promote S -
3. Health. healthier lifestyles? have negative implications for
To improve the 3 Will it brovide Iyocc;l lav Brovision. parks promoting healthier lifestyles, providing
health and ’ proy play p lon., p parks and quality green space,

- and quality green space and increase | - - - ; . .
well-being of access 1o the countryside? increasing access fo the counfryside
the Hartlepool o A o and promoting the use of existing

. 4.  Willit promote the use of existing s . - :
community. faciliies and open-air recreation? facilities. It is considered this would
5 Will it reduce poverty and heolth. outweigh any health benefits of the
’ inequalities2 proposal. Furthermore, fewer houses at
a ) Wynyard will make the delivery of health

and healthcare related services more
difficult.

4. Safety and 1. Willit create safer and cleaner No relationship identified.

Security. communities?

To create safer 2. Willit reduce crime, violence, disorder

- . - X X X

and cleaner and anfi-social behaviour?2

community, 3.  Willit help to ensure residents are kept

reducing crime safe in the event of a fire2




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Alternative Growth Scenario B (HSG1) - Less housing at Wynyard, addition of Tunstall Farm (2) site.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria R
objectives ST MT | LT explanation
and anti-social 4.  Willit contribute to maintaining and
behaviour. keeping clean public areas?
5. Willit reduce the perception of crime
and allow communities to safely
access all areas?
The policy will allow much needed
homes to be built in a variety of
locations, at various sale prices, across
the Borough.
1. Willit promote the re-use of previously Whilst scenario B would remain positive,
developed land? this would be reduced as the choice of
2. Willit help to ensure the balance of housing would be more limited
supply and demand in the housing (concentrated more to the west of the
stock is met in sustainable locations? town) with a greater reliance on one
3. Willit help fo ensure that Hartlepool area of the Borough.
5. Housing. residents have access to a choice of
To ensure good quality housing in sustainable It is also noted that the proposed
Hartlepool communities across tenures that meets allocations at Wynyard are likely to have
residents have their needs and aspiratfions? better access to the countryside and will
access to 4.  Willit encourage improvements in + + + facilitate green infrastructure
decent, good homes to meet and exceed the improvements, this may be lost/reduced
quality, ‘decent homes standard’2 should scenario B be adopted, whilst
affordable 5. Willit provide increased access to further development at Tunstall Farm
homes. open space for residents within would likely impact on access to open
Hartlepoole space at Summerhill and in the Green
6. Willit meet the housing needs of Wedge as a new road from Summerhill
vulnerable people? Lane to the development site would be
7. Willit encourage high quality design needed which would require land from

and sufficient open space in new
developments?2

the Summerhill development.

Scenario B would also reduce the
sustainability of development at
Wynyard as the provision of highway
and community infrastructure would
become less viable/deliverable.
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Alternative Growth Scenario B (HSG1) - Less housing at Wynyard, addition of Tunstall Farm (2) site.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Sustainability
appraisal
objectives

Appraisal criteria

Timescale

ST MT

LT

Commentary/
explanation

6. Transport. To
help develop
high quality,
integrated,
accessible and
safe fransport
system.

Will it reduce the transport barriers to
accessing employment, education
and fraining and health care?

Will it support the location of new
development and provision of services
that reduces the need to travele

Will it reduce the incidence and
severity of personal injury road crashes?
Will it increase personal safety and
security whilst fravelling?

Will it encourage more sustainable
modes of fravel, especially in urban
areas?

Will it maintain, improve and make
more efficient use of the existing
fransport network?

Will it control and maintain local air
quality and seek to reduce fransport
emissions that contribute fo climate
change?

This scenario would reduce transport
barriers with respect to new residents to
the west of the town accessing existing
employment, education, training and
healthcare in Hartlepool however would
likely limit access to those facilities for
Wynyard residents as road
improvements at Wynyard are likely to
become less viable with fewer homes
and an increased cost per dwelling for
new developments.

Scenario B would likely make the bypass
of Elwick village more viable/deliverable
with an increased quanfum of
development fo the west of the town
that could contribute to funding the
works and reduce the cost per dwelling
on new developments.

However, there are significant highway
safety concerns with respect to the
access to the Tunstall Farm 2 site as this
would likely need to be via Summerhill
Lane/Catcote Road. The increased
fraffic would be significantly detrimental
to Catcote Road given this road is
already at capacity and would increase
personal safety risk and reduce access
for those visiting Summerhill Country Park
and also of school children access the
schools on Catcote road.
Notwithstanding this, the land required
for the access is within Council
ownership and the developers do not
have an opfion on the land which
makes the site inaccessible.

Scenario B willincrease the need to
fravel for Wynyard residents where
community facilities and services are not
deliverable and would reduce the
instances of cycling/walking as residents
are likely to have to travel further afield
fo access these.

7. Built and
Natural
Environment. To
protect and
enhance the
quality and
local
distinctiveness
of Hartlepool's
rural, urban and
historic
environment.

Will the plan enhance the quality,
character and local distinctiveness of
the area’s landscapes, open space,
townscapes, streetscapes, countryside
and coastline?

Will it prevent urban development
encroaching and/or occurring in the
countryside.

Will it enhance the quality, character
and setting of Hartlepool’s designated
Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings,
historic parks, gardens, scheduled
ancient monuments, none designated
heritage assets and areas of

Scenario B would extend the urban area
of the fown into the Green Wedge and
would be detrimental to the character
of Summerhill Country Park (Green
Infrastructure).

The proposal would also likely have a
detrimental impact on the setting of the
Park Conservation Area given its
proximity. This would be detrimental to
the character and local distinctiveness
of the area. This is also likely to restrict
access to the countryside further.




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Alternative Growth Scenario B (HSG1) - Less housing at Wynyard, addition of Tunstall Farm (2) site.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20" July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria .
I explanation
objectives
archaeological interest? It is acknowledged however that land
4. Willit enhance orincrease access to that would have been developed at
these natural and cultural assets? Wynyard would retain its landscape
5. Willit be of defriment to surrounding character, though it is considered this
landscape and open space? does not outweigh the significant
6.  Willit help to ensure that the physical impacts at Summerhill.
environment is attractive, responsive,
flexible and sustainable?
7. Willit encourage high quality design?@
8.  Willit provide sufficient open space in
new developments?
9. Willitimprove Green Infrastructure
within Hartlepool and adjacent
Boroughs?
8. Biodiversity 1. Willit preserve or enhance the quality Scenario B would likely restrict access to
and of Nature Conservation Sites within Summerhill which is a local wildlife site.
Geodiversity. To Hartlepool? The development itself is also likely to
protect and 2. Willitimprove access to these nature have a detrimental impact on the LWS
enhance the conservation sites? near the enfrance fo Summerhill if
biodiversity and | 3.  Willit protect habitats and priority access is needed across it. There is
geodiversity of species?e therefore harm to the overall objective.
the natural 4.  Willit improve or enhance ecological This option has not been assessed
environment. networks. through the HRA process.
9. Wute.r, Air 1. Willit help fo achieve sustainable use The policy will result in greater pressure
and Soil on water resources and the potential for
R of water resources? 3
Pollution. To e . . greater surface water runoff in a flood
. 2. Willit protect orimprove and monitor - . . .
improve and or . . risk context. This is particularly an issue at
. local air quality2
retain the Sy e . . Quarry Farm 2 where the area has
. 3. Willit minimise atmospheric, noise, L . .
quality of . . historically suffered from flooding which
land, soil and water pollution?
watercourses, i - . - - - may be exacerbated by further
. - 4,  Willit protect orimprove the quality of
air quality and development. There would also be
. . confrolled waters? :
soil quality. To S . further impacts on the Green Wedge
: 5. Willitimprove infrastructure such as - .
achieve and Summerhill in terms of noise and
- coaostal defences? . s
sustainable use - . disturbance through the urbanisation of
6.  Willit prevent and/or reduce the risk of .
of water ; the Green Wedge and land adjacent to
local flooding?
resources. the County Park.
Scenario B would reduce the
1. Willit improve accessibility and quality of sustainability credentials of Wynyard
10. Liveability key services and facilities and improve and this would have a detrimental
and Place. To access to jobs? impact in terms of improving
create and 2. Willit provide sufficient retail facilities for accessibility and quality of key services
sustain liveable local people? and facilities, improving access to jobs,
places, 3. Willitimprove access to culture, leisure - - - providing sufficient retail facilities for
promoting and recreational activities? local people, improving access to
sustainable 4. Willit create and sustain a vibrant and culture, leisure and recreational

lifestyles and
social cohesion.

diverse community and promote a
sense of place?
Will it promote social cohesion?

activities, creating and sustaining a
vibrant and diverse community and
promoting a sense of place and
community cohesion.

11. Equity,
Diversity,
Equality and
Participation-
To promote
strong and
inclusive
communities

b

Will it promote social inclusion and
tackle worklessnesse

Will it help to reduce deprivation and
ensure no group of people are
disadvantaged?

Will it encourage stronger socially
inclusive communities?2

Will it increase community cohesion?
Will it create community ownership,
participation and engagement?

Less housing would likely result in fewer
community facilities at Wynyard which
would have a detrimental impact on
this objective, resulting in less social
cohesion and community ownership
and participation.

12. Energy

—_

. Will'it minimise energy use through

Scenario B would still result in a
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Alternative Growth Scenario B (HSG1) - Less housing at Wynyard, addition of Tunstall Farm (2) site.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20" July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
Efficiency and sustainable, efficient and effective use significant amount of greenfield
Natural of buildings and land? development. The policy would result in
Resources. To 2. Willit support or promote the increasing less travel in terms of town centre to
minimise use of renewable energy resources in Tunstall Farm however more travel in
energy use and environmentally acceptable locations? terms of people having to leave
support 3. Willit reduce demand for natural Wynyard to access services and
renewable resources? facilities.
energy 4. Willit encourage the prudent and
production and efficient use of natural resources?
encourage the
prudent use of
natural
resources.
1. Willit minimise the generation of Scenario B still results in the generation
household and commercial waste? of waste, however additional housing at
13. Waste. To - ) - o
S 2. Willit ensure that waste is dealt with as Tunstall Farm may be closer to where it is
minimise the . .
. close to the source as feasible? dealt with.
production of - L .
3. Willit maximise the opportunities for
waste and to . - - - -
maximise recycling waste materials?
- 4.  Willit ensure that waste is dealt with in
opportunities . | 2
for recycling a sus’rqmob € mannerz
’ 5. Does it make provision for an
adequate supply of minerals?
1. Willit encourage prudent use of natural The policy does not specifically assist in
resources? reducing carbon emissions or mitigating
14. Climate 2. Willitlead to areductionin CO2e against climate change. Scenario B
Change. To emissions?e would result in less sustainable travel at
address the 3. Willit assist in mitigation and/or Wynyard and to/from Wynyard. More
causes of adaptation to climate change? housing at Tunstall Farm may increase
climate 4, Willit increase emphasis on the issue of flood risk given history of flooding in the
. ; 0 0 0 . .
change and climate change and global warming area. Scenario B considered neutral
minimise effects, such as rising sea levels and the overall with respect fo climate change.
emissions of impact of additional development?e
greenhouse 5. Willit ensure that flood management
gasses. takes a sustainable approach?
6. Willit reduce the risk of flooding?
7. Willit tackle global sustainability issues?
More housing at Tunstall Farm may
make the bypass of Elwick vilage and
15. Futurity. To o’rh.er planning obligations more
deliverable however less housing at
ensure that . ) -
Wynyard will result in less community
development L . -
that meets the facilities and infrastructure in that area
1. Willits outcomes be detrimental to which would not foster a sustainable
needs of foday - .
should not future generations? community.
2. Willit restrict the choices of future

restrict choices
and
opportunities
for future
generations

generations?

Scenario B would also result in significant
impact on the Green Wedge and
Summerhill Country Park and would
increase highway safety risk in this area.
It is considered the outcome of this
option would therefore be significantly
defrimental for future generations.
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Alternative Growth Scenario B (HSG1) - Less housing at Wynyard, addition of Tunstall Farm (2) site.
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT T P
Conclusions

It is considered that the detrimental impact on the sustainability of Wynyard as a settlement through the proposals in
Scenario B would outweigh the benefits of improving the viability/deliverability of the bypass of Elwick village as the bypass is
likely to come forward regardless with grant funding that might be available to improve deliverability irrespective of
additional housing at Tunstall Farm. The impact of more development at Tunstall Farm would also have a significant impact
on the Burn Valley Green Wedge, The Local Wildlife Site and Summerhill Country Park which would have negative
implications with respect to futurity, the built and natural environment and biodiversity in particular.

Recommendation: Do not progress policy alternative.
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Alternative Growth Scenario C (HSG1) - - Reduced quantum at High Tunstall and increase South West Extension (SWE)
Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria I i
objectives ST MT LT explanation
The SW Extension is closer to the
Enterprise Zone. High Tunstall has an
element of self build which will help
diversify the local economy. There is a
potential negative impact of only one
1. Will it encourage and support the site being deyeloped rather than two
establishment and development of as the benefits of new development
inward investment companies? would be restricted to only one local
1.Economy. To | 2. Willit encourage new start business? ronrgghl?hcé??AZO:OTQ'insg.eor:i?”gfv:\ooﬂgn
encourage 3. Willit provide a range of quality . jority ot 9
; . . was with one developer meaning they
strong, diverse sustainable jobs?2 0 0 - .
’ A, . would control growth and rates of build
and stable 4. Willit diversify the local economy? out — a wider range of develooment
economy. 5.  Willit diversify the rural economy? sites means sites gre less likel ’rpo stall
6. Willitimprove the viability and vitality of Y
town and local centres? gnd would be_ beftter for the economy
7. Willit reduce levels of deprivation?2 n ’rerms of delivery. .
Historically new development in the
western area has been associated with
higher council fax bands. Assessors
considered that the scenario would
have a negative impact in the long
term.
2. Education There is a relationship between the
and Skills. economic viability of development for
To .enoble all 1. Will it confribute to the development of k?o’rh sites but it is not clear that either
children and . - . site has an advantage. Assessors
new and improved education facilities? . ;
young people S . . considered that the overall impact
. .| 2. Willit encourage lifelong learning and
to achieve their - would be neutral.
: fraining fo meet the workforce needs of
full potential . 0 0 0
and to local contractors and other major
L employers from local sources?
maximise the A .
. 3. Willitincrease the levels of attainment
education and T .
: and participation in education?
skills levels of
Hartlepool
Residents.
1. Willit improve access to public services There would be more pressure on GP
and health facilities? services near to the South West
3. Health 2. Willit provide opportunities to promote Extension. Existing town centre health
T'O im rO\./e the healthier lifestyles? services would also be more difficult to
heol’rﬁ and 3. Willit provide local play provision, parks access from the SWE than High Tunstall.
: and quality green space and increase 0 - -
well-being of -
access to the countryside?
the Hartlepool o - .
: 4. Willit promote the use of existing facilities
community. . -
and open-air recreation?
5. Willit reduce poverty and health
inequalities?
1. Willit create safer and cleaner No relationship identified.
communitiese
4. sqf?w and 2. Willit reduce crime, violence, disorder
Security. : . .
and anfi-social behaviour?
To create safer L -
and cleaner 3. Willit help to ensure residents are kept
communit safe in the event of a fire? X X X
onity, 4. Willit contribute to maintaining and
reducing crime . A
- . keeping clean public areas?
and anfi-social e . .
. 5. Willit reduce the percepftion of crime
behaviour. "
and allow communities to safely access
all areas?
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Alternative Growth Scenario C (HSG1) - - Reduced quantum at High Tunstall and increase South West Extension (SWE)
Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Susiainability Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
1. Willit promote the re-use of previously There is an increased risk to delivering
developed land? the number of houses required to meet
2. Willit help to ensure the balance of needs during the plan period if there is
supply and demand in the housing stock too much focus on supply from one site.
is met in sustainable locations?
5 Housin 3. Willit help fo ensure that Hartlepool
T'O ensureg' residents have access to a choice of
good quality housing in sustainable
Hartlepool o
residents have communities across tenures that meets
access fo their needs and aspirations? X : X
decent. good 4. Willit encourage improvements in homes
it '8 fo meet and exceed the ‘decent homes
affordable standara’?
homes 5. Willit provide increased access to open
’ space for residents within Hartlepool?
6. Wil it meet the housing needs of
vulnerable people?
7. Willit encourage high quality design and
sufficient open space in new
developments?
A reduction in the quantum of
development at High Tunstall could
1. Willit reduce the transport barriers to fhreaten the deﬁvery of a new bypass fo
. . the north of Elwick Village and a new
accessing employment, education and ted i H fthe A19 1
fraining and health care? grade separa ed junction atthe .9 °©
- L create a “third” main access point into
2. Willit support the location of new
. . Hartlepool. The new grade separated
development and provision of services . - . .
junction will address highway safety
that reduces the need to travele . : .
B L . issues. The scenario could result in
3. Willit reduce the incidence and severity .
6. Transport. To - improvements to the local road network
of personal injury road crashes? .
help develop e but the increased quantum of
. - 4. Willit increase personal safety and .
high quality, . - . development would also increase the
. security whilst travelling?
integrated, L . 0 - - pressure on the local road network. A
. 5. Willit encourage more sustainable
accessible and ; - reduced quantum of development
modes of fravel, especially in urban . o
safe fransport areas? could potentially threaten the viability of
system. e the planned link, for which the emerging
6. Wil it maintain, improve and make more
. - Local Plan safeguards land, between
efficient use of the existing transport
the two developments.
network? ) . . )
- s . This scenario could also increase tfraffic
7. Willit control and maintain local air A
. pressure on the Aé89, which is
quality and seek to reduce transport . . .
s . . congested at times, The impact of this
emissions that contribute to climate .
change? development scenario on the A689/A19
) have not been assessed; therefore there
could be an infrastructure improvement
requirement.
1. Will the plan enhance the quality, Assessors considered that the overall
7 Built and character and local distinctiveness of impact would be neutral.
N.otural the area’s landscapes, open space, The benefits associated with the built
Environment. To tfownscapes, streetscapes, countryside and natural environment would be
rotect cmd. and coastline? achieved in both locations. Equally the
gnhonce the 2. Willit prevent urban development negative impact in terms of urban
ality and encroaching and/or occurring in the development encroaching on the
I?)col Y countryside. 0 0 0 countryside will occur with or without this
distinctiveness 3. Willit enhance the quality, character scenario, albeit the distribution of the
of Hartlepool's and setting of Hartlepool’s designated encroachment would change with
rural Urb?:m and Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, more at SW Extension and less at High
histolric historic parks, gardens, scheduled Tunstall.
environment ancient monuments, none designated
’ heritage assets and areas of
archaeological interest?
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Alternative Growth Scenario C (HSG1) - - Reduced quantum at High Tunstall and increase South West Extension (SWE)
Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
4. Willit enhance orincrease access to
these natural and cultural assetse
5. Willit be of detriment to surrounding
landscape and open space?
6. Willit help to ensure that the physical
environment is attractive, responsive,
flexible and sustainable?
7. Willit encourage high quality design?
8. Willit provide sufficient open space in
new developments?
9. Willit improve Green Infrastructure within
Hartlepool and adjacent Boroughs?
8. Biodiversity 1. Willit preserve or enhance the quality of Assessors considered that the overall
and Nature Conservation Sites within impact would be neufral
Geodiversity. To Hartlepool?
protect and 2. Willitimprove access to these nature
enhance the conservation sites? 0 0 0
biodiversity and | 3. Willit protect habitats and priority
geodiversity of species?
the natural 4. Willit improve or enhance ecological
environment. networks.
9. Water, Air - . . Assessors considered that the overall
. 1. Willit help fo achieve sustainable use of .
and Soil impact would be neutral
R water resources?
Pollution. To - ; .
. 2. Willit protect or improve and monitor
improve and or . .
. local air quality?2
retain the e . .
. 3. Willit minimise atmospheric, noise, land,
quality of . .
soil and water pollution?
watercourses, o . . 0 0 0
. - 4. Willit protect orimprove the quality of
air quality and
soil quality. To conftrolled waters?2
d & 5. Willit improve infrastructure such as
achieve
sustainable Use coaostal defences?
6. Wil it prevent and/or reduce the risk of
of water ;
local flooding?
resources.
1. Willit improve accessibility and quality of Assessors considered that the overall
10. Liveability key services and facilities and improve impact would be neutral. The benefits
and Place. To access to jobs? associated with liveability and place
create and 2. Willit provide sufficient retail facilities for would still be achieved in both
sustain liveable local people? locations.
places, 3. Willitimprove access to culture, leisure 0 0 0
promoting and recreational activities?
sustainable 4. Willit create and sustain a vibrant and
lifestyles and diverse community and promote a sense
social cohesion. of place?
5.  Willit promote social cohesion?2
1. Will'it promote social inclusion and tackle Assessors considered that the overall
11. Equity, worklessnesse impact would be neutral
Diversity, 2. Willit help to reduce deprivation and
Equality and ensure no group of people are
Participation- disadvantaged?
- . 0 0 0
To promote 3. Willit encourage stronger socially
strong and inclusive communities?
inclusive 4. Willit increase community cohesion?
communifies 5.  Willit create community ownership,
participation and engagement?
12. Energy 1. Will'it minimise energy use through Assessors considered that the overall
Efficiency and sustainable, efficient and effective use of impact would be neutral
Natural buildings and land? 0 0 0
Resources. To 2. Willit support or promote the increasing
minimise use of renewable energy resources in
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Alternative Growth Scenario C (HSG1) - - Reduced quantum at High Tunstall and increase South West Extension (SWE)
Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
energy use and environmentally acceptable locations?
support 3. Willit reduce demand for natural
renewable resources?e
energy 4. Willit encourage the prudent and
production and efficient use of natural resources?
encourage the
prudent use of
natural
resources.
1. Willit minimise the generation of Assessors considered that the overall
household and commercial waste? impact would be neutral
13. Waste. To I . -
o 2. Willit ensure that waste is dealt with as
minimise the .
. close to the source as feasible?
production of - . o
3. Willit maximise the opportunities for
waste and to . - 0 0 0
maximise recycling waste materials?
- 4. Willit ensure that waste is dealt within a
opportunities .
for recyclin sustainable manner?
yeling. 5. Does it make provision for an adequate
supply of minerals2
1. Willit encourage prudent use of natural Assessors considered that the overall
resourcese impact would be neutral. There is an
14. Climate 2. Willit lead to areductionin COze area of the South West Extension for
Change. To emissions? which the flood risk designation is Flood
address the 3. Willit assist in mitigation and/or Zone 3a (high risk). However, the area is
causes of adaptation to climate change? a linear corridor and is the flood risk is
climate 4. Willit increase emphasis on the issue of 0 0 0 being mitigated through avoidance of
change and climate change and global warming more vulnerable (see Environment
minimise effects, such as rising sea levels and the Agency classification of flood risk
emissions of impact of additional development2 vulnerability) development within this
greenhouse 5. Willit ensure that flood management area.
gasses. takes a sustainable approach?
6. Willit reduce the risk of flooding?
7. Wil it tackle global sustainability issues?
15. Futurity. To The delivery of the transport

ensure that
development
that meets the
needs of foday
should not
restrict choices
and
opportunities
for future
generations

1. Willits outcomes be detrimental to future

generations?
2. Willit restrict the choices of future
generations?

infrastructure associated with the
current quantum of development at
High Tunstall has major benefits in the
context of highway safety.

Also reliance on one major housing site
instead of two sites could impact on
housing delivery as one developer
would conftrol a significant proportion of
new housing sites.

Conclusions: Assessors considered that the alternative scenario would have marginal negative impacts for economy, health,
housing and, fransport and a significant negative impact for futurity but there would be no relationship or a neutral impact
overall for the other SA objectives.

Recommendations: Retain the current strategic approach to housing distribution
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Alternative Growth Scenario D (HSG1) — Addition of North Burn site, removal of High Tunstall site
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria R
objectives ST MT | LT explanation
Whilst Scenario D would still generate
1. Willit encourage and support the jobs in construction and supply chain
establishment and development of there would likely be a detrimental
inward investment companies? impact on the vitality and viability of the
1. Economy. To 2. Willit encourage new start businesse town centre and employment sites
encourage 3. Willit provide a range of quality given as a significant portion of the
strong, diverse sustainable jobs?e 0 0 0 housing need in the Borough would be
and stable 4. Willit diversify the local economy? located away from the main urban
economy. 5. Willit diversify the rural economy? area on a site with limited access and
6.  Willitimprove the viability and vitality would also result in the absence of a
of town and local centres? new local centre to the west of the
7. Willit reduce levels of deprivation? fown at High Tunstall.
2. Education Whilst there is the potential for a new
and Skills. school on the North Burn site, there are
To enable all 1. Willit contribute to the development of already schools planned for Wynyard
children and new and improved education and this scenario would result in no new
young people facilitiese school to the west of the town (af High
to achieve their | 2. Willit encourage lifelong learning and Tunstall), where existing schools are at
full potential training to meet the workforce needs 0 0 0 capacity.
and to of local contractors and other major

maximise the
education and
skills levels of

employers from local sources?
3.  Willitincrease the levels of attainment
and participation in education?

Hartlepool
Residents.
1. Willitimprove access to public services Overall Scenario D would mean poorer
and health facilities? access to services, facilities and
2. Willit provide opportunities to promote recreation space for residents of the
3. Health. . . . .
. healthier lifestyles? new housing sites given the poor access
To improve the s - . -
health and 3.  Willit provide local play provision, parks to the North Burn site both to the town

well-being of
the Hartlepool

and quality green space and increase
access to the countryside?
4,  Willit promote the use of existing

centre and to Wynyard.

community. facilities and open-air recreation?
5. Willit reduce poverty and health
inequalities?
Already safety issues at A19 Elwick and
Dalton junctions — development of High
Tunstall will assist in delivering a new
grade separated junction and bypass
- which willimprove safety both within
1. Willit create safer and cleaner . ; .
communities2 Elwick Village (reduced traffic through
4. Safety and S s . . the village) and on the A19 through the
. 2. Willit reduce crime, violence, disorder . -
Security. implementation of the new grade

To create safer
and cleaner
community,
reducing crime
and anti-social
behaviour.

and anfi-social behaviour?2

3.  Willit help to ensure residents are kept
safe in the event of a fire2

4.  Willit contribute to maintaining and
keeping clean public areas?

5. Willit reduce the perception of crime
and allow communities to safely
access all areas?

separated junction. North Burn would
not deliver this necessary improvement,
only a new junction into that
development.

There could be negative implications for
safety and security with Scenario D as
the site only has one entry/exit which
may limit access for emergency services
or slow response times.
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Alternative Growth Scenario D (HSG1) — Addition of North Burn site, removal of High Tunstall site
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Sustainability . - Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT LT P
1. Willit promote the re-use of previously Scenario D would result in the loss of
developed land? new green infrastructure/green wedge
2. Willit help to ensure the balance of at High Tunstall however this would be
supply and demand in the housing counterbalanced by greater access to
stock is met in sustainable locations? the countryside at North Burn.
3. Willit help to ensure that Hartlepool Irespective of this, choosing a remote
5. Housing. residents have access to a choice of site away from the urban area of the
To ensure good quality housing in sustainable town over a sustainable urban extension
Hartlepool communities across tenures that meets would fail to ensure housing need is met
residents have their needs and aspirationse in sustainable locations, in sustainable
access to 4.  Willit encourage improvements in - - - communities. This would also make
decent, good homes to meet and exceed the other housing sites to the west of the
quality, ‘decent homes standard’'e tfown undeliverable due to highway
affordable 5. Willit provide increased access to safety concerns as it would have a
homes. open space for residents within defrimental impact on the
Hartlepool? viability/deliverability of the proposed
6.  Willit meet the housing needs of bypass of Elwick village and grade
vulnerable people? separate junction with the A19.
7. Willit encourage high quality design
and sufficient open space in new
developments?
1. Willit reduce the transport barriers to scenario D Wo.Uld result n housing
. . development in less sustainable
accessing employment, education . .
S locations (North Burn) which would
and training and health care? .
o . increase the need for fravel and
2. Willit support the location of new .
o . encourage more unsustainable modes
development and provision of services o
of tfransport. There are significant
that reduces the need to travele . - .
- L highway infrastructure costs associated
3. Willit reduce the incidence and h . . - )
6. Transport. To . - with a new junction that is required from
severity of personal injury road crashes? .
help develop o the A19 slip road to access the North
. - 4, Willit increase personal safety and . . )
high quality, . - . Burn site which would only be of benefit
. security whilst travelling? ; -
integrated, L . -- - - - - to that site. Scenario D would render the
. 5. Willit encourage more sustainable . .
accessible and ; - proposed bypass of Elwick village
modes of fravel, especially in urban . .
safe fransport areas? undeliverable which would have
system. S otherwise seen highway safety
6. Willit maintain, improve and make . .
. . .- improvements on the A19 and at Elwick
more efficient use of the existing .
fransport network? and would have reduced congestion
S . . on the A179 and Aé89. This would also
7. Willit control and maintain local air . .
. make other housing sites to the west of
quality and seek to reduce transport : .
- - . the town undeliverable due to highway
emissions that contribute fo climate
safety concerns.
change?
1. Will the plan enhance the quality, Scenario D would result in the loss of
character and local distinctiveness of countryside af North Burn however
the area’s landscapes, open space, would retain more countryside to the
7. Built and townscapes, streetscapes, countryside west of the town (atf High Tunstall). There
Natural and coastline? is potential for a detrimental impact on
Environment. To | 2. Wil it prevent urban development the Schedule Ancient Monument atf the
protect and encroaching and/or occurring in the North Burn site however the
enhance the countryside. development may also improve access.
quality and 3. Willit enhance the quality, character _ ) _ Overall considered negative as the
local and setting of Hartlepool's designated North Burn site is highly visible from the
distinctiveness Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, A19 and would be a more noticeable
of Hartlepool's historic parks, gardens, scheduled encroachment info the open
rural, urban and ancient monuments, none designated countryside.
historic heritage assets and areas of
environment. archaeological intereste
4.  Willit enhance or increase access to
these natural and cultural assets?
5. Willit be of defriment to surrounding
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Alternative Growth Scenario D (HSG1) — Addition of North Burn site, removal of High Tunstall site
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20th July 2017

Sustainability
appraisal
objectives

Appraisal criteria

Timescale

ST

MT

LT

Commentary/
explanation

landscape and open space?

6.  Willit help to ensure that the physical
environment is attractive, responsive,
flexible and sustainable?

7. Willit encourage high quality design?

8.  Willit provide sufficient open space in
new developments?

9. Willitimprove Green Infrastructure
within Hartlepool and adjacent
Boroughs?

8. Biodiversity
and
Geodiversity. To
protect and
enhance the
biodiversity and
geodiversity of
the natural
environment.

1. Willit preserve or enhance the quality
of Nature Conservation Sites within
Hartlepool?

2. Willitimprove access to these nature
conservation sites?

3.  Willit protect habitats and priority
species?e

4, Willit improve or enhance ecological
networks.

There is the potential for harm to the
overall objective as the scenario
comprises development in the open
countryside. This opfion has not been
assessed through the HRA process. It is
noted there is a local wildlife site
adjacent to North Burn that may be
negatively impacted by the
development however equally the
development may provide greater
access.

9. Water, Air
and Soil
Pollution. To
improve and or
retain the
quality of
watercourses,
air quality and
soil quality. To

1. Willit help to achieve sustainable use
of water resources?

2. Willit protect orimprove and monitor
local air quality?

3. Willit minimise atmospheric, noise,
land, soil and water pollution?

4,  Willit protect orimprove the quality of
controlled waters?

5. Willitimprove infrastructure such as

The policy will result in greater pressure
on water resources and the potential for
greater surface water runoff in a flood
risk context.

achieve o
sustainable Use coastal defences?

6.  Willit prevent and/or reduce the risk of
of water .

local flooding?

resources.

1. Willitimprove accessibility and quality Scenario D would result in poorer access
10. Liveability of key services and facilities and to key services and facilities and culture,
and Place. To improve access fo jobs? leisure and recreational activities for
create and 2. Willit provide sufficient retail facilities residents of the North Burn site and
sustain liveable for local people? would also reduce the provision of new
places, 3. Willitimprove access to culture, leisure | - - - and improved facilities to the west of
promoting and recreational activitiese the town with the absence of the High
sustainable 4, Willit create and sustain a vibrant and Tunstall development. This will result in

lifestyles and

social cohesion.

diverse community and promote a
sense of place?
5.  Willit promote social cohesion?

less social cohesion and a poorer sense
of place in both these areas.

11. Equity,
Diversity,
Equality and
Participation-
To promote
strong and
inclusive
communifies

1. Willit promote social inclusion and
tackle worklessnesse

2. Willif help to reduce deprivation and
ensure no group of people are
disadvantaged?

3.  Willit encourage stronger socially
inclusive communities?

4.  Willif increase community cohesion?

5. Willit create community ownership,
participation and engagement?

Given the above, it is considered
Scenario D would have a detrimental
impact on creating a sense of place
and community, encouraging
community cohesion and participation
and engagement and reducing
deprivation.

12. Energy
Efficiency and
Natural
Resources. To
minimise

1. Willit minimise energy use through
sustainable, efficient and effective use
of buildings and land?

2. Willit support or promote the increasing

use of renewable energy resources in

Scenario D would require greenfield
development and a new junction and
highway works for a single site only. The
development of North Burn and
omission of High Tunstall would also
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Alternative Growth Scenario D (HSG1) — Addition of North Burn site, removal of High Tunstall site
Appraisers: Ryan Cowley (Planning Policy), Matthew King (Planning Policy), Sarah Scarr (Heritage and Countryside)
Appraised: 20" July 2017

SUSdel:IObIlIfY . o Timescale Commentary/

appraisal Appraisal criteria .

objectives ST MT | LT explanation

energy use and environmentally acceptable locations? harm the viability of the Elwick bypass
support Will it reduce demand for natural which serves a number of

renewable resources?e developments. This is not considered an
energy Will it encourage the prudent and efficient or sustainable use of land and

production and
encourage the
prudent use of
natural
resources.

efficient use of natural resources?

13. Waste. To
minimise the
production of
waste and to
maximise
opportunities
for recycling.

Will it minimise the generation of
household and commercial waste?
Will it ensure that waste is dealt with as
close to the source as feasible?

Will it maximise the opportunities for
recycling waste materials?

Will it ensure that waste is dealt with in
a sustainable manner?

Does it make provision for an
adequate supply of minerals?

given the relatively remote location of
the development this would encourage
greater car use and increase demand
on natural resources.

Scenario D still results in the generation
of waste, however given the relatively
remote location of North Burn this may
increase the distance between the
source of the waste and the location
where it is dealf with.

Will it encourage prudent use of natural
resources?

14. Climate Will it lead to a reduction in CO2e
Change. To emissions?e
address the Will it assist in mitigation and/or
causes of adaptation to climate change?
climate Will it increase emphasis on the issue of
change and climate change and global warming
minimise effects, such as rising sea levels and the
emissions of impact of additional development?e
greenhouse Will it ensure that flood management
gasses. takes a sustainable approach?

6. Willit reduce the risk of flooding?

Will it tackle global sustainability issues?

15. Futurity. To

ensure that
development
that meets the
needs of foday
should not
restrict choices
and
opportunities
for future
generations

Will its outcomes be detrimental to
future generations?

Will it restrict the choices of future
generations?

It is considered that the North Burn site is
in an unsustainable location, particularly
when compared to High Tunstall. The
limited access and relative remoteness
of the site will increase the need for
fravel and encourage less sustainable
forms of fravel which willincrease CO2
emissions. This would not constitute the
prudent use of natural resources or help
fo mitigate climate change.

Conclusions

North Burn is considered to be an
unsustainable location for new housing,
particularly when compared to High
Tunstall. Given the impact of the
proposal on the viability of the town
centre, the deliverability of the Elwick
bypass and other housing sites it
supports, the associated increased
energy use and climate change
impacts, restrictions on access to the site
and implications for safety and security
and potential impact on education will
all have defrimental impacts on future
generations.

North Burn is considered to be an unsustainable location for new housing, particularly when compared to High Tunstall. Given
the impact of the proposal on the viability of the town centre, the deliverability of the Elwick bypass and other housing sites it
supports, the associated increased energy use and climate change impacts, restrictions on access to the site and
implications for safety and security and potential impact on education will all have detfrimental impacts on future
generations and as such it is considered this would not be a suitable alternative to HSG1.

Recommendation: Do not progress policy alternative.
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Alternative Growth Scenario E (HSG1) - More housing in the Villages, reduction in housing numbers at Wynyard.
Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT | LT P
In terms of the economy, there could
be a negative impact on the local
economy through a reduction in
1. Willit encourage and support the Council Tax revenue; traditionally
establishment and development of Wynyard has higher tax bands. The
inward investment companies?e provision of sites in the villages provides
1.Economy.To | 2. Willit encourage new start business? opportunities for smaller villages to
encourage 3. Willit provide a range of quality developed by local builders.
strong, diverse sustainable jobs?e 0 - - Additional provision in the villages
and stable 4.  Willit diversify the local economy? would support businesses in the
economy. 5. Willit diversify the rural economy? villages, however as a consequence a
6.  Willitimprove the viability and vitality reduction in numbers could have an
of town and local centres? impact on the deliverability of facilities
7. Willit reduce levels of deprivation? at Wynyard — impacting on the
sustainability of the settlement over the
long term.
2. Education Pressure on education facilities in the
and Skills. village.
To enable all 1. Willit contribute to the development of Long ferm potential risk at Wynyard if
children and new and improved education the quantum of housing is not sufficient
young people facilitiese to deliver the primary school on the
to achieve 2. Willit encourage lifelong learning and site.
their full training to meet the workforce needs 0 0 -
potential and of local contractors and other major
fo maximise employers from local sources?
the education 3.  Willitincrease the levels of attainment
and skills levels and participation in education?
of Hartlepool
Residents.
1. Willitimprove access to public services Potential for health services to be
and health facilities? delivered at Wynyard, providing new
2. Willit provide opportunities fo promote services in the developing community.
3. Health. . ;
. healthier lifestylese Increased fravel from the villages to
To improve the s - . . .
health and 3. Willit proylde local play provision, parks access services. Howeyer, increased
well-being of and quality green space and increase 0 0 - access to the countryside at the
N access to the countryside? villages can promote physical and
the Hartlepool - - .
: 4,  Willit promote the use of existing mental health and wellbeing. Long
community. o - - : S
facilities and open-air recreation? term there is a negative impact on
5. Willit reduce poverty and health sustainability of delivery of health
inequalities? services.
1. Willit create safer and cleaner No relationship identified.
4. Safety and communities?
) =ty 2. Willit reduce crime, violence, disorder
Security. : . .
and anfti-social behaviour?2
To create safer o -
and cleaner 3.  Willit help to ensure residents are kept
communit safe in the event of a fire2 X X X
onity, 4.  Willit confribute to maintaining and
reducing crime . A
- . keeping clean public areas?
and anfi-social L . .
. 5. Willit reduce the perception of crime
behaviour. "
and allow communities to safely
access all areas?
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Alternative Growth Scenario E (HSG1) - More housing in the Villages, reduction in housing numbers at Wynyard.
Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria R
objectives ST MT | LT explanation

1. Willit promote the re-use of previously Wynyard will deliver to meet a
developed land? demand for homes in this location,

2. Willit help to ensure the balance of including executive homes. This adds
supply and demand in the housing an additional choice of types and
stock is met in sustainable locations? location of development across the

3. Willit help to ensure that Hartlepool borough.

5. Housing. residents have access to a choice of Further developments of the villages

To ensure good quality housing in sustainable would increase the supply in the

Hartlepool communities across tenures that meets villages and help to address further

residents have their needs and aspirationse need in the villages.

access to 4.  Willit encourage improvements in - - - There is already a level of

decent, good homes to meet and exceed the development allocated in the villages

quality, ‘decent homes standard’e as part of the local plan; it is a fine

affordable 5. Willit provide increased access to balance between development of

homes. open space for residents within additional dwellings to meet need and
Hartlepool? overdevelopment of the village,

6.  Willit meet the housing needs of eroding the character of the village -
vulnerable people? this impacts upon the choice of

7. Willit encourage high quality design different dwellings across the Borough.
and sufficient open space in new Therefore the alternative created a
developments? negative impact on this objective.

1. Willit reduce the fransport barriers to This alternative scenario would
accessing employment, education increase the issues around highway
and fraining and health care? infrastructure for the villages. This is

2. Willit support the location of new balanced against the reduction of
development and provision of services pressure at Wynyard which could
that reduces the need to travel? impact on the planned improvements

3.  Willit reduce the incidence and to the junctions. Wynyard is also

6. Transport. To severity of personal injury road investing in cycle provision of a

help develop crashes? sustainable cycle link between

high quality, 4.  Willit increase personal safety and Wynyard and Hartlepool. It is
integrated, security whilst fravelling? 0 0 |0 accepted that both routes have the
accessible and | 5. Willit encourage more sustainable potential fo create commuting traffic
safe transport modes of fravel, especially in urban as there is limited employment
system. areas? opportunities within the immediate

6. Will'it maintain, improve and make vicinity of the site. As a result both
more efficient use of the existing options would require a level of
fransport network? infrastructure investment.

7. Willit control and maintain local air
quality and seek to reduce transport
emissions that contribute fo climate
change?

1. Will the plan enhance the quality, Elwick and Greatham villages both
character and local distinctiveness of have Conservation Areas within them,
the area’s landscapes, open space, these heritage assefts include listed

7. Built and townscapes, streetscapes, countryside buildings and locally listed buildings.
Natural and coastline? The Quality of Place chapter ensures
Environment. 2. Will'it prevent urban development that high quality design is integral to alll
To protect and encroaching and/or occurring in the developments. The additional
enhance the countryside. development of the villages, does risk
quality and 3. Willit enhance the quality, character 0 _ ) the changing nature of the village
local and setting of Hartlepool’s designated character over the long tferm.
distinctiveness Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings, Although it does depend on the design
of Hartlepool's historic parks, gardens, scheduled with regard to the development of
rural, urban ancient monuments, none designated Wynyard, impact on the character is
and historic heritage assets and areas of considered less of an issue as the
environment. archaeological interest? development is planned to a certain

4.  Willit enhance or increase access to size from the outset which has
these natural and cultural assets? landscaping ‘built in’ rather that the

5. Willit be of defriment to surrounding erosion of the village character as a
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Alternative Growth Scenario E (HSG1) - More housing in the Villages, reduction in housing numbers at Wynyard.
Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT | LT P
landscape and open space? potential result of overdevelopment.
6.  Willit help to ensure that the physical
environment is attractive, responsive,
flexible and sustainable?
7. Willit encourage high quality design?@
8.  Willit provide sufficient open space in
new developments?
9. Willitimprove Green Infrastructure
within Hartlepool and adjacent
Boroughs?
Consideration was given that there
s . were potential negative impacts on
8. Biodiversity 1. Willit preserve or enhance the quality this objective from the proposed
and . ; o . .
. . of Nature Conservation Sites within allocation and the alternative
Geodiversity. . .
Hartlepool? scenario. Whilst Wynyard has
To protect and e . . -
2. Willit improve access to these nature ecological issues on the existing
enhance the . e
biodiversity conservation sitese 0 0 |0 woodland and farmland, the
and 3. Willit protect habitats and priority alternative of additional development
. . species? in the village would have o be
geodiversity of L . L
4,  Will'it improve or enhance ecological screened for ecological impacts, e.g.,
the natural ; .
environment networks. impact on the SPA. Appropriate
’ mitigation would be required in both
cases.
9. Wa're.r, Air 1. Willit help fo achieve sustainable use Considered ’rhq’r there IS the potential
and Soil for there to be issues with water
R of water resources? . -
Pollution. To s . . resources across both sites. In addition
. 2. Willit protect or improve and monitor - .
improve and . . creation of new dwellings would have
. local air quality? : - L o
or retain the S . . noise and air population implications
. 3. Willit minimise atmospheric, noise, - . : .
quality of . . on surrounding countryside / villages in
land, soil and water pollution? ;
watercourses, i - . 0 0 0 both development options.
. : 4,  Willit protect orimprove the quality of
air quality and
soil quality. To controlled waters?2
N & 5. Willit improve infrastructure such as
achieve
sustainable Use coaostal defences?
6.  Willit prevent and/or reduce the risk of
of water .
local flooding?
resources.
In Wynyard, the improved infrastructure
will meet demands created by the
. - 1. Willitimprove accessibility and quality _developmen’r oqd have a po§|’r.|ve
10. Liveability - L impact on the wider connectivity.
of key services and facilities and L= . .
and Place. To ) . Limited extension to the villages could
improve access to jobse - . :
create and S . - . - extend the facilities available in the
- 2. Willit provide sufficient retail facilities . . L
sustain liveable villages; however the scope of this is
for local people? . o
places, e . largely reliant on the viability of
. 3.  Willitimprove access to culture, leisure | - - -
promoting . L schemes. Impact on the sense of
. and recreational activitiese . -
sustainable o . . place if the villages are under too
. 4.  Willit create and sustain a vibrant and g
lifestyles and . . much development pressure. This is
. diverse community and promotfe a . ;
social unlikely to improve access to culture,
. sense of place? . . N
cohesion. i . . leisure and recreational activities in the
5. Willit promote social cohesion? ; f
villages but may place additional
demands upon them if they are not
improved / developed in fandem.
11. Equity, 1. Willit promote social inclusion and Development in both locations has the
Diversity, tackle worklessnesse potential fo improve facilities available.
Equality and 2. Willif help to reduce deprivation and Development of such facilities can
Participation- ensure no group of people are have a positive impact on community
. 0 0|0 : .
To promote disadvantaged? cohesion and ownership. Such
strong and 3.  Willit encourage stronger socially developments would be required to
inclusive inclusive communities? pay planning obligations towards such
communifies 4.  Willit increase community cohesion? facilifies. In addition, both
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Alternative Growth Scenario E (HSG1) - More housing in the Villages, reduction in housing numbers at Wynyard.
Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT | LT P
5. Willit create community ownership, developments will contribute towards
participation and engagement? the development of affordable
housing; Wynyard through an offsite
confribution which willimprove
affordable housing provision in the
urban area and development in the
villages could include onsite affordable
housing.
12. Energy Assessors considered that the overall
Efficiency and impact would be neutral.
Natural 1. Willit minimise energy use through
Resources. To sustainable, efficient and effective use
minimise of buildings and land?
energy use 2. Willit support or promote the
and support increasing use of renewable energy
renewable resources in environmentally 0 0 0
energy acceptable locatfions?
production 3. Willit reduce demand for natural
and resources?
encourage the | 4. Willit encourage the prudent and
prudent use of efficient use of natural resources?
natural
resources.
1. Willit minimise the generation of Assessors considered that the overall
household and commercial waste? impact would be neutral.
13. Waste. To o . .
S 2. Will'it ensure that waste is dealt with as
minimise the .
. close to the source as feasible?
production of . . o
3. Willit maximise the opportunities for
waste and to . ; 0 0 0
maximise recycling waste materials?
- 4.  Willit ensure that waste is dealt with in
opportunities . 2
for recycling a sus’rgmoble manners
’ 5. Does it make provision for an
adequate supply of minerals?
- Considered that there would be a
1. Willit encourage prudent use of . . .
slightly improved impact on the
natural resources? - S
S . Climate Change objective if
. 2. Willit lead to a reduction in CO2 .
14. Climate o development was undertaken in the
emissions?e ) S
Change. To - S villages. This is due to the closer
3. WIillit assist in mitigation and/or - - . .
address the . . proximity to services of this location,
adaptation to climate change? . ;
causes of S . . e.g. wider variety of employment
: 4.  Willit increase emphasis on the issue of . . as
climate . ; location and retail facilities
climate change and global warming + + + . .
change and . (supermarkets), it was considered that
A effects, such as rising sea levels and - AT
minimise . o this would have a positive impact on
. the impact of additional .
emissions of develooment2 COzreduction through reduced length
greenhouse >velop : of car journeys to access essential
5. Willit ensure that flood management . o )
gasses. . services / amenities, although this may
takes a sustainable approach? o ; - .
o . . be mitigated if additional services,
6. Willit reduce the risk of flooding? .
- . 2 employment, retail etc were created
7. Willit tackle global sustainability issues?
near fo Wynyard.
15. Futurity. To The villages are developing
ensure that incrementally at present, increasing
development this level of development within village
that meets the - . locations could lead to
1. Willits outcomes be detrimental to . .
needs of today - overdevelopment issues. This would
future generations? .
should not - . . 0 0 | - erode the nature of the villages and
. . 2. Willit restrict the choices of future o ; .
restrict choices . limit the choices of future generations
generations? . )
and to experience villages as they are
opportunities experienced today.
for future
generations
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Alternative Growth Scenario E (HSG1) - More housing in the Villages, reduction in housing numbers at Wynyard.
Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Susiainability Timescale
appraisal Appraisal criteria

objectives

Commentary/
ST MT | LT explanation

Conclusions: Overall, this alternative scenario presents a weaker case in terms of sustainability. Development of the villages
is finely balanced, allowing incremental growth to support the services within the villages whilst also ensuring that the villages
grow and develop in an appropriate manner without impacting on the strategic gap. A reduction in the level of housing
development, whilst could reduce the pressure on the local road infrastructure also has the potential impact on the
development of this infrastructure and community facilities which will make the development of additional dwellings more
sustainable.

Recommendations: Retain the current strategic approach to housing distribution.
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Hartlepool Local Plan - Draft 2016
Scenario being appraised: Scenario E - No development in villages and extension to upper Warren

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT | LT P
1. Willit encourage and support the There would be a negative impact on
establishment and development of the local economy in the villages if
inward investment companies? there is no further residential
1. Economy. To | 2. Willit encourage new start business? development.
encourage 3. Willit provide a range of quality
strong, diverse sustainable jolbs?2 - - -
and stable 4. Willit diversify the local economy?
economy. 5. Willit diversify the rural economy?
6. Willit improve the viability and vitality of
tfown and local centres?
7. Willit reduce levels of deprivation®?
2. Education There would be a negative impact in
and Skills. the medium and long term on village
To .enoble all 1. Will it contribute to the development of schools if Therg isno fgr’rher readephol
children and . - s development in the villages, particularly
new and improved education facilities? . . .
young people S . . as there is an older demographic profile
. 2. Willit encourage lifelong learning and . -
to achieve - in the villages.
their full fraining fo meet the workforce heeds of : X _
. local contractors and other major
potential and
. employers from local sources?
fo maximise AN .
. 3. Willit increase the levels of attainment
the education T -
. and participation in education?
and skills levels
of Hartlepool
Residents.
1. Willit improve access to public services There would be better access to
and health facilities? healthcare facilities at Upper Warren
2. Willit provide opportunities fo promote but decreased access to the
3. Health. Lo . ) .
. healthier lifestyles? countryside at the villages which can
To improve the s . . .
health and 3. Willit provide local play provision, parks promote physical and mental health
- and quality green space and increase - - - and wellbeing. There would also be a
well-being of ; .
access to the countryside?¢ loss of the promotion of the use of
the Hartlepool o - - - L . .
; 4. Willit promote the use of existing facilities existing facilities and open-air recreation
community. . -
and open-air recreation? that would occur through new
5. Willit reduce poverty and health residential development in the villages.
inequalities? Overall the impact would be negative.
1. Willit create safer and cleaner No relationship identified.
4. Safety and communities?
) " 2. Willit reduce crime, violence, disorder
Security. ; . ;
and anti-social behaviour?
To create safer N -
3. Willit help to ensure residents are kept
and cleaner . .
communit safe in the event of a fire?
onity, 4. Willit contribute to maintaining and X X X
reducing crime . h
- . keeping clean public areas?
and anti-social L . .
. 5. Willit reduce the perception of crime
behaviour. "
and allow communities to safely access
all areas?
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Hartlepool Local Plan - Draft 2016
Scenario being appraised: Scenario E - No development in villages and extension to upper Warren

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT | LT P

1. Willit promote the re-use of previously There would be a reduction in the
developed land? choices available to Hartlepool

2. Willit help to ensure the balance of residents if there were no further
supply and demand in the housing stock residential development in the villages.
is met in sustainable locations? Allocating further residential

. 3. Willit help to ensure that Hartlepool development at Upper Warren would
5. Housing. . - L . ;
To ensure residents have access to a choice of not significantly improve choice as there
good quality housing in sustainable is an existing development aft this
Hartlepool e . .
. communities across tenures that meets location and there are other extensions
residents have . S . ”
their needs and aspirations? to the main urban settlement which
access to o . . - - - . .
4. Will'it encourage improvements in homes have been allocated. This scenario
decent, good ‘
uality to meet and exceed the ‘decent homes yvould not polonce ;upply qnd demand
g ' standard’e in the housing stock in sustainable
affordable - S . - .
homes 5. Willit prowde_ mcreos.ed. access to open locations as too high a proportion Qf the
’ space for residents within Hartlepool? newly available stock would be being

6. Willit meet the housing needs of provided on the urban edge without
vulnerable people? new stock being made available in the

7. Willit encourage high quality design and villages for a balanced approach.
sufficient open space in new
developments?

1. Willit reduce the fransport barriers to Some residential development in the
accessing employment, education and villages of an appropriate scale can act
fraining and health care? as a catalyst to improvements in the

2. Willit support the location of new local road network but development at
development and provision of services Upper warren would reduce the need
that reduces the need to travele to travel as it is closer to existing

3. Willit reduce the incidence and severity facilities. Overall the impact would be

6. Transport. To -
of personal injury road crashes? neutral.
help develop e
. - 4, Willit increase personal safety and
high quaiity, security whilst fravelling?
intfegrated, : 0 0 0

accessible and
safe fransport
system.

Will it encourage more sustainable
modes of fravel, especially in urban
areas?

Will it maintain, improve and make more
efficient use of the existing transport
network?

Will it control and maintain local air
quality and seek to reduce transport
emissions that contribute to climate
change?

7. Built and
Natural
Environment.
To protect and
enhance the
quality and
local
distinctiveness
of Hartlepool's
rural, urban
and historic
environment.

. Will the plan enhance the quality,

character and local distinctiveness of the
area’s landscapes, open space,
tfownscapes, streetscapes, countryside
and coastline?

Will it prevent urban development
encroaching and/or occurring in the
countryside.

Will it enhance the quality, character
and setting of Hartlepool’s designated
Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings,
historic parks, gardens, scheduled
ancient monuments, none designated
heritage assefs and areas of
archaeological interest?

Will it enhance or increase access to
these natural and cultural assets?

Will it be of detfriment to surrounding
landscape and open space?

Residential development at Upper
Warren would significantly encroach on
the strategic gap between the urban
edge and Hart village. The impact of
new residential development of an
appropriate scale at the villages is
relatively modest and assessors noted
that the allocations at Hart village are o
the west of the village so do not impact
on the strategic gap. The residential
allocation at Elwick village will have an
impact on the sefting of Elwick
Conservation Area but this is considered
fo be a modest impact.




Appendix 2 - Alternative Policy & Growth Scenarios

Hartlepool Local Plan - Draft 2016
Scenario being appraised: Scenario E - No development in villages and extension to upper Warren

Appraisers: Fiona Riley (Planning Policy), Matthew Clifford (Planning Policy) and Steven Carter (Health Improvement)
Appraised: 21st July 2017

Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT | LT P
6. Willit help to ensure that the physical
environment is attractive, responsive,
flexible and sustainable?
7. Willit encourage high quality design?
8. Willit provide sufficient open space in
new developments?
9. Willit improve Green Infrastructure within
Hartlepool and adjacent Boroughs?
8. Biodiversity 1. Willit preserve or enhance the quality of I\{ew residential development at Hart
and - . e vilage and at Upper Warren would
. . Nature Conservation Sites within . .
Geodiversity. need to consider the impact on the
Hartlepool? . .
To protect and e coastal Special Protection Area as both
2. Willitimprove access to these nature - . AR
enhance the . . are within 6km of it. The principle impact
biodiversity co.n.servcmon sVres? . 0 0 0 is on migratory birds through dog
3. Willit protect habitats and priority .
and . walking.
. . species?
geodiversity of A .
4. Will'it improve or enhance ecological
the natural
. networks.
environment.
9. Wa're.r, Air 1. Will it help fo achieve sustainable use of New residential development at Hart
and Soil village would heed some nhew water
R water resources? S
Pollution. To - . . ufility infrastructure but assessors
. 2. Willit protect or improve and monitor . .
improve and . . considered that overall the impact
. local air quality?2
or retain the e . . would be neutral.
. 3. Willit minimise atmospheric, noise, land,
quality of - .
soil and water pollution?
watercourses, o . . 0 0 0
. ; 4. Willit protect orimprove the quality of
air quality and
soil quality. To controlled waterse
d & 5. Willit improve infrastructure such as
achieve
sustainable use coaostal defences?
6. Willit prevent and/or reduce the risk of
of water ;
local flooding?
resources.
. - 1. Willit improve accessibility and quality of No further residential development in
10. Liveability ) e . . . .
and Place. To key services and facilities and improve The wllqges woulq mpoc’r nego’f.lvely on
) access to jobse improving accessibility and quality of
create and o ; . . . A .
- 2. Willit provide sufficient retail facilities for key services and facilities in the villages.
sustain liveable . .
local people? It would also discourage village shops.
places, AN .
romoting 3. Willit improve access TQ culture, leisure - - - Development _o’r. Upper Worrep would
prom and recreational activitiese support the existing local services and
sustainable s . . S . o
. 4. Willit create and sustain a vibrant and facilities but this is probably less critical
lifestyles and . . . .
social diverse community and promote a sense than in the villages.
cohesion of place?
) 5. Willit promote social cohesion?
1. Willit promote social inclusion and tackle No further residential development in
11. Equity, worklessnesse the villages would reduce the
Diversity, 2. Willit help to reduce deprivation and community cohesion as there would be
Equality and ensure no group of people are fewer opportunities for local young
Participation- disadvantaged? people to access the housing market in
To promote 3. Willit encourage stronger socially the villages.
strong and inclusive communities? - - -
inclusive 4. Willit increase community cohesion?
communities 5. Willit create community ownership,
participation and engagement?
12. Energy 1. Willit minimise energy use through Assessors considered that the overall
Efficiency and sustainable, efficient and effective use of impact would be neutral.
Natural buildings and land?2
Resources. To 2. Willit support or promote the increasing 0 0 0
minimise use of renewable energy resources in
energy use environmentally acceptable locations?e
and support 3. Willit reduce demand for natural
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Sustainability . o Timescale Commentary/
appraisal Appraisal criteria explanation
objectives ST MT | LT P
renewable resources?e
energy 4. Willit encourage the prudent and
production efficient use of natural resources?
and
encourage the
prudent use of
natural
resources.
1. Will'it minimise the generation of Assessors considered that the overall
household and commercial waste? impact would be neutral.
13. Waste. To I . -
o 2. Willit ensure that waste is dealt with as
minimise the .
. close to the source as feasible?
production of - . o
3. Willit maximise the opportunities for
waste and to . - 0 0 0
maximise recycling waste materials?
- 4. Willit ensure that waste is dealt within a
opportunities .
for recyclin sustainable manner?
yeing. 5. Does it make provision for an adequate
supply of minerals?
1. Willit encourage prudent use of natural There would be more access to services
resources? and facilities by sustainable travel
14. Climate 2. Willit lead to areductionin COze modes.
Change. To emissions?e
address the 3. Willit assist in mitigation and/or
causes of adaptation to climate change?
climate 4. Willit increase emphasis on the issue of + + +
change and climate change and global warming
minimise effects, such as rising sea levels and the
emissions of impact of additional development2
greenhouse 5. Willit ensure that flood management
gasses. takes a sustainable approach?

o

Will it reduce the risk of flooding?
7. Willit tackle global sustainability issuese

15. Futurity. To
ensure that
development
that meets the
needs of foday
should not
restrict choices
and
opportunities
for future
generations

1. Willits outcomes be detrimental to future

generations?
2. Willit restrict the choices of future
generations?

No further residential development in
the villages would restrict the choices of
future generations.

Conclusions: Assessors considered that the alternative scenario would have marginal negative impacts for economy,
education and skills, health, housing, transport, built and natural environment, liveability and place and equity, diversity and
participation and a significant negative impact for futurity but there would be no relationship or a neutral impact overall for
the other SA objectives with the exception of climate change which would have a marginal positive impact.

Recommendations: Retain the current strategic approach to housing distribution
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