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Paragraph: Policy: Objective Other Policies 

Map:

Legally 

compliant?

Sound DtC Please give details of why you consider the 

Development Management Plan is not legally compliant 

or is unsound or fails to comply with the Duty to 

Cooperate…

Please set out what modification(s) you consider 

necessary to make the Development Management 

Plan legally compliant or sound,….

Extra Docs If your 

representa

tion is 

seeking a 

modificatio

n, do you 

consider it 

necessary 

to participa

te at the 

oral part of 

the 

examinatio

n?

If you wish to participate 

at the oral part of the 

examination, please 

outline why you 

consider this to be 

necessary:
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ERM4a Natural England note that these sustainable urban 

extension allocations all sit within the setting of the 

Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Beauty (AONB). 

Natural England advise that a Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment is completed, and appropriate 

mitigation measures considered where necessary, in 

order to assess the significance of any potential impacts 

on the special qualities of the AONB. We also 

recommend speaking to the AONB unit; their 

knowledge of the site and its wider landscape setting, 

together with the aims and objectives of the AONB’s 

statutory management plan would be a valuable 

contribution to this assessment process. Completing 

this assessment would improve the soundness of the 

Development Management Plan document.

Natural England advise that a Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment is completed, and appropriate 

mitigation measures considered where necessary, in 

order to assess the significance of any potential 

impacts on the special qualities of the AONB. We 

also recommend speaking to the AONB unit; their 

knowledge of the site and its wider landscape 

setting, together with the aims and objectives of the 

AONB’s statutory management plan would be a 

valuable contribution to this assessment process. 

Completing this assessment would improve the 

soundness of the Development Management Plan 

document.
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ERM4a We note that this allocation includes the boundary edge 

of a site of nature conservation interest. This site should 

be referenced and considered within the design 

approach and mitigation requirements section. An 

ecological survey should be carried out to identify 

habitats and species and provision to be made for 

appropriate nature conservation measures and habitat 

enhancements

this allocation includes the boundary edge of a site 

of nature conservation interest. This site should be 

referenced and considered within the design 

approach and mitigation requirements section. An 

ecological survey should be carried out to identify 

habitats and species and provision to be made for 

appropriate nature conservation measures and 

habitat enhancements.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes ERM4a/ 

ERM4b/ 

ERM5

No I believe that the above policy, paragraph 2b, ERM 4a, 

4b and ERM 5, are unjustified and detrimental to the 

local area and the wellbeing of the residents of 

Merstham.  It also fails to recognise that the Green Belt 

was established to inhibit urban sprawl.  When viewed 

side by side the maps above, taken into context with 

the new Woodlands development in Bletchingley Road 

(adjacent to 4a and 4b) and the Oakley Outdoor Centre 

(planning applied for ref 15/02200/F) adjacent to 

Oakley Farm (ERM5) represent a large incursion into 

the Green Belt.  Because the boundary between Reigate 

and Banstead Borough Council and Tandridge District 

Council run through these tracts of land there is a 

probability that the incursion could be doubled by the 

latter allowing development up to their boundary.

The above mentioned sites, particularly Oakley Farm, 

provide a natural barrier between the former GLC 

estate and the M25 motorway.  The countryside around 

Merstham was decimated by the construction of the 

M25 and its interchange with the M23 with its noise 

and air pollution  Wildlife habitats were ruined and it 

has taken decades for these to be re established.  Deer 

have recently been see and photographed locally and 

people have been able to appreciate and take 

advantage of the surrounding countryside once again.

The plan is short-sighted in as much as it fails to protect 

farmland which post Brexit may well 

Removal of ERM 4a, ERM 4b and ERM5 from MLS1, 

paragraph 2b to prevent further destruction of the 

countryside between the estate and the M25 

motorway and M25/M23 interchange

No No



be in demand and certainly takes no account of 

environmental issues.  Once development has been 

permitted on Green Belt such as this the floodgates will 

be open for similar developments depriving present 

and future generations of the benefits country areas 

bring.  Once concreted over this countryside is gone 

forever.

The Council claims the DMP shows how it plans to 

“protect the character of the borough and what people 

like about living here” and that Reigate and Banstead 

will be “one of the most desirable areas in the region” 

and to ensure that “the environment and green space is 

maintained and enhanced for the future.”  This Plan, 

reserving Green Belt land for development, does 

nothing to meet these claims.

I cannot speak for residents in other parts of the 

borough as my knowledge of these areas is limited, but 

having lived in Merstham for 64 years, I am well aware 

of what the countryside means to people living here 

and how people feel about the possibility of 

development on the Green Belt when so many 

brownfield sites stand empty for years on end whilst 

developers wait for land to increase in value.

It is obvious from the plan as a whole that incursion 

into the Green Belt appears to be in areas where 

council estates are located.  I question why the more 

affluent areas of the borough are not being considered.  

Perhaps it is felt that there will be less opposition from 

residents in the so called ‘deprived’ and less affluent 

areas. 
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These should be read alongside our comments made 

during the Regulation 18 consultation 

http://redhillgreens.org.uk/downloads/esgp-dmp-

10oct16-final.pdf Limited accessibility due to constraints 

of rail bridges and access via Schools Hill.
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Member Mr Jonathan Essex East Surrey 

Green 

Party
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Member ERM4a/ER

M4b

These should be read alongside our comments made 

during the Regulation 18 consultation 

http://redhillgreens.org.uk/downloads/esgp-dmp-

10oct16-final.pdf Limited accessibility due to constraints 

of rail bridges and access via Schools Hill.
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ERM4b Natural England note that these sustainable urban 

extension allocations all sit within the setting of the 

Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Beauty (AONB). 

Natural England advise that a Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment is completed, and appropriate 

mitigation measures considered where necessary, in 

order to assess the significance of any potential impacts 

on the special qualities of the AONB. We also 

recommend speaking to the AONB unit; their 

knowledge of the site and its wider landscape setting, 

together with the aims and objectives of the AONB’s 

statutory management plan would be a valuable 

contribution to this assessment process. Completing 

this assessment would improve the soundness of the 

Development Management Plan document.

Natural England advise that a Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment is completed, and appropriate 

mitigation measures considered where necessary, in 

order to assess the significance of any potential 

impacts on the special qualities of the AONB. We 

also recommend speaking to the AONB unit; their 

knowledge of the site and its wider landscape 

setting, together with the aims and objectives of the 

AONB’s statutory management plan would be a 

valuable contribution to this assessment process. 

Completing this assessment would improve the 

soundness of the Development Management Plan 

document.
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ERM4b The described biodiversity constraints, opportunities 

and requirements of development here are welcomed; 

(design of Green Infrastructure to deliver against 

objectives & targets of the Holmesdale Biodiversity 

Opportunity Area).
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ERM5 Natural England note that these sustainable urban 

extension allocations all sit within the setting of the 

Surrey Hills Area of Outstanding Beauty (AONB). 

Natural England advise that a Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment is completed, and appropriate 

mitigation measures considered where necessary, in 

order to assess the significance of any potential impacts 

on the special qualities of the AONB. We also 

recommend speaking to the AONB unit; their 

knowledge of the site and its wider landscape setting, 

together with the aims and objectives of the AONB’s 

statutory management plan would be a valuable 

contribution to this assessment process. Completing 

this assessment would improve the soundness of the 

Development Management Plan document.

Natural England advise that a Landscape and Visual 

Impact Assessment is completed, and appropriate 

mitigation measures considered where necessary, in 

order to assess the significance of any potential 

impacts on the special qualities of the AONB. We 

also recommend speaking to the AONB unit; their 

knowledge of the site and its wider landscape 

setting, together with the aims and objectives of the 

AONB’s statutory management plan would be a 

valuable contribution to this assessment process. 

Completing this assessment would improve the 

soundness of the Development Management Plan 

document.

No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0463

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Carola Penruddoc

k

RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

63

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   ERM5 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Yes In order to make the DMP Proposal legally compliant or 

sound, I strongly consider that the building of 95 new 

homes would have to be significantly reduced in 

number.    As mentioned in the comments submitted in 

Regulation 18, this agricultural green belt land, so close 

to the M23 and M25 motorways, has enough 

continuous noise pollution. Also this site has a risk of 

flooding during the winter months and I deem a 

housing development of this size would be indefensible 

on this boggy, clay soil. Fewer houses would be less 

risky and this would reduce a large increase of traffic on 

this dangerous road network thus mitigating the impact 

on our narrow, congested lanes and infrastructure. As 

noted in DMP Reg. 19, major improvements would have 

to be made on Bletchingley Road where School Hill 

meets the A23.     Policy DES11 (now DES8) of the 

emerging DMP states that the Council will expect all 

developments to be managed in a safe and considerate 

manner. As an existing, bedbound resident [...] I must 

insist that a Construction Management Statement will 

demonstrate how they will protect the residential 

properties and amenities on the boundary from further 

noise and air pollution.  Also further enhancements 

must be given to the provision  of a generous green 

corridor [...] and 

In order to make the DMP Proposal legally 

compliant or sound, I strongly consider that the 

building of 95 new homes would have to be 

significantly reduced in number.    As mentioned in 

the comments submitted in Regulation 18, this 

agricultural green belt land, so close to the M23 and 

M25 motorways, has enough continuous noise 

pollution. Also this site has a risk of flooding during 

the winter months and I deem a housing 

development of this size would be indefensible on 

this boggy, clay soil. Fewer houses would be less 

risky and this would reduce a large increase of traffic 

on this dangerous road network thus mitigating the 

impact on our narrow, congested lanes and 

infrastructure. As noted in DMP Reg. 19, major 

improvements would have to be made on 

Bletchingley Road where School Hill meets the A23.     

Policy DES11 (now DES8) of the emerging DMP 

states that the Council will expect all developments 

to be managed in a safe and considerate manner. As 

an existing, bedbound resident [...]  I must insist that 

a Construction Management Statement will 

demonstrate how they will protect the residential 

properties and amenities on the boundary from 

further noise and air pollution.  

No No

in other areas of the eastern part of the site. 

Preservation of the historic oak trees on site must be 

inviolable. I cannot see how building on this land can 

safeguard the green belt countryside. A large housing 

estate would destroy wildlife, bird populations, 

endangered natterjack toads and beautiful landscape 

overlooking the North Downs. I can only entreat the 

Council to pressurise the Developer to modify their plan 

and provide extra:    Protection and enhancement of 

woodland, particularly on boundaries. More 

consideration for the daily dog walkers/ramblers and 

fitness groups who use the footpath running through 

the site (FP198).  Design a layout, which enhances 

landscape quality , particularly in proximity to the AONB 

and minimise visibility of the development in long range 

views.

  Also further enhancements must be given to the 

provision  of a generous green corridor [...] and in 

other areas of the eastern part of the site. 

Preservation of the historic oak trees on site must 

be inviolable. I cannot see how building on this land 

can safeguard the green belt countryside. A large 

housing estate would destroy wildlife, bird 

populations, endangered natterjack toads and 

beautiful landscape overlooking the North Downs. I 

can only entreat the Council to pressurise the 

Developer to modify their plan and provide extra:    

Protection and enhancement of woodland, 

particularly on boundaries. More consideration for 

the daily dog walkers/ramblers and fitness groups 

who use the footpath running through the site 

(FP198).  Design a layout, which enhances landscape 

quality , particularly in proximity to the AONB and 

minimise visibility of the development in long range 

views.RBBC\Repr
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Know

The plan for ERM5 - Potential Reserve Urban Extension 

Site - Oakley Farm, Off Bletchingley Road, Merstham 

contradicts the Development Management Plan 

(Regulation 19) Green Infrastructure Strategy, August 

2017. Specifically, Figure 16 highlights the Policy in 

Merstham for: Enhancing the public realm and 

Improving community access to nature. The destruction 

of specific habitat and the potential increase in noise 

and air pollution would diminish the public realm and 

would reduce community access to nature.

Environmental  impact: Habitat

The Oakley farm development site provides habitat for 

a number of species. We have seen

32 species of birds including Great Spotted 

Woodpeckers, Green Woodpeckers, Mistie Thrush, Jay, 

Willow Tit, Greenfinch, Buzzards and other important 

species including Slow worms, Roe deer, Hedgehogs  

and many others.

The fields, meadow, and marshy area near to the 

motorway provides habitats for grass snakes, insects 

and various rare butterfly and moth species. The 

habitat for many of these species stretches either side 

of the proposed development area. This habitat will be 

completely split with the development and specifically, 

one part (East of Coppice Lea Care Home) will be 

completely cut off from the larger natural area of the 

Merstham Sund and 

No



Furzefield Wood. By putting a physical barrier of houses 

in the middle of this habitat, it will have a far bigger 

impact on the size of sustainable habitat for species, 

such as the deer, which may no longer have sufficient 

foraging area to maintain a viable population.

Environmental Impact: Noise pollution.

The proposed development for Oakley Farm, Merstham 

shows the area of land set aside for development 

extending right to the M23 junction. If the development 

stretched this far and houses built on this whole site, 

then there would be an issue of extra noise and air 

pollution from the motorway. This is because just 

before the motorway on this site the land rises steeply 

to provide a natural sound barrier. It would be 

impractical to build on the slope of this ridge, so the 

developers may wish to flatten it to allow more houses 

to be built. If this occurred, the noise and air pollution 

from both the M23 and M25 motorways would be 

severe for those living in the new development and 

would also worsen for those already in Merstham. This 

would be detrimental to the long term health and 

wellbeing of those living there.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes ERM5 Don't know No No This site for ‘sustainable urban extension’ fails to 

consider key elements identified as fundamental to the 

core strategy:

Policy NHE8: Horse keeping and equestrian 

development.  This site is currently used for horse 

keeping. [...] The site also currently provides

Stables for a number of horses.  This has been omitted 

from the report on the use of the land and will be 

destroyed with development of this site.  The current 

use of this land for horse and other animal grazing 

enriches our community and this has been disregarded. 

The site is linked with a number of bridleways and is 

ideal for consideration for this element of the core 

strategy.

Policy DES1: Design of the new development.  This 

policy refers to the need for developments not to 

adversely impact on the amenity of occupants of 

existing and nearby buildings.  There is no 

acknowledgement of the loss of rural landscape that 

the residents of east Merstham most specifically 

Bolsover Grove & Radstock Way will lose. Currently 

these residents have a wide outlook over Green Belt,  

green grazing fields and countryside landscape, the 

reason why many purchased their property in this 

location. They are not overlooked and live in a quiet 

location. The proposed development fails to recognise 

this loss and the entire change of dynamics this 

development will have on these families.

Remove plans for development on Green Belt there 

is no proof that exceptional circumstances have 

been proven in this plan.  The plan suggests that 

other sites have been exhausted when infact local 

residents are aware of many derelict properties, 

empty offices and non-protected areas of land which 

have not been identified as potential development 

sites.

Sites such as Oakley Farm, if required as part of the 

development plan, should be used for provision 

equestrian facility and continuation of grazing or 

agricultural land. Preserving wildlife, local landscape 

and enhancing its beneficial use whilst maintaining 

its beauty and safeguarding its openness.

Developers have agreed a purchase in principle with 

Oakley Farm.

Due to the current regeneration of Merstham with a 

number of significant approved development sites 

about to commence building and the opening of a 

new secondary school, a period of time should be 

allowed to evaluate the impact this has on the 

community, traffic and amenities before any further 

medium to large development should even be 

suggested in the immediate area.  

No No

  The total effect of the proposed building on Oakley 

site, land south of Bletchingly Road and Oakley Farm 

will completely encapsulate these residents. The 

offering of ‘high quality’ green space on the far east of 

the development will be of no benefit to these long 

standing Merstham residents. It addition, it could be 

argued the green space on the side of the motorway 

(M23) is not high quality and will suffer from noise and 

air pollution from the high level of motorway traffic. 

The current Merstham residents new landscape will be 

purely residential dwellings, effectively becoming 

enclosed by the new development plans compared to 

their current semi-rural location.

Policy CS10: Protect and enhance the green fabric.

3.5.2 To maintain and enhance the boroughs valued 

landscapes, historic, built and natural environment.  

Oakley farm is an active farm with grazing animals.  It 

also provides a natural habitat to wide range of wild 

animals not seen anywhere else throughout Merstham. 

To build on this farm will do irreparable damage to the 

landscape of the county side. It is the only land of this 

nature in Merstham offering residents somewhere to 

bring children and watch the animals in the fields.  This 

asset to the community needs to be protected and 

enhanced for what it is, an equestrian facility, a home 

to 

Once permission is approved for this plan it will go 

ahead even if the local area is significantly suffering 

with intense growth. 

The borough council must undertake a thorough 

look at the whole borough and be made to identify 

all options for development and not be allowed to 

jump to straight away to stripping the communities 

of their Green Belt and expanding existing 

residential areas to suffocation point. They should 

be held to account and made to stand by their own 

strategies Policy and objectives which are breeched 

on so many levels with this development plan in 

Merstham.

 In summary: NPPF paragraph 115 states that great 

weight should be given to conserving landscape and 

scenic beauty in designated areas.  Core Strategy 

policy CS3 and Local Plan policy Co1 deal with Green 

Belt matter and confirm that permission will not be 

granted for inappropriate development unless very 

special circumstances exist.  Very special 

circumstances have not been demonstrated just a 

misplaced judgement on the ‘value’ of this Green 

Belt land.

This is reiterated in paragraph 87 and 88 of the 

NPPF which advocate that substantial 



wild life and grazing animals and a place of beauty. For 

the wellbeing of the residents access to open farmland 

is essential and more important than ever in view of all 

the development that has and will continue to happen 

within Merstham.  

The analysis of this land for the report grossly 

understates its beauty and importance as a farm 

housing and animals and to the wildlife.  This needs to 

be revisited.  This is a unique place on the edge of a 

village which, over the years, been sucked into urban 

sprawl and become an extension of Redhill town. This 

last bit of green space is our little bit of contact with the 

countryside and should not be destroyed.

SC12: ‘Control development in Green Belt to safeguard 

its openness and where possible enhance its beneficial 

use’ this is a contradiction. Controlling Green Belt 

development is not taking away open farm land and 

replacing it with ninety five homes.  Reigate and 

Banstead are proposing to build on their Green belt up 

to the boundary line with Tandridge by using this site 

for development.  They will, in the future have no 

ability to protect any further development on the 

Tandridge side of the border. 

weight should be given to any harm caused to the 

Green Belt and development should only be 

permitted in very special circumstances.

Consideration of “openness” of the Green Belt 

refers to the distinct absence of “development” 

(development being “the carrying out of building, 

engineering, mining, or other operations in, on, over 

or under land or the making of any material change 

in the use of any buildings or other land”). The 

proposed development of Oakley Farm does not 

ensure that the openness of the Green Belt and the 

character of the countryside, in which the site is 

situated is retained or enhanced.   

NPPF paragraph 118 requires the protection and 

enhancement of biodiversity.  Planning should be 

refused for development resulting in the loss or 

deterioration of irreplaceable habitats. The farm 

provides an irreplaceable habitat to a wide range of 

wildlife including deer. This will be lost. There is no 

immediate place for the wildlife to move to due to 

the division on the land by the M25 & M23 

interchange.

 They therefore have a duty to protect the Green Belt 

on the R&B side of the boundary to prevent urban 

sprawl and to safeguard openness.  I don’t doubt that in 

the future if housing is permitted on the Green Belt 

right up to the district border, then this will be a viable 

site for urban extension for Tandridge council.  The only 

way to protect us is to maintain and protect this Green 

Belt on the Reigate and Banstead side of the border 

line.

Objective SC1, SC3, SC4, SC12 and SC10 are all being 

disregarded in relation to development of Oakley Farm.  

This is not justified.  Across the district there are a 

number of building sitting empty and open space which 

is not protected under Green Belt.  An example is 

Shaftsbury House in School hill, are large plot which has 

sat empty for the best part of a decade, now derelict 

and vandalised.  Nowhere mentioned in the 

development plan.  This shows that a thorough search 

for potential sites has not been undertaken.  The choice 

of Green Belt has not been made because it is essential 

and that an exceptional justification has been made, it 

is just because it is an easy option to saturate current 

communities building on the little bit of Green Belt that 

is there to protect them.  

Local Plan policies Pc3 and Pc4 protect Ancient 

Woodland Sites and trees in general.  This means 

root protection areas and canopies would remain 

unharmed. Development of this site would impact 

on ancient trees and hedgerow borders.

Local Plan policy Co2 provides priority to agriculture 

and forestry.  This proposal is entirely inconsistent 

with policy objectives since the proposal would 

destroy established farm land.

In addition already underway plans for development 

of Merstham as yet will have an unknown impact on 

the community.  A sizeable development of  

approx.. 95 homes in addition to this has not been 

appropriately evaluated.



The council has failed to look beyond existing 

communities every part of the development plan is 

tagging development on to what already exists even 

where this means stripping the borough of its Green 

Belt protection.

Merstham already has a significant traffic problem with 

residents struggling to leave the area at peak times 

(rush hour and school drop off/pickup times).  Both 

School hill and Battlebridge Lane become stationary.  

There is already significant development approved 

within Merstham which will exacerbate this problem 

and the opening of a new Secondary School will 

undoubtedly bring an unprecedented volume of traffic 

in and out of the area.  We cannot anticipate what the 

impact of this will be until  the school has reached its 

full capacity which may not be for 5years +.  The 

suggestion that Merstham’s infrastructure can cope 

with a further 95 homes, when we haven’t yet seen the 

impact of current development reaching fruition, is 

reckless.  The Core Strategy, in its current form with a 

large size housing development on Oakley Farm will be 

devastating to Merstham and I appeal for this to be 

taken off the development plan and allow Merstham to 

retain one of its most beautiful assets and to halt this 

obsession on suffocating this community squeezing 

housing into the last areas of wildlife habitat and 

countryside we have left to enjoy.  

I don’t understand why Merstham’s Green Belt is seen 

less important that other areas.   Are we thought to not 

value or appreciate our beautiful surroundings?  I can 

assure you we do. Or is it because this was originally a 

GLC estate and therefore it is fair game for 

overdevelopment? Don’t turn Merstham into a town, 

Redhill has already sprawled and encapsulated the west 

side of Merstham don’t over develop us to the edge of 

your boundary.    I see no ‘exceptional circumstance’ 

that justify any destruction of Green Belt across the 

borough.  There are many sites left un explored.  A 

quick fix solution is not ‘exceptional reason’ This needs 

to stop.

When the ‘value’ of this Green Belt farm land was being 

described in the council report it said that this land had 

a ‘natural border’ formed by the M25/M23.  This is true 

and the only thing that stops Merstham being a 

development bordered by two motorways is the 

location of this farm, its fields, woodland and natural 

hedgerows. This farm protects us from suffering from 

the intrusion of these motorways.  Nothing can replace 

this.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0093.18

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

93

Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00
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N/A Mr Mike Waite Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0092

Living 

Landscapes 

Manager 

(Strategic)

ERM5 The described biodiversity opportunities and 

requirements of development here are welcomed.

No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr
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Taylor 

Wimpey

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

17

N/A Mr Steven Brown Woolf 

Bond 

Planning

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0116

Yes ERM5 Yes Yes, 

subject

to a

modificatio

n.

Yes The Draft Policy Approach

The draft policy allocates the site for approximately 95 

dwellings together with small

business space and/or community space and open 

space together with the overarching

design and infrastructure requirements.

We are broadly supportive of the sites allocation within 

the emerging plan. However, the

indicative yield of approximately 95 dwellings is 

considered an inefficient use of what is

currently Green Belt land in order to meet the 

boroughs housing targets.

Policy Response

We set out in the Regulation 18 consultation response 

letter how the site could sustainably

deliver approximately 145 units. The previous response 

was accompanied by an indicative

masterplan.

In order to prevent repetition I have enclosed a copy of 

the previous Regulation 18 letter

and accompanying masterplan. This sets out how the 

site can deliver in the region of 145

dwellings and do so in an appropriate and sustainable 

manner thus making more efficient

use of an identified site. This would reduce the pressure 

for land releases elsewhere.

The accompanying plans and particulars that were 

previously submitted as part of the

Regulation 18 consultation set out how a sole 

residential led allocation would be a more

efficient use of what is likely to be former Green Belt 

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0119.2

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01
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Reigate 

Business 

Guild

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00
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N/A Mr Jes Chandler Reigate 

Business 

Guild

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0078

Chairman Yes REI1 Yes No Yes Area 2b(REI1) Library and Pool House The Reigate 

Business Guild will support the redevelopment of the 

Pool House site but there must be a library/community 

use on site as well as a mix of business and residential. 

The Library is a vital resource for the town centre and 

much could be done to improve the current offer 

including more regular open times and community 

events. Any forthcoming development proposals of the 

sites at the Pool House (Bancroft Road) should be 

encouraged to be developed with a varied and 

attractive mix of uses. Too many of the existing B1 sites 

being converted to C3 under permitted development 

lack any active street frontage and detract from the rich 

tapestry of the main commercial shopping streets. 

Innovative development should be encouraged which 

can maintain community, commercial and retail uses at 

ground level with residential above. 

Supports the redevelopment of the Pool House site 

but there must be a library/ community use on site 

as well as a mix of business and residential.  The 

Library is a vital resource for the town centre and 

much could be done to improve the current offer 

including more regular open times and community 

events Any forthcoming development proposals of 

the sites at the Pool House (Bancroft Road) should 

be encouraged to be developed with a varied and 

attractive mix of uses. Too many of the existing B1 

sites being converted to C3 under permitted 

development lack any active street frontage and 

detract from the rich tapestry of the main 

commercial shopping streets. Innovative 

development should be encouraged which can 

maintain community, commercial and retail uses at 

ground level with residential above.

No Yes We would like to assist 

the Inspector in 

assessing the Town 

Centre Allocations and 

Opportunity Sites.

Mixed use schemes can also offer more varied and 

attractive architectural opportunities in these important 

sites.

 Mixed use schemes can also offer more varied and 

attractive architectural opportunities in these 

important sites.
RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0119.3

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01
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Reigate 

Business 

Guild

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

38

N/A Mr Jes Chandler Reigate 

Business 

Guild

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0078

Chairman Yes REI2 Yes No Yes Area 2b(REI2) Town Hall Car Park The Reigate Business 

Guild will support the redevelopment of the Town Hall 

car park site but there must be a mix of business and 

residential. Any forthcoming development proposals of 

the sites at the Town Hall (Castlefield Road) should be 

encouraged to be developed with a varied and 

attractive mix of uses. Too many of the existing B1 sites 

being converted to C3 under permitted development 

lack any active street frontage and detract from the rich 

tapestry of the main commercial shopping streets. 

Innovative development should be encouraged which 

can maintain a commercial use at ground level with 

residential above. Mixed use schemes can also offer 

more varied and attractive architectural opportunities 

in these important sites.

Supports town hall car park redevelopment but 

there must be a mix of business and residential.  

Any forthcoming development proposals of the sites 

at the Town Hall (Castlefield Road) should be 

encouraged to be developed with a varied and 

attractive mix of uses. Too many of the existing B1 

sites being converted to C3 under permitted 

development lack any active street frontage and 

detract from the rich tapestry of the main 

commercial shopping streets. Innovative 

development should be encouraged which can 

maintain a commercial use at ground level with 

residential above. Mixed use schemes can also offer 

more varied and attractive architectural 

opportunities in these important sites.

No Yes We would like to assist 

the Inspector in 

assessing the Town 

Centre Allocations and 

Opportunity Sites.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0119.4

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

19

Reigate 

Business 

Guild

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

38

N/A Mr Jes Chandler Reigate 

Business 

Guild

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0078

Chairman Yes REI3 Yes No Yes Area 2b(REI3) Albert Road North The Reigate Business 

Guild will support the redevelopment of the Albert 

Road North site but there must be a mix of business 

and residential. Any forthcoming development 

proposals of the sites at the Town Hall (Castlefield 

Road) Pool House (Bancroft Road) and Albert Road 

North should be encouraged to be developed with a 

varied and attractive mix of uses. Too many of the 

existing B1 sites being converted to C3 under permitted 

development lack any active street frontage and detract 

from the rich tapestry of the main commercial shopping 

streets. Innovative development should be encouraged 

which can maintain a commercial use at ground level 

with residential above. Mixed use schemes can also 

offer more varied and attractive architectural 

opportunities in these important sites

Support the redevelopment of Albert Road North 

but there must be a mix of business and residential. 

Any forthcoming development proposals of the sites 

at the Town Hall (Castlefield Road) Pool House 

(Bancroft Road) and Albert Road North should be 

encouraged to be developed with a varied and 

attractive mix of uses. Too many of the existing B1 

sites being converted to C3 under permitted 

development lack any active street frontage and 

detract from the rich tapestry of the main 

commercial shopping streets. Innovative 

development should be encouraged which can 

maintain a commercial use at ground level with 

residential above. Mixed use schemes can also offer 

more varied and attractive architectural 

opportunities in these important sites

No Yes We would like to assist 

the Inspector in 

assessing the Town 

Centre Allocations and 

Opportunity Sites.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1490/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
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Reigate 

Society

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00
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N/A Mr Michael Doughty Reigate 

Society

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0079

Chairman Yes REI3 Don't know Don't know Don't know Employment areas. - “Safeguard existing employment 

land and premises .....etc.” These stated objectives are 

not in accord with the identification of Albert Road 

North industrial estate to provide for some future 

residential development. Albert Road North is home to 

many businesses and

many local people are employed there and walk to 

work as well as supporting restaurants and shops in the 

town which are easily accessible on foot.

Remove REI3. No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0042.1

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Kate Herrington RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

42

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SSW2 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

We would like to raise the following concerns regarding 

the proposed development. We feel that the land to be 

built on is already on an area of high density housing, 

and although filling in areas is preferable to building on 

green belt land there are many other factors to 

consider.  One of the main factors is the increase in the 

amount of children who will need a place in school. 

Sand cross school is already full up and several children 

in the catchment if sand cross have to get a bus to line 

tree school in Merstham! Is the council going to do that 

for all the children in the new houses?  Another area of 

concern is the provision for a doctors surgery. The 

surgery in Prices lane closed so the remaining practices 

in Reigate are already stretched before any new people 

move into the area.  Another area of concern is the 

increase in traffic. Sand cross lane is so busy, especially 

in school drop off / pick up time and the number of 

badly parked cars makes it dangerous. Park lane is also 

not suitable for the amount of traffic that would 

potentially be using it. There was already an accident 

on it yesterday and closures due to lorries getting stuck.  

The other area of concern is the loss of natural habitats, 

already the trees on the land have been felled when 

they should have been incorporated into the scheme.

If possible there needs to be provision for a doctors 

surgery, measures put in place for school places, 

traffic management to be considered, flood risk to 

be assessed and as much of the natural habitats 

retained as possible.  Can I also say that this form is 

not very user friendly especially for a lay person. 

There seems to be very little communication with 

the people who live in the area and for them to 

raise their concerns without a degree in town and 

country planning! 

No No

 It is really important to protect our few remaining 

hedges and habitats on the edges of urban areas. The 

area is also prone to surface water, which would only 

increase with the amount of concrete which a new 

development brings.  

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0048

Survey 

Monkey

Mr & Mrs Huntley RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

48

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SSW2 DM Central Don't 

Know

No/ Don't 

know

Don't 

Know

Unsound green belt piece of land for proposed 

development because of environmental impact of 

traffic, Road safety aspect for already congested area 

near school (with no more school expansion desired), 

concern for design of access roads onto any new 

development, detriment to existing housing.

Site is not suited for intended use. Low density 

housing may just about work but not the 260 houses 

suggested. Need to revise to at least a quarter of 

that number, with multiple access route to minimise 

congestion, including possibilities of multiple access 

points on long roads (so not all traffic in/out on only 

1-2 locations). Consideration should be made to 

impact on YMCA, facilities, parking etc.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0108.1

Email Mrs Karen Young RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

08

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No SSW2 No I understand that in general the plan may be 

considered to be sound, but I feel that there are specific 

points of concern particularly relating to the proposed 

development at Sandcross Lane. The policy SSW2 aims 

to allocate for mixed use development important land 

on the edge of the existing residential area.

 

Developing where there is already housing is more 

desirable than allocating new greenbelt but this 

particular location poses a number of issues which I 

think will impact negatively on the surrounding areas. 

The roads surrounding this proposed site are already 

congested and at times dangerous, particularly around 

Sandcross School where complaints about the amount 

of general traffic, parked cars and speeds on the road 

have already been made to the council. Increased traffic 

will make the road dangerous for the number of 

children using that route who are being encouraged to 

walk or cycle to school. Cars already routinely have to 

mount the pavement where pedestrians are walking as 

the parked cars and queuing traffic in the mornings and 

at 3pm mean cars are at gridlock. Park Lane is being 

used increasingly as a short cut to avoid the queues on 

Cockshot Hill and recently sheer weight of traffic 

regularly halts traffic flow.

Remove SSW2; healthcare, schooling and highway 

network considerations required. 

No



The introduction of 260 additional units on the 

allocated site as well as other new residential units in 

the area, permitted or proposed means the area will be 

heavily congested. The allocation does not adequately 

address how this will be dealt with and the small scale 

local commercial facilities will also attract additional 

traffic movements.

 

This therefore is at odds with other policies in the plan 

including TAP1 that seeks “to ensure all development 

will provide safe and convenient access for all road 

users without impeding the free flow of traffic, and 

materially exacerbating traffic congestion on the 

existing highway network.”               ·      How can the 

development deliver biological enhancements as part of 

a development that reflects and links to the wider 

countryside, that offsets the development and lose of 

both agricultural and wildlife habitats?

·      Protection of retained and established existing 

trees and hedgerows which is essential.

·      A new health facility provision will not address the 

current shortfall following the closure of South Park. All 

residents of South Park and Woodhatch now have to 

travel to the North of Reigate or Redhill, contributing to 

the town’s traffic to see a GP. 

The surgeries that local residents have had to transfer 

to are now in difficulty with the numbers they have had 

to take on. A new facility is needed desperately even 

without the new allocation.

·      Sandcross Primary School is full and the catchment 

for this has become smaller and smaller impacting on 

those living even within 0.5mile from what they would 

have assumed is their local school and they can’t get in. 

The school does not have capacity for the new residents 

and families and there is no extension opportunity so 

please advise how this is added to the allocation or 

address in the explanation text as infrastructure to 

support the allocation is essential.

·      Improvement to the highway network needs to 

extend beyond those at the junctions identified 

especially in relation to rat running and inconsiderate 

parking.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0108.2

Email Mrs Karen Young RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

08

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No SSW2 No I also have a concern with regard to the impact on the 

green space and biodiversity of the area which will be 

affected. There is a lot of wildlife evident locally as the 

surrounding fields are adjacent to the urban area and 

significant wildlife uses the site. The loss of these 

habitats is therefore at adds with NHE2 that seeks to 

“conserve or enhance biodiversity.”

Remove SSW2. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0307

Letter Mrs Maureen Ford RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

07

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes SSW2 No SSW2 in terms of highways, public transport, cycle and 

pedestrian infrastructure. Approx. 270-300 dwellings 

increases use and demand. Woodhatch Rd, A217 from 

Horley to Reigate frequently highly congested. The 

crossroads at Woodhatch identified as a transport 

hotspot (Surrey Highways Department). Public 

transport is infrequent and journey times would be 

increased as routes directed through increased road 

congestion and a new development culminating in 

residents resorting to car journeys (which are more 

direct) to Railways stations and towns drivers would 

experience increased commute times and stress.

Propose a much smaller development on the 

'Garden Centre Site' and the adjoining 'showman's 

yard' land and not develop the green belt farm land 

that is identified in the parcel of land SSW2.

No
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Miller 

Homes and 

Thakeham 

Homes

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

53

N/A Mr Charles Collins Savills RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0086

Director Yes SSW2 Yes No Yes The site location plan for the Policy omits land as 

proposed by Miller and Thakeham for allocation. Policy 

SSW2 also includes land outside the promoters’ control 

incorporating Council land currently used as skate park 

adjacent to the YMCA. The site location plan should be 

amended accordingly. See Appendix 2.

In addition, SSW2 should include the land of the Scout 

Hut at Sandcross Lane. The proposal would include the 

replacement of the building for the scout group 

elsewhere on site providing the group with improved 

facilities with longer term certainty. The indicative 

masterplan at Appendix 3 illustrates that the Scout Hut 

land is required for one of the principal accesses to the 

site.

The Site Location Plan for SSW2 should be as per PA 

001 Rev A dated Sept 2016 (See Appendix 2).

Suggested alterations to Policy:

The Policy should state that the site is removed from 

the Green Belt in accordance with the Central Area 

Policies Map.

Source should refer to HELAA references: SPW 04 & 

SPW 13

Residential: Should be approximately 350 units 

including 65 units of retirement accommodation for 

older people (subject to viability and market 

requirements).

Commercial/retail: Small scale local commercial 

facilities, including shops to

Yes Yes Miller Homes and 

Thakeham Homes are 

the lead promoters of 

one of the largest 

Sustainable Urban 

Extensions in the DMP 

and therefore it is 

essential that they are 

able to represent the 

site as part of any 

relevant examination 

hearings, particularly 

due to the comments 

made in the 

representation.

complement existing nearby facilities, subject to 

commercial appetite for such use on site.

Design approach and mitigation requirements

Protection of existing tree and hedgerows, where 

possible and subject to appropriate mitigation.

The site has been previously submitted to the Strategic 

Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA),

and more recently to the Housing and Economic Land 

Availability Assessment (HELAA) under references

SPW04 and SPW13.

2016

§ SPW04 (SHLAA) - Land at Sandcross Lane, Reigate - 

potential capacity: 220 units Potentially suitable,

available and achievable

§ SPW13 (SHLAA) - 145 Sandcross Lane - potential 

capacity: 50 units Potentially suitable, available and

achievable

2017

§ SPW04 (HELAA) – Land at Sandcross Lane, Reigate – 

potential capacity: 300 units Suitable, available

and achievable

§ SPW13 (HELAA) – 145 Sandcross Lane – Potential 

capacity: 30 units Suitable, available and achievable

4.2. Thakeham in their response to the 2017 HELAA 

confirmed site SPW13 had capacity for 50 units, as set

out in 2016 SHLAA.

4.3. It should be noted that in both the previous SHLAA 

and the up-to-date HELAA, the Council have identified

no overbearing constraints and the sites have been 

allocated as one potential site under reference SSW2.

4.4. The Regulation 19 DMP envisages the site as a 

Sustainable Urban Extension and allocates the site for:

§ Approximately 260 new homes;

§ 65 units of retirement accommodation for older 

people;

§ Small-scale local commercial facilities, including 

shops, to complement existing nearby facilities;

§ Land set aside for a new health facility, close to 

existing community facilities;

§ New high quality public open space in the western 

part of the site.

4.5. The inclusion of this site within the emerging DMP 

is supported strongly. The site is clearly the most

appropriate option south west of Reigate, as 

demonstrated by the available evidence. This site is in a

highly sustainable location, has a limited contribution to 

the purposes of the Green Belt and is suitable for

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1488/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


residential development. As such, there are strong 

reasons in favour of the site allocation.

4.6. An Indicative Masterplan, Land Budget and Local 

Facilities Plans prepared by Savills Urban Design Studio

were submitted to the Council as part of a 

representation to the Regulation 18 consultation into 

the DMP.

This has been included in Appendix 3, 4 and 5. The 

purpose of the Masterplan was to demonstrate that

the aspirations of both Miller and Thakeham align with 

the objectives of the Council, which is to deliver a 

sustainable development, meeting the housing needs of 

the Borough and to support growth. The Indicative

layout also shows that it will be possible to deliver more 

homes on the site, whilst still providing the

necessary infrastructure as identified by the Council in 

the emerging DMP.

Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes Proposal

4.7. Miller and Thakeham propose the following for the 

site:

§ Approximately 300-350 homes, including market and 

affordable tenures, an element of which will be

specialist housing for the elderly (circa 65 dwellings);

§ Publicly accessible open space;

§ New multifunctional meeting space to replace 

Scout Hut facility (space to be offered to relocate the 

local

scout group);

§ Local commercial / retail subject to market demand; 

and

§ Land for an on-site health facility (subject to 

consultation with the Clinical Commissioning Group).

4.8. Due to the proximity of Sandcross Primary School, 

there remains an opportunity to relieve pressure on

space for educational provision by considering 

adjustments to the layout of the school or minor 

expansion,

if necessary.

4.9. The Scout Hut located in the north eastern part of 

the site is on a short term lease and so there is an

opportunity to provide an improved replacement 

facility / multifunctional meeting space in an alternative

location on the site. Additionally, the replacement 

facility can be offered to the group on terms that 

provide

the group with longer term certainty.

4.10. The site adjoins the settlement to the north east 

and south. This presents the opportunity for the 

proposals

to deliver a connected and integrated development and 

to sensitively address the relationship with the open

countryside beyond with the existing settlement and to 

limit any visual impact.

4.11. The parcel available for development and which 

should be included in Policy SSW2 can be found at

Appendix 2. The proposals map currently does not 

include this area of land which has been previously

submitted by Miller and Thakeham. The area of land 

excluded is that which currently contains the scout hut

which as set out above forms part of the proposals at 

this site. The area shown in Appendix 2 must

therefore be added to the proposals map and Policy 

SSW2.

Draft Policy Framework

4.12. Miller and Thakeham remain committed to 

developing the site in accordance with the 

requirements set out

on page 122 of the Regulation 19 DMP. This is 

illustrated in the enclosed Masterplan and in Table 1 

below [table in rep].

Quantum of Development

4.13. The Council’s concept masterplan within the 

Regulation 18 DMP included the following development

assumptions:

· A total developable area of 8.6 ha/ 50% developable 

area.



· Provides a range of 172-344 dwellings, but states an 

overall capacity for 260 dwellings.

4.14. Miller and Thakeham benefit from information 

obtained from a number of site assessments, including

ecology and tree surveys. It is considered that the 

Council’s concept masterplan is conservative and does

not plan to make the most efficient use of the land, of 

which 9.95ha is developable and able to deliver up

to 350 units. This includes all the requirements of the 

emerging policy approach to the site, including 5.4

ha of public open space, biodiversity enhancements and 

densities to respect the transition of the

development into the countryside. The maximum 

density included in the indicative masterplan is 35

dwellings per ha. This density is based on the Council’s 

preference for smaller family housing and

retirement accommodation.

4.15. The Council’s concept masterplan also appeared 

to incorporate a surplus of open space compared to the

current Local Plan standard, equating to 1.8 ha of open 

space over and above the standard. This is the

equivalent of around 63 dwellings at 35 

dwellings per ha. It is recognised that a bespoke level of 

open

space outside of the standards could be incorporated 

into the site, but the amount within the Council’s

concept masterplan had been considered to be 

unnecessarily excessive. This failed to appreciate the 

large

areas of retained countryside beyond the site, within 

the remaining Green Belt alongside nearby formal

playing areas, such as King George’s fields.

4.16. The following observations were made on the 

Council’s concept masterplan:

§ Connectivity: Possibility for access from each 

bounding road; Sandcross Lane and Slipshatch Road to

the east and south respectively. Provides direct routes 

to nearby schools and shops. Northern access

point poorly located to feed directly into the site; this 

could be improved by moving it further south (in the

location of the scout hut) enabling a clear path further 

into the site itself. Boundaries need careful

consideration in respect of the retention of trees and 

hedgerows, and how connections and their type

(ranging from vehicular to foot) can be best located to 

have the least impact.

§ Coverage, Variety and Uses:

 The Concept masterplan is partially drawn over third 

party land and

conflicts with the retention of hedgerows and copses, 

with development zones unlikely to be set back to

an appropriate degree. Location of mixed use area is 

hidden from and set back from existing surrounding

roads. Health, shops and facilities will benefit from 

being located together, and would benefit from being

located close to facilities on Slipshatch Road.

Biodiversity and Open Space: Open space is 

overprovided whilst a green network approach has not

been fully realised. Green spaces would be better 

rationalised around existing hedgerows, tree belts

and field drains, enabling stronger opportunities for 

retention and enhancement. Notably, the copse on

Sandcross Lane appears to overlap development zones; 

should trees and habitats be significant here,

this could form part of a green network linking across 

the site to Withy Wood, ancient woodland, to the

south west. Provision is far in excess of recognised open 

space standards and the community is unlikely

to significantly benefit from overprovision, as there are 

already a number of parks, play and 



sports facilities in close vicinity.

Transport Impacts

4.17. This representation is supported a Technical Note 

prepared by I-transport (see Appendix 6). The

document considers this impact of development the 

site for circa 350 dwellings; this includes an overview

of likely access arrangements and transport impact. The 

evidence suggests that the site is capable of

accommodating the proposed quantum of development 

proposed by Miller Homes and Thakeham Homes

with negligible difference between the delivery of 260 

dwellings (as per the draft DMP) and the proposed

350 dwellings.

4.18. The assessment concludes that the development 

would satisfy the three key tests set out in paragraph 32

of the NPPF and there are no highway or transport 

reasons against allocated the site for 350 dwellings.

Housing for Older People

4.19. There is no in principle objection to including 

“sheltered/ retirement accommodation” within the site.

However given the site is currently proposed as a 

Sustainable Urban Extension and the timeframe for

delivering the site is not yet known there must be 

appropriate flexibility so that the needs of the local

community at the time of release can be incorporated. 

The type of accommodation to be provided must

reflect the current market conditions at the time when 

the site comes forward.

4.20. It is also not clear from the Council’s “Housing for 

Older People” in the evidence base, how it has come to

the view that it is appropriate to require 25% of all units 

to be retirement accommodation on SUE sites of

over 100 units.

4.21. We therefore propose the following wording:

“Land at Sandcross Lane, Reigate is allocated for the 

development of approximately 300-350 new homes

(C2/C3 uses) to include at least 65 units developed 

specifically for older people (50 years and over) unless

it can be demonstrated that it would be unviable to do 

so or there is an insufficient local need. The exact

mix of housing including that for older people should 

reflect current need at the point of release of the site.”

Health Facility, Commercial Space and Multifunctional 

Community Space

4.22. The requirement for land to be made available for 

a health facility on the site is supported so long as there

is a demand for such a facility by the Clinical 

Commission Group (CCP) at the time the site comes 

forward.

Discussions with the CCP will be advanced in the event 

RBBC proposes to allocate the site. The policy

related to the allocation of this site must be flexible and 

enable the development to take account of the

demand for facilities as and when the site comes 

forward.4.23. In relation to the commercial space to be 

included within the development, there is concern that 

new

commercial space may undermine the existing retail 

premises in the immediately surrounding area, such

as the nearby Co-op, Premier Express and local centre 

at Prices Lane. The requirements should be

reviewed to ensure vitality for both existing and 

proposed shops and facilities, particularly as a number 

of

local facilities can be found within 800m. The provision 

of new commercial space could have a negative

impact on the vitality and economic vitality of the 

existing local centre. Miller and Thakeham wish to 

explore



this option further, but have concerns about any 

specific policy requirement, particularly its compliance 

with

Core Strategy Policy CS7: Town and Local Centres.

4.24. Miller and Thakeham have also identified an 

opportunity to provide land for a new multifunctional 

community

space, which would replace and improve the existing 

Scout Hall facility on the site. It is envisaged that this

new building could be provided within a “hub” with a 

health facility and near to the existing shops located

along Slipshatch Road.

4.25. On the basis of the above, the following wording 

is proposed as part of the draft policy for the site:

“The development will include land for a healthcare 

facility the type and size of which will be informed by

the current need in the local area when the site is 

released for development, unless it can be 

demonstrated

that there is insufficient demand for the facility.

Development Viability

4.26. The proposed development will provide 35% on 

site affordable housing. The RBBC DMP Regulation 19

Viability Report suggests that the development would 

not be viable at 35% affordable housing. Miller

Homes and Thakeham Homes starting point is that the 

development will be viable and will comply with the

affordable housing requirements and so challenges 

RBBC’s findings in this respect. This is even true of the

current proposed allocation (260 units), but an 

allocation at the appropriate capacity of 350 units 

would

provide further resilience to the schemes viability, 

whilst delivering a greater number (circa 30 more) of

affordable units.

4.27. Draft Policy DES6 Affordable Housing, should 

contain further flexibility, to ensure that in the event 

that

development costs increase due to unforeseen 

circumstances or sale values decrease affordable 

housing

provision does not cause site to become unviable. 

There must remain the option for the level of onsite

affordable housing to be determined by an open book 

viability assessment at the planning application stage.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0388

Email Mr Paul Knight RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

88

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes SSW2 No No No The amount of proposed dwellings in an already busy 

area is likely to significantly change the make up of the 

local area. The local area already suffers from traffic 

congestion, particularly at the school drop off and pick 

up at Sandcross Primary School, and rush hour times 

generally. The safety of school children and parents is 

already compromised. 

Add to this the ‘rat run’ nature of Sandcross Lane, Park 

Lane East and Park Lane which regularly result in 

‘roadkill’ of local wildlife and pets, accidents involving 

damage to cars and injuries to their occupants. It is 

already a problem with vans and worse being ‘sat nav’d’ 

through Park Lane… this morning a van was on its side 

in Park Lane blocking the road for several hours; the 

van ‘rat running’ and colliding with a local resident in 

their vehicle; last week the M25/M23 problems caused 

Reigate generally, and Park Lane in particular, to be at a 

standstill. The motorway problems manifest themselves 

on these local routes almost immediately, with drivers 

having live time traffic guidance. Further housing and 

associated traffic will only add to these problems.

How traffic flow, traffic calming measures and or 

traffic deterrents in the local area, in order to 

reduce congestion and risk of accidents and injuries, 

and protection of ancient lanes (Park Lane), will be 

implemented? For existing use and future proposed 

use.

How will protection of existing trees, hedgerows, 

wildlife habitats be implemented?

New health facilities required.

Where are the new primary & secondary education 

schools? 

I would suggest this process is most confusing and 

complicated for local residents to use and 

understand!! It only serves to ensure that local 

people do not have their say!! If there are not 

significant rejections of these proposals it is only for 

those reasons – that the process is unclear, 

complicated and confusing.

We would like to attend the examination and 

require clear and concise advice how to engage 

further in this process.

No Would only 

like to 

attend and 

not speak

I do not wish to speak 

but would like to be 

present at the oral part 

of the examination.



Flanchford Road already suffers severe problems with 

flooding and has been impassable several times in 2017 - 

2018. A development, with all the hardstanding, right 

on the boundary of this road will only tend to worsen 

this situation.  CCF2

Parking at the Co Op in Allingham Road is already 

impacting regularly on the local bus service and 

residents. Any additional housing and car ownership 

locally will add to this congestion. Instead of enhancing 

the likelihood of residents using the local bus service 

this is inclined to encourage them to use their private 

vehicles for local trips. This is at complete odds with 

TAP1

Whilst I note that there should be an inclusion of a new 

health facility this won’t redress the problems resulting 

from the closure of South Park Medical Centre. Reigate 

cannot provide reasonable doctor facilities currently 

and I feel that this is simply a token gesture to satisfy a 

planning whim. 

Sandcross Primary School is already oversubscribed, as 

are all the local primary and secondary education 

facilities in the area. There is no provision for further 

educational facilities nearby

. Let me suggest that the result of this shortfall will 

ensure that all the children in this proposed 

development will jump into their parents cars and be 

driven further afield, thus clogging up the roads even 

more. TAP1.

We need to protect biodiversity of the area and believe 

that this will be adversely affected. The area has deer, 

foxes, badgers, hedgehogs, owls, etc. to name but a few 

and these wild animals move from fields and trees next 

to the urban area. We have significant wildlife that uses 

the semi agricultural land of the proposed 

development. The trees and hedges, edge of fields, 

walkways need to be retained to protect these animals. 

The loss of habitats is therefore at odds with NHE2 that 

seeks to “conserve or enhance biodiversity.”

I note that there was a significant attack on the tree 

population prior to the last DMP stage. This pre-

emptive tree felling is shameful and has already 

negatively impacted on protecting the biodiversity of 

the site, even before a mechanical digger has hit the 

ground. Future planning should consider this practice at 

the planning stage and penalise developers who are 

vicariously liable. Any further disruption to trees and 

hedgerows at this site should be avoided! 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0445

Email Mrs Lesley Nicholson RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

45

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes SSW2 Don't know I am concerned that there is no reference to the impact 

the proposed developments will have on the wider 

community. The roads by the Sandcross site e.g. 

Sandcross Lane and Slipshatch Road are not currently fit 

to have significant extra traffic moving around. 

There is also a school adjacent to the proposed site 

which will be affected in 2 significant ways: 1. The effect 

of increased traffic on parents transporting their 

children to and fro from school whether it be by 

walking or driving 

2. A reduction in the catchment area of the school as a 

consequence of large numbers of children residing 

adjacent to the facility.   This will also have a genuine 

effect on the catchment area of Reigate School.

Consideration needed of traffic by Sandcross School; 

impact on school catchment area; traffic to school

No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0462

Letter Ms S Pendleton RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

62

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No SSW2 No I believe that developing this site is not justified on 

ground of sustainability. This proposed development is 

an urban extension into the greenbelt, a long distance 

from transport hubs which could result in increased 

private vehicle use on already congested roads & 

junctions (Woodhatch traffic lights). I am concerned 

that the Core Strategy 2014 may not have discussed the 

impact of increased traffic in Sandcross 

Lane/Woodhatch area due to recent amalgamation of 

schools to form Sandcross school (740 pupils, biggest 

primary school in the area) and recent development of 

Westvale Park housing estate on A217.

Development closer to transport hubs. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0494

Survey 

Monkey

Mr James Rider RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

94

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SSW2 Yes No No It does not comply with the wishes of the people living 

within the Borough, particularly Sandcross Lane, 

Slipshatch Road and Woodhatch in general.  This part of 

Reigate is already congested, traffic a nightmare, 

schools oversubscribed and a Doctor's surgery that has 

closed as it was unable to find a service to take it over. 

There is no room for any more development.  It will not 

enhance the area we live in but create more chaos.  

There is also the issue of building on the green fields 

which are adjacent to Sandcross Lane/Slipshatch Road.  

These are an important spaces, support local wildlife, 

provide a green aspect for the children in Sandcross 

School and the fields are regularly used by the farmer.  

It would be a travesty to build on this area.

There is plenty of unused sites or brownfield sites 

that could be developed.  However, any new sites 

created would have to seriously consider the impact 

on the surrounding infrastructure.  The borough is 

heavily congested with traffic, particularly if there is 

a problem on the motorways.  There has to be a 

time when enough development is enough as the 

Borough cannot sustain the infrastructure of the 

roads, doctor's, dentists, schools, and hospital.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0588

Email Mr Allan Whittaker RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

88

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A SSW2 In response to your plans to re-develop the Sandcross 

Lane Nursery and proposed 260 units on green belt 

land, I feel the urgent need to express my concerns.

1. Mainly for the safety of the general public already 

living in an over stretched environment.

2. Traffic congestion – considering the narrow lanes and 

roads being unable to take extra traffic.

3. The introduction of 260+ dwellings obviously 

meaning extra children requiring extra schooling.  

There is already a shortage of schools in the area.

4.    Lack of doctors and medical facilities.

We all know the requirement for extra housing created 

by past governments for not addressing the problem.  

The next generation is in everybody’s thoughts and 

concerns but other avenues should be considered first 

before robbing the public of a beautiful green belt 

which harbours wildlife etc.

I hope the panel of councillors consider all these needs 

for people already living in the area of question

Concerns for safety of general public; traffic 

congestion; schooling; doctors and medical facilities. 

Other areas should be considered before green belt.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0093.19

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

93

Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

21

N/A Mr Mike Waite Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0092

Living 

Landscapes 

Manager 

(Strategic)

SSW2 The described biodiversity opportunities and 

requirements of development here are welcomed; 

(design of Green Infrastructure to deliver against 

objectives & targets of the Earlswood & Redhill 

Commons to the River Mole Biodiversity Opportunity 

Area).

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

1048

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Abby Attwood RBBC\Repr

esentor\10

48

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes Allocation 

is for 260 

houses 

between 

Whitehall 

Lane, 

Slipshatch 

Road and 

Sandcross 

Lane

SSW2 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a lack of public amenities in this area for the 

amount of housing planned. The school is currently 

over subscribed. The doctors surgery has just closed 

down on prices land - there is currently now only 1 

doctors surgery for the whole of Reigate situated in 

Yorke road, there is not big enough road infrastructure 

to support the amount of housing without causing 

chaos on the roads with too much congestion. 

lastly this will really affect the open space and historic 

views which is the reason we moved here.

Improve the road structure all around Reigate, 

provide more off-street parking

More school provision needed

More amenities needed in the area - doctors surgery 

being the main one.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

1052

Survey 

Monkey

Ms Sare Doughty-

Bassett

RBBC\Repr

esentor\10

52

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes SSW2 Don't know No Don't 

Know

There has been no coherent consultation and this 

survey is confusing to users

SSw9 Sandcross Lane para 73 - does not provide 

high quality open space. The plan for 300 

houses/flats is ridiculous and will over whelm 

existing over used open space.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0197

Survey 

Monkey

Ms ceri blower RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

97

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SSW2, 

SSW7, 

SSW9

No No Don't 

Know

The fundamental aim of green belt policy is to prevent 

urban sprawl. The other sites are brownfield, already 

developed. The three sites cited are greenfield and 

therefore should not be developed

Make only brownfield sites potential development 

sites and leave the greenbelt intact

No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0084

Email Mr Patrick Thomas RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

52

Ashill Land 

Ltd. 

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

06

Planning 

and 

Developme

nt 

Manager

Mr Neal Thompson RE 

Planning

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0077

Associate SSW2/ 

MLS1

Yes Yes Yes Ashill Land Ltd would like to formally support the site 

allocation for a sustainable urban extension at Land at 

Sandcross Lane, South Park, Reigate. The proposal to 

allocate approximately 260 dwellings, including at least 

65 units of retirement accommodation and associated 

commercial/ health development reflects the Core 

Strategy's spatial strategy which identifies the south 

and south-west of Reigate for a Sustainable Urban 

Extension. It is agreed that in order to be consistent 

with Policy CS6 of the Core Strategy, the land at 

Sandcross Lane, South Reigate will be released from the 

Green Belt once the plan is adopted whilst recognising 

the phasing triggers identified under Policy MLS1 which 

determines when the allocation can come forward. 

No Yes To confirm support for 

Policy SSW2. 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0108.3

Email Mrs Karen Young RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

08

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No SSW2/ 

NHE3

No Significant trees on site prior to the last DMP stage 

were felled inexplicably by developers almost overnight 

and the land has been left in a bad state since that time 

which angered residents at the time and has not been 

addressed. Any site assessment now considers a poorer 

site ecologically. Policy NHE3 seeks to require 

“adequate compensatory provision to that which is 

lost”. These should be integral to any design to 

recompense the loss, as the policy states is required.

Remove SSW2. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0653.26

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

53

East Surrey 

Green 

Party

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

13

Member Mr Jonathan Essex East Surrey 

Green 

Party

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0024

Member SSW2/ 

SSW6/ 

SSW7/ 

SSSW9

These should be read alongside our comments made 

during the Regulation 18 consultation 

http://redhillgreens.org.uk/downloads/esgp-dmp-

10oct16-final.pdf This site does not have strong public 

transport links and is a long walk from Reigate town 

centre/station making it a less sustainable location.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0653.26

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

53

East Surrey 

Green 

Party

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

13

Member Mr Jonathan Essex East Surrey 

Green 

Party

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0024

Member SSW2/ 

SSW6/ 

SSW7/ 

SSSW9

These should be read alongside our comments made 

during the Regulation 18 consultation 

http://redhillgreens.org.uk/downloads/esgp-dmp-

10oct16-final.pdf This site does not have strong public 

transport links and is a long walk from Reigate town 

centre/station making it a less sustainable location.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0045.1

Email/ 

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Stephen Holloway RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

45

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes and No SSW2/ 

SSW6/ 

SSW7/ 

SSW9

Yes Don't know Don't know The policy SSW2 aims to allocate for mixed use 

development important land on the edge of the existing 

residential area. 

Whilst the principle of developing within the urban area 

rather than greenbelt release is generally welcomed, 

we consider that the scale and impact of the 

development proposed will significantly and adversely 

impact on the local area. 

The size of the allocation on an already congested and 

strained road network will significantly change the area 

and result in significant additional congestion. The 

current traffic situation is already unsafe, with speeding 

cars, school traffic, traffic using Park lane as a short cut 

and recently sheer weight of traffic halting traffic flows.

The introduction of 260 additional units on the 

allocated site as well as other new residential units in 

the area, permitted or proposed (especially on the 

Reigate garden centre) means the area will not be able 

to function. The allocation does not adequately address 

how this will be dealt with and the small scale local 

commercial facilities will also attract additional traffic 

movements.

No No - but 

would like 

to attend



This therefore is at odds with other policies in the plan 

including TAP1 that seeks “to ensure all development 

will provide safe and convenient access for all road 

users without impeding the free flow of traffic, and 

materially exacerbating traffic congestion on the 

existing highway network.”

SSW2 and CCF2:

The policy SSW2 also acknowledges that the site is in 

flood risk zone 2. In regard to policy CCF2 whilst a Flood 

risk assessment will be required, as residents we 

already experience unacceptable standing water, and 

surface water run off and criteria 3 states that 

“Proposals must not increase the risk of flooding 

elsewhere. Even if SUDS on site are required, we do not 

believe that this will address off site issues and these 

will increase as a result of the proposed development 

on the site at SSW2.

SSW2 and NHE2:

We also believe that the loss of the site in regards to 

the impact on the green space and biodiversity of the 

area will be adversely effected. The area acts as a 

wildlife corridor and transition from fields adjacent to 

the urban area. We have significant wildlife that uses 

the site and whilst not protected land, the semi 

agricultural uses of the site retained hedges, edge of 

fields buffers and walkways that essential to be 

retained. The loss of habitats is therefore at adds with 

NHE2 that seeks to “conserve or enhance biodiversity.”

SSW2 and NHE3:

The developers approach to felling all of the significant 

trees on site prior to the last DMP stage is not forgotten 

and therefore the fact that any site assessment now 

considers a poorer site ecologically, must be 

readdressed as part of nay compliance with policy NHE3 

that seeks to require “adequate compensatory 

provision to that which is lost”. These should be integral 

to any design to recompense the loss, as the policy 

states is required. 

Policy SSW2:

In addition to the wider comments in regard to the 

policy text we would seek alterations to the following:

• How can the development deliver biological 

enhancements as part of a development that reflects 

and links to the wider countryside, that will offset the 

development and lose of agricultural and wildlife 

habitats?

• Protection of retained and established existing trees 

and hedgerows will be essential but if this is retained 

and significant buffers used as wildlife corridors and to 

enhance the setting of any development.

• A new health facility provision will not address the 

current shortfall following the closure of South Park. 

Indeed a new facility is needed without the new 

allocation.

• Sandcross Primary School does not have capacity for 

the new residents and families and there is no 

extension opportunity so please advise how this is 

added to the allocation or address in the explanation 

text as infrastructure to support the allocation is 

essential.

• Improvement to the highway network need to extend 

beyond those at the junctions identified especially in 

relation to rat running and inconsiderate parking.



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0123

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

23

Park Lane 

Reigate 

Residents 

Association

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

43

N/A Mr Simon Buckingha

m

Park Lane 

Reigate 

Residents 

Association

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0069

Yes SSW2/ 

SSW6/ 

SSW7/ 

SSW9

No No Don't know This organisation, the Park Lane Reigate Residents’ 

Association, represents a membership of over 50 

households in Park Lane, Reigate and its immediate 

environs. The Association has also responded to the 

Reg. 18 process and the views in this letter represent 

those of its 8 member elected Committee (of which I 

am Chairperson) following consultation with 

Association members.

The Association questions the legal compliance of the 

Development Management Plan (DMP) in terms of its 

compatibility with the sustainable community strategy 

for the area and the Sustainability Appraisal Report for 

the Borough.

The Association also questions the soundness of the 

DMP by reason of the absence of detailed consideration 

and planning for the consequences of increased traffic 

flow on the A217 resulting from the urban extension 

areas planned for Sandcross Lane (SSW2), Castle Drive 

(SSW6), Hartswood Nursery (SSW7) and Dover’s Farm 

(SSW9) in conjunction with the 1500 home 

development at Westvale Park Horley, just south of 

Sidlow. In addition, the 

the Association proposes :

(a) A modification to Area 2 B (Reigate) Sustainable 

Urban Extension Policy SSW2 Infrastructure Section 

at page 123 of the Development Plan by expanding 

the 7th bullet point to read:

‘Measures to manage the effects on nearby rural 

and residential roads from rat-running and re-

routing to include speed restrictions, traffic calming 

measures and the possibility of introducing limited 

one way or no entry access to certain rural roads 

such as Park Lane which are prime candidates for 

cut through routes to Reigate, the A25 and M25.’

(b) A modification to Area 2 B (Reigate) 

Infrastructure paragraph 4.7.19 on page 123 by 

adding after the words ‘rural road network’ the 

words, ‘in particular Park Lane’.

(c) An amendment to the Local Road Network 

section of the Infrastructure Delivery Schedule set 

out as Annex 6 to the Development Plan which 

accommodates the above proposed measures.

No No

Association notes that no schools are to be expanded or 

built in the areas adjacent to SSW2, SSW6, SSW7 or 

SSW9, which will oblige parents to use their vehicles for 

a school run, which will in turn exacerbate the 

problems on the A217.  In this context, the Association 

does not consider the DMP to be effective in terms of 

its flexibility to deal with changing circumstances.

The principal concern of the Association is with the 

probability that Park Lane will be used as a rat –run by 

commuter 

and school run traffic anxious to escape congestion on 

the A217 approach to Reigate.

The proposed Sandcross Lane urban extension area 

(SSW2) is approximately 300 metres south east from 

the T junction with Park Lane East, at the end of 

Sandcross Lane, just past Sandcross Primary School, a 

busy drop off and collection point for parents. Any 

increase in traffic at this section of Sandcross Lane will 

lead to congestion (there is a lollypop crossing patrol 

here at school dropping off and pick up times) and 

potential safety issues for the Sandcross Lane school 

children. The entrance to Park Lane is only 100 metres 

from the intersection with Park Lane East and Sandcross 

Lane. Park Lane runs in a northerly direction through to 

the A25, which it joins at Reigate 

(d) Amendments to the Education section of the 

Infrastructure Delivery Schedule set out as Annex 6 

to the Development Plan which accommodate the 

expansion of Sandcross Lane School, Dovers Green 

School and Reigate School or the creation of a new 

school in the immediate locality of SSW2, SSW6, 

SSW7 and SSW9, thus affording education which is 

accessible to the new communities by foot and 

reduces the impact on vehicular traffic in these 

areas.

The Association believes that these amendments 

will make the Development Plan Legally Compliant 

because :

1. The amendments more comprehensively address 

the traffic congestion concerns set out in the 

Sustainability Appraisal Report. Whilst the 

Development Plan rightly focuses on A217 junction 

access, it does not include sufficiently specific 

proposals for the alleviation of vehicular congestion 

on secondary roads, a problem which the 

Development Plan recognises at page 123 and which 

Appendix F to the Sustainability Appraisal Report 

also identifies in relation to SSW2, SSW6, SSW7 and 

SSW9.

High Street and from which access is easily afforded to 

Dorking and towns west, or the M25 via Reigate Hill, or 

Redhill and Merstham via the Reigate one way system.

Park Lane, whose residents the Association represents, 

is an attractive rural lane and ancient drovers’ route 

which has maintained its unique character for well over 

a hundred years. It is a very narrow road (the first 150 

metres travelling North from the Park Lane East 

junction is single track) which winds its way through 

steep wooded embankments characteristic of Surrey 

Hills topography, across the Greensand Way, and 

designated a Regionally Important Geological Site. 

Immediately adjacent to Park Lane on the West side, 

running almost the entire length of the Lane, is an Area 

of Great Landscape Value, affording fine views of the 

nearby Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty. On the east 

side of Park Lane, within 150 metres of accessing it from 

the south, lies Priory Park, a Historic Park and Garden 

and Site of Nature Conservation Interest.

The Association believes that Park Lane makes an 

important contribution to the character of Reigate, 

accentuating its origins as an old Market Town and the 

Association would deplore and resist any possibility of 

road widening or expansion to facilitate increased 

traffic flow.

2. The proposals above would also make the 

Development Plan more responsive to the 

sustainable community strategy (aka the Community 

Plan 2020) which (a) envisages a borough where 

neighbourhoods are renewed and supported by 

effective infrastructure and transport options, the 

well-being of communities is supported by 

accessible education services, and the environment 

and green spaces are maintained and enhanced for 

the future and (b) highlights as policies the 

protection of the very best examples of landscape 

character and the importance of improvements to 

transport networks in response to new 

developments.

The Association also believes that these 

amendments will make the Development Plan 

‘Sound’ by ensuring it more effectively deals with 

changed circumstances rather than simply 

identifying the consequences of those changed 

circumstances.



Park Lane is already a favoured, although difficult 

alternative route to access the A25 from the 

Woodhatch junction at the A217, avoiding congestion at 

that junction and the build- up of traffic on the A217 as 

it approaches Reigate through Bell Street and even now 

forms long queues backed up at the Morrisons’ traffic 

lights before the traffic lighted junction with Reigate 

High Street. The proposed urban extension 

developments at Sandcross (SSW2-260 homes), Castle 

Drive (SSW6-10 homes), Hartswood Nursery (SSW7-25 

homes), Dover’s Farm (SSW9-100 homes), in 

conjunction with the 1500 home development at 

Westvale Park on the A217 just south of Sidlow and the 

recently announced development sale of the Reigate 

Garden Centre site also on Sandcross Lane are almost 

certain to increase the use of Park Lane as an 

alternative to the A217 as a  vehicular route North to 

Reigate.

The Association is of the view that the implications for 

local secondary roads, particularly Park Lane, of the 

proposed urban extension areas and the Westvale Park 

development adjacent to the A217 are inadequately 

considered in the DMP. In considering whether the 

DMP is legally compliant, the community stakeholders 

are encouraged (by the Guidance Note for making 

representations) to consider whether the Sustainability 

Appraisal Report (SAR) is 

adequate. Table 11 on page 41-45 of the SAR focuses 

on the SSW2-9 urban extension areas. Each section 

highlights the requirement to upgrade cycle routes, 

impose bus infrastructure, improve road junctions and 

provide safe highway access onto the road network. 

The Association believes that insufficient attention is 

given to the alleviation of vehicular stress on secondary 

roads in the DMP and SAR, although it understands and 

agrees with the emphasis placed on A217 junction 

access and encouragement of cycle routes and public 

transport. These are laudable aims, but are likely to be 

insufficient to completely alleviate the use of 

significantly increased numbers of cars to journey to 

work or take children to school.

None of the urban extension areas at SSW2, SSW6, 

SSW7 and SSW9 are consistent with SA Objective 4 

(p.82 of the SAR) to reduce the need for travel, 

encourage sustainable transport options and improve 

accessibility to all services and facilities.

Appendix F to the SAR contains the detailed 

Sustainability Appraisals for the urban extension areas 

SSW2, SSW6,  SSW7 and SSW9. Paragraph 14 of each 

appraisal refers to the SA objective 4 referred to above. 

Each of these paragraphs acknowledges that highway 

congestion is a real issue with peak hour traffic flow 

impacting on the quality of life of residents. 

The conjectural conclusion is that further assessment of 

the transport implications of any new development 

would be required. The other proposals-to make any 

new development pedestrian friendly and connected 

with nearby footpaths and cycle networks are, in our 

view, wholly unresponsive to the actual consequence of 

the new developments, which is an increase in 

vehicular traffic:

(a) Accessing routes to and from Reigate and Redhill, 

the A25 and M25 and other motorway networks (i.e. 

commuter traffic); and

(b) Accessing the proposed new and expanded 

introductory, primary and secondary schools identified 

in the Infrastructure Strategy Plan, all of which are 

situate in Redhill, Merstham and Horley, and none of 

which are positioned anywhere near the new urban 

extension areas identified above (i.e. school run traffic) 

.

The reference in paragraph 14 to the Sandcross SSW2 

appraisal focussing on the provision of ‘new high quality 

public open space …in the western part of the site’ 

seems an odd and irrelevant solution to the problem of 

traffic congestion in the context of an appraisal 

paragraph addressing transport infrastructure.

The Representations Guidance note also encourages 

questions relating to Legal Compliance to consider 

whether the DMP has due regard to the sustainable 

community strategy for the area.



 This strategy is set out in the Community Plan for 

Reigate and Banstead 2020. Page 6 of the Community 

Plan recognises that the close transport links to the 

M25 and M23 ‘along with travel to work patterns have 

led to increased traffic congestion’. Page 8 lists as a 

priority the protection ‘of the very best examples of 

landscape character… so that the Borough maintains its 

unique identity’. Page 9 acknowledges that 

‘improvements are needed to transport networks’ in 

response to new developments’. The same page 

emphasises the importance of ‘directing development 

to locations already supported by transport 

provision…and other essential services’.

This submission is not intended to represent an 

argument against the urban extension areas proposed 

above. At an early stage in the Core Strategy process, 

potential sites were identified (and now rejected) which 

would, in the Association’s view, have had a far more 

prejudicial effect on the Borough and the sites selected 

probably represent the least worst option if Green Belt 

development ( a concept nevertheless deplored by 

many Association members) is to be accommodated.

The Association is of the view, however, that more 

attention needs to be paid in the DMP to the impact of 

such a close concentration of new housing 

developments along the A217 on local roads such as 

Park Lane and indeed Park Lane 

East, which is another candidate for vehicular short cuts 

designed to avoid A217 congestion on the approaches 

to Reigate from Horley and Woodhatch.

In terms of the ‘Soundness’ of the DMP, we note that 

the Borough Council recognises the problem 

highlighted above. At page 123 of the DMP, in the 

context of the Sandcross Lane site, there is a reference 

to the need for ‘measures to manage the effects on 

nearby rural and residential roads from rat-running and 

re-routing’ and paragraph 4.7.19 on the same page 

acknowledges that ‘the Development could have 

adverse traffic impacts on the rural road network and 

create some additional pressure on surrounding 

junctions, particularly the Woodhatch junction’. The 

Association agrees with this evaluation. 

Annex 6 to the DMP sets out an Infrastructure Delivery 

Schedule for 2018-2027 (IDS) which purports to 

respond to the increased demands of the new 

developments in the Borough. The urban extension 

areas at SSW2, SSW6, SSW7 and SSW9 and the new 

development site at Sandcross Lane made available by 

the sale of Reigate Garden Centre, will accommodate 

approximately 435 homes adjacent to the A217, which 

is no doubt anticipated to be under increased pressure 

from the 1500 homes development at Westvale Park, 

south of Sidlow. 

Consequently the IDS anticipates projects designed to 

ease the congestion at the Woodhatch /Prices Lane 

junction (LRN2). Projects are also  anticipated (although 

no specifics are given or moneys allocated) for the A217 

Dovers Green and Sandcross Lane junctions (LRN 6 and 

LRN7) and along the A217 (LRN 12-18), many of which 

appear speculative and unbudgeted. We note that 

there are also planned improvements to bus services 

for the Sandcross Lane site and the Dovers Greensite 

(BT6 and BT7).

 So far as Early years, Primary and Secondary Education 

facilities are concerned, the IDS anticipates new and 

expanded schools only in Horley, Redhill and 

Merstham. For parents with children, schools will need 

to be accessed which are some way away from the 435 

new homes in the SSW2,  SSW6, SSW7 and  SSW9, thus 

increasing vehicular traffic congestion. The Association 

is surprised that the DMP does not contemplate the 

creation of new schools or expansion of schools in this 

immediate area. It seems to the Association that urgent 

consideration should be given to the expansion of 

Sandcross Lane School, Dovers Green School and 

Reigate School, off Pendleton Road.



The Association’s main concern is that no attention is 

given in the IDS to the acknowledged problems in the 

DMP of rat-running and re-routing which are explicitly 

perceived as incidental to the new urban extension 

areas around Reigate. In short, it is not ‘sound’ in 

relation to this aspect because it is not ‘effective’ in 

providing sufficient flexibility to deal with the changed 

circumstances affecting Park Lane.

The Association would welcome an expansion of the 

DMP to accommodate possible solutions to these 

acknowledged potential problems. The Association 

believes that the junction improvements proposed at 

Woodhatch may prove inadequate in dissuading vehicle 

owners otherwise disposed to use the A217 from using 

Park Lane as a quick cut through to the A25, M25, and 

Redhill and Merstham. We believe, however, that any 

road widening measures affecting Park Lane designed 

to alleviate the problem would totally destroy the 

unique character of Reigate and adversely impact local 

residents, an Area of Great Landscape Value, views to 

and from an Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty, an 

adjacent Historic Park and Gardens, Sites of Nature and 

Conservation Interest, and a Regionally Important 

Geological Site.

In order to avoid either of these outcomes, the 

Association believes that speed limitation (Park Lane 

inexplicably has an unrestricted speed limit at its 

southerly section until the entrance to Wesley Close 

opposite Priory Park), traffic calming measures and 

other radical proposals need to be accommodated in 

the DMP, including as a last resort, the closure of Park 

Lane to north bound traffic, with a two way system in 

operation until just south of Sandfels, about 100 metres 

from the junction of Park Lane East and Park Lane. This 

approach is not without precedent- it is in use at Wray 

Lane.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A SSW2/ 

SSW6/ 

SSW7/ 

SSW9

In accordance with the plans to develop and build on 

the current land occupied by Reigate Garden Centre, 

with the possibility of a further 260 units on the green 

land beyond, I would like to express my opinion as 

follows:

The size of the allocation on an already congested and 

strained road network will significantly change the area.  

This will result in additional congestion. The current 

traffic situation is already unsafe; there are speeding 

cars, school traffic, traffic using Park lane as a short cut, 

where the already ‘walkers’ are at risk of danger, and 

recently sheer weight of traffic halting traffic flows.

The introduction of 260 additional units on the 

allocated site as well as other new residential units in 

the area, permitted or proposed (especially on the 

Reigate garden centre) means the area will not be able 

to function. The allocation does not adequately address 

how this will be dealt with and the small scale local 

commercial facilities will also attract additional traffic 

movements.

Remove SSW2. No Yes



My concern to the rural environment:  I also believe 

that the loss of the site in regards to the impact on the 

green space and biodiversity of the area will be greatly 

affected. The area acts as a wildlife corridor and 

transition from fields adjacent to the urban area. We 

have a lot of wildlife in this area and whilst not 

protected land, the semi agricultural uses of the site, 

require the hedges, edge of field buffers and walkways 

to be retained. 

A new health facility provision will not address the 

current shortfall following the closure of South Park. 

Indeed a new facility is needed WITHOUT this new 

allocation.

Sandcross Primary School does not have capacity for 

the new residents and families and there is no 

extension opportunity.

Improvements to the highway network need to extend 

beyond those at the junctions identified especially in 

relation to rat-running and inconsiderate parking.

How can the development deliver biological 

enhancements as part of a development that reflects 

and links to the wider countryside, that will offset the 

development and lose of agricultural and wildlife 

habitats?

As [...] we have to, and choose to adhere strictly to the 

rules and restrictions to making any changes to the 

property.  We fully respect these rules and guidelines as 

it is of great importance to respect and restore the 

appearance of such precious heritage.  This applies to 

the boundaries too.  I fear that any further 

development in this area will be an additional threat to 

the already diminishing protection to the Heritage 

buildings in the area – and do not welcome being 

overshadowed by a new and chaotic environment 

around us.  We will continue to try and conserve this 

beautiful spot.
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No SSW2/ 

SSW6/ 

SSW7/ 

SSW9

No/Don't 

Know

No No The 2 developments (SSW2 & SSW9) shown here have 

clearly not taken into account the fact that these 2 

developments will add at least 350 extra cars to an 

already congested part of Reigate, especial at the Angel 

4 way traffic lights where congestion is horrendous in 

the mornings and afternoons. Not to mention the 

access to the A217 from Lonesome lane.    

Build a Reigate bypass that removes the need for 

vehicles to go through the centre of Reigate. 

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A SSW2/ 

SSW6/ 

SSW7/ 

SSW9

We [...] on the Meadvale side of Woodhatch but shop in 

the South Park side as well. I wouldn't want the two 

sides to be joined as one, but on the other hand I  hope 

that the two reps don't end up standing in the middle 

of the Angel junction  (so to speak) passing 

responsibility for it's improvement to each other with 

nothing done as a result

No
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Managing 

Director

Yes SSW6 Don't know No Don't know Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector 

to consider.

Sound – it is not considered that the plan is sound in 

that it does not take into account new circumstances 

regarding housing need which have arisen since the 

Core Strategy was adopted. Furthermore, the plan fails 

to meet the full OAN for housing.

Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in 

the DMP.

The allocation of the omission site within SSW6. Yes Yes In order to discuss the 

tension between the 5 

year supply of housing 

and full OAN for the 

Borough.
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Yes SSW6 Don't know No Don't know Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector 

to consider.

Sound – It is not sound because the plan has not been 

positively prepared as despite SSW6 being a sustainable 

development option it is proposed to be held in 

“reserve” until an undetermined date in the future. The 

Council have failed to provide for the economic and 

social needs of the Brough because it is not attempting 

to meet its Full OAN.

Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in 

the DMP.

SSW6 should be allocated for new housing now as 

opposed to be held in reserve. The site is in the 

control of a local housing developer who is ready to 

provide housing now on the site to significantly 

boost the supply of housing and help meet the 

Council’s full OAN.

Yes Yes In order to discuss the 

tension between the 5 

year supply of housing 

and full OAN for the 

Borough.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4460/rbbc_representor_0129
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4460/rbbc_representor_0129
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Yes MLS1 Don't know No Don't know Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector 

to consider.

Sound – We do not consider the DMP to be sound in 

respect of policy MLS1 in that the sites should be 

allocated for development in the Plan as opposed to 

being held in reserve and only being drip fed onto the 

market when the Borough Council are not meeting 

their objectively assessed need (OAN) for housing as 

opposed to the alleged 5-year supply relating to an 

average of 460 homes per year. There should be every 

effort made to meet the OAN. The land identified in the 

plan for SUES in the South West Reigate equate to 400 

units whereas 500-700 units is stated in the DMP and 

core strategy there is therefore scope to increase the 

number of units by 300. Furthermore, the Borough 

Council are always over a year behind on calculating 

housing delivery, last years figures to April 2017 were 

not published until July 2017.

Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in 

the DMP.

The policy should be amended showing the release 

of the sites from the Green Belt to significantly 

boost the supply of housing in the Borough. The 

phasing of sites is not the correct approach when 

the Borough Council are not meeting their 

Objectively Assessed need for housing. A similar 

approach was proposed by the Examining Inspector 

for the Croydon Plan in respect of the release of an 

area of Metropolitan Open Land now as opposed to 

being held in reserve. In the alternative SSW9 

should be brought forward as it is the control of a 

local housing developer who can ensure early 

delivery. Attached are separate statements to 

support SSW9. SSW10 is an omission site and should 

be allocated as it adjoins SSW9. In addition, it would 

provide mixed employment and residential use and 

help to increase the number of units in South West 

Reigate towards 700 units. Attached are separate 

statements to propose the allocation of SSW9 and 

SSW10.

Yes Yes In order for a discussion 

to take place to assist 

the examining Inspector 

having regard to OAN.
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Yes SSW6 Don't know No Don't know INTRODUCTION

1.1 WS Planning & Architecture have been instructed by 

Denton Homes to prepare

a submission statement in response to the DMP 

proposed submission document (January 2018) for the 

forthcoming Examination in Public.

1.2 The purpose of this statement is to propose the 

allocation of an omission adjoining site SSW6 in the 

DMP and to demonstrate both its suitability and 

deliverability.

1.3 Attached at Appendix 1 is a letter sent to the 

Borough Council requesting a meeting and requesting 

that the site be allocated. No response was received to 

this letter. Attached at Appendix 2 is a site location plan 

showing the

omission site, SSW6 and SSW7, whilst at Appendix 3 is 

an aerial photograph.

1.4 Overall, Denton Homes welcomes the Council’s 

positive approach in proposing SUE’s as a way forward 

to boost the supply of housing. We have however made 

separate representations with regard to proposed 

phasing advocated by the Council. That said the Council 

are still only proposing to release the land when 

required to meet their 5-year housing supply (the 

statistics for which will always be in excess of one year 

behind actual 

Yes Yes In order for a discussion 

to take place to assist 

the examining Inspector 

having regard to OAN.

delivery of new homes) when they should be striving to 

meet their full Objectively Assessed Need (OAN).

Furthermore, the SHMA is now somewhat outdated as 

it is 6 years old.

1.5 We undertook an analysis of the Councils 5 year 

housing supply a copy of which

is attached at Appendix 4 which concludes that there is 

only a 4.75 year supply.

1.6 Paragraph 182 of the National Planning Policy 

Framework sets out the tests for

a ‘sound’ local plan. A plan is considered sound if it is:

• Positively Prepared – The plan should be prepared 

based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively 

assessed development and infrastructure requirements, 

including unmet requirements from neighbouring 

authorities where it is reasonable to do so and 

consistent with achieving sustainable development. 

Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate 

strategy,

when considered against the reasonable alternatives, 

based on proportionate evidence;

• Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its 

period and based on effective joint working on cross 

boundary strategic priorities; and

• Consistent with national policy- the plan should 

enable the

delivery of sustainable development in accordance with 

the policies framework 

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4460/rbbc_representor_0129
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4460/rbbc_representor_0129


PLANNING ASSESSMENT

2.1 At the heart of the National Planning Policy 

Framework is a

presumption in favour of sustainable development, 

which is seen as a

golden thread running through both plan-making and 

decision-taking.

Local planning authorities should positively seek 

opportunities to meet

the development needs of their area and should meet 

objectively

assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to 

rapid change,

unless any adverse impacts of doing so would 

significantly and

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 

against the

policies in the Framework taken as a whole. For 

decision taking this

means approving development proposals that accord 

with the

development plan without delay and where the 

development plan is

absent, silent or relevant policies are out-of-date, 

granting permission

unless any adverse impacts of doing so would 

significantly and

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed 

against the

policies in the Framework taken as a whole or specific 

Framework indicate development should be restricted.

2.2 Policies in Local Plans should follow the approach of 

the presumption

in favour of sustainable development so that it is clear 

that

development which is sustainable can be approved 

without delay. All

plans should be based upon and reflect the 

presumption in favour of

sustainable development, with clear policies that will 

guide how the

presumption should be applied locally.

2.3 The NPPF emphasises that there should be a 

“presumption in favour

of sustainable development” (on an economic, social 

and

environmental basis). Paragraph 49 goes onto state that 

“Housing

applications should be considered in the context of the 

presumption in

favour of sustainable development.” Economic Role: - 

The development would foster economic growth by

helping towards boosting the local housing and retail 

markets as well

as aiding the building industry through employment 

during the

construction phases and employment relating to the 

onward

maintenance and management of the site, once 

completed.

Social Role: - The development would provide the 

market with a mix

of family sized units. The site is located in a sustainable 

location

served by public forms of transport with options for 

journeys by foot.

The site is within walking distance of two local primary 

schools, a

secondary school, shops as well as a local health centre, 

dentist and

is on a bus route. In addition there is a local community 

centre.

Environmental Role: - It is inevitable that any 

development will have

some environmental impact. It is however important 

that this is

balanced against the many other elements coupled by 

the ability to

utilise renewable energy resources. In this case part of 

the site will

remain undeveloped and biodiversity will be achieved 

through the

landscaping for the development. It follows that the 

proposed

development does fall within the definition of 

sustainable development

when factored by the unique circumstances arising 



coupled by the need to provide capacity for more 

housing in the

District.

The Planning Benefits of allocating an extension to 

SSW6

2.4 There is significant benefit to allocating the land 

including

• Immediate delivery of new market and affordable 

homes in years

1-5; • Delivery of homes in a sustainable location;

• Off site Highway improvements

• Public Open Space

• New Homes Bonus;

• Increased local spend in the local and town centre

• Employment benefits during construction

• Delivery of affordable housing

Immediate Delivery of New Market and Affordable 

Homes in years 1-5

2.5 The provision of new market and affordable homes 

is a significant

benefit, particularly when there is a shortfall in the 

5year housing land

supply. In this regard I attach an analysis of the 

Council’s 5 year supply

in which it is concluded that there is a shortfall. This is 

even more the

case when the homes are being delivered in the 

sustainable settlement

of Woodhatch with access to public transport, schools, 

shops and other

facilities. All of the land is available for delivery within 

years 1-5 of the

plan cycle. The access can be through SSW6.

2.6 The core strategy has a housing requirement of at 

least 6,900 dwellings

in the period 2012-2027 (460dpa). This is some 2,000 

dwellings less than

the full objectively assessed need (OAN) for the 

Borough, which equates

to an average of 600-840dpa. The core strategy 

inspector’s conclusions

of the question of housing need and capacity were that 

while the figure

of 460dpa was found sound and is the figure in the 

adopted Core

Strategy, it will fall significantly short of meeting the full 

OAN and the

Council should work to address this shortfall. Hence, 

where an opportunity of providing additional housing 

presents itself, and there

would be no material hard arising from it, it should be 

grasped.

Sustainable Location

2.7 The development is located in a sustainable location 

which will allow

future residents to utilise means of transport other than 

the car.

developments are located in the most sustainable 

locations. This also

means that fewer homes would be required to be 

located in less

sustainable locations and this is a further benefit in 

favour of the scheme.

2.9 Off-Site Highway Improvements

The proposal presents the opportunity to contribute to 

highway

improvements, including footpaths on the A217 which 

will be of benefit

to the wider community.

Public Open Space

2.10 There is a real opportunity to make provision of 

additional Public Open

Space including children’s play areas which will be of 

benefit to the wider

community as well as the future residents of the site.

New Homes Bonus

2.11 New Homes Bonus is capable of being considered 

a material

consideration in determining planning applications. The 

PPG states that,

“Section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 

1990 (as

amended) provides that a local planning authority must 

have

regard to a local finance consideration as far as it is 

material.



Section 70(4) of the 1990 Act (as amended) defines a 

local finance consideration as a grant or other financial 

assistance

that has been, that will or that could be provided to a 

relevant

authority by a Minister of the Crown (such as New 

Homes

Bonus payments), or sums that a relevant authority has

received, or will or could receive, in payment of the 

Community

Infrastructure Levy.”

Increased Spend Locally

2.12 The provision of additional new homes in this 

location will lead to

additional local spend both during the construction 

period and when the

development is complete.

2.13 During the construction period, significant 

additional spend will occur in

the local area. LEK Consulting have estimated that 

construction has a

multiplier effect of 284%. This means that for every £1 

invested in a

construction site £2.84 is spent in the local economy.

2.14 A 2011 report “Making the economic case for 

construction” noted the

significant Gross Value Added (GVA) of the construction 

industry and the

levels of employment that this provides locally.

2.15 Indeed, the development will not only create local 

jobs but will also

support local businesses and suppliers in the area.

Delivery of affordable housing

2.16 Our clients are committed to the provision of 

affordable housing which is

often lacking on urban/ town centre sites due to 

viability issues. There is

an acknowledged substantial unmet need for affordable 

housing in the

Borough.

Green Belt Considerations CONT...
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Yes SSW6 Don't know No Don't know CONT … Purpose 1 – Restrict the sprawl of Urban Areas

2.17 - One of the Green Belt purposes is to check the 

sprawl of built-up a

Urban sprawl is seen as the creeping advancement of 

development

beyond a clear physical boundary of a settlement. 

Where the Green Belt

is adjacent to a clear physical boundary defined by built 

form, the

landscape performs a role in safeguarding against 

unrestricted sprawl.

In contrast, a land parcel which lies away from built 

development within

the countryside would contribute less to this purpose.

- We consider that as an extension of SSW6 and 

adjoining SSW7

couple with the floodlit astro turf pitches that there is 

development on

three sides that it does perform a role in safeguarding 

the Green Belt

against unrestricted sprawl.

Purpose 2 – Prevent Towns Merging

2.18 – This purpose is concerned with preventing 

neighbouring towns from

merging into one another and seeks to avoid 

coalescence of built for

Coalescence can be perceived or actual, and physical or 

visual. Some

Yes Yes In order for a discussion 

to take place to assist 

the examining Inspector 

having regard to OAN.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4460/rbbc_representor_0129


areas of land contribute more effectively in maintaining 

separation than

others depending on the local environmental or site 

conditions, such as

topography and tree cover. An open, expansive 

landscape which

contributes towards significant separation between two 

settlements will

contribute less in terms of anti- coalescence whereas a 

land parcel which

forms a narrow gap between two settlements would 

have a significant

anti- coalescence role. - We consider that there is 

significant separation distance between the

omission site and the nearest neighbouring town of 

Horley North

West Sector. The gap in fact would remain substantial.

Purpose 3 – Safeguarding the Countryside from 

Encroachment

2.19 In order to assess whether land parcels perform 

this purpose,

consideration should be given to the extent to which 

the countryside

within a parcel has already been built upon. If the 

parcel is strongly

influenced by built development or urban influences, it 

should be

assumed that this part of the countryside has already 

been notably

encroached by development, and as a result is not 

longer able to perform

this purpose. If however the parcel remains primarily 

free of

development, possessing predominately unspoilt 

countryside / or uses

defined as appropriate in the Green Belt, then it may be 

considered that

encroachment has not yet occurred and the parcel 

continues to perform

the purpose.

- The site, whilst not developed itself, is bordered on 

three sides by

development and consequently has as its backdrop the 

built form of

Woodhatch and new proposal allocations. The site is 

therefore

strongly influenced by built development and urban 

influences.

Purpose 4 – Preserve setting and Character of Historic 

Towns

2.20 Conservation Areas and Listed Buildings perform 

an important role in the

Borough.

There is no Conservation Area in this part of the 

Borough. There is a

Grade II Listed Building, Hartswood House however the 

allocation of

sites SSW6 and SSW7 took this into consideration and 

Landscape Considerations

2.21 This omission site is not particularly prominent in 

the wider landscape

and its allocation presents an ideal opportunity to 

establish a permanent

and long lasting defensible boundary to the Green Belt. 

Open space

facilities and any swales provided to the west of the site 

which is partially

affected by flood zone 2.

Access Feasibility

2.22 Access to SSW6 has already been agreed to be 

acceptable from Castle

Drive and the omission site could be accessed from the 

same point.

Where necessary wider highway improvements can be 

sought once

transport assessments are undertaken.

The Overall Planning Balance

2.23 Under the provisions of NPPF Paragraph 196 and 

197 applications for

planning permission must be determined in accordance 

with the

development plan and that the presumption in favour 

of sustainable

development should be applied. The key aspect of the 

national planning

policy is the delivery of sustainable development. The 

Ministerial Forward

to the NPPF states that



We must accommodate the new

ways by which we will earn our living in a competitive 

world. We

must house a rising population, which is living longer 

and wants

to make new choices. We must respond to the changes 

that new

technologies offer us. Our lives, and the places in which 

we live

them, can be better, but they will be worse if things 

stagnate.” Paragraph 7 the NPPF sets out three 

dimensions to sustainable

development: economic, social and environmental.

2.25 Paragraph 14 of the NPPF states for decision 

taking, the presumption in

favour of sustainable development means that, where 

the development

plan is absent, silent, or relevant policies are out date, 

permission should

be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so 

would significantly

and demonstrably outweigh the benefits when assessed 

against the

NPPF, taken as a whole.

2.26 With regard to Paragraph 49 of the NPPF the 

Council assert that they

have a 5 year supply of deliverable site. We do not 

consider this to be

the case. In any event the 5 year housing requirement 

set out in the Core

Strategy is not a ceiling to housing provision having 

regard to the fact that the Council are not getting 

anywhere near to meeting their OAN.

Adjoining Boroughs/ Districts are environmentally 

constrained in

particular the adjoining Tandridge District which 

comprises 94% Green

Belt.

Economic Role

2.27 The proposal will create new housing in an area of 

identified need. It

would allow new homes in a sustainable location, 

supporting existing

jobs and creating new ones. The development will 

support construction

jobs for the duration of the development period as well 

as supplementary

jobs in the supply system and services.

2.28 New population in a location close to the local 

centre and services will

support existing shops and businesses and will lead to 

more spending

power locally. This will support and enhance the vitality 

and viability of

the village centre and the local economy. As such, the 

proposed development of this site will meet the

requirements of the NPPF in relation to the economic 

role.

Social Role

2.30 The proposals will help deliver new housing in an 

area that has an unmet

need. The development has been designed to meet the 

needs of the

future generations. The greater amount of housing 

delivered the greater

the social benefits achieved.

2.31 The proposals will create a high-quality 

development that will be well

designed and will create new a new sense of place 

utilising key

characteristics from the surrounding area, although not 

seeking to

exactly replicate it.

2.32 The site is located in a sustainable location with 

access to a choice of

transport modes and close to local services that will 

support the new

population.

2.33 As such, the proposed development of this site will 

meet the

requirements of the NPPF in relation to the social role.

Environmental Role

2.34 Aside from the Green Belt, where it is common 

ground that land needs

to be released, the site does not suffer from any 

national or regional

designations in terms of environmental matters. It is 

not within a national



park, AONB, SSI or any other designation. The site is in 

a sustainable location and allows for a choice of 

transport

mode. The proposal would not cause harm in terms of 

landscape impact

owing to the existing screening and proximity to the 

village centre.

2.36 It is absolutely clear that the Government’s policy 

is to boost the supply

of housing. Other than the clear references to this in 

the NPPF, there

have been recent statements by the Prime Minister, 

Chancellor of the

Exchequer and Secretary of State for the Communities 

and Local

Government (SoS) (amongst others) making it a key 

issue for the

Government.

2.37 The proposal would not cause significant 

demonstrable harm as

described in the NPPF. The site could be developed in a 

way that

reduces harm to the countryside and visual amenity to 

an acceptable

level, when balanced against the benefits that arise. 

CONCLUSIONS

3.1 Even if is possible for the Council to demonstrate a 

5 year supple of

housing to meet the adopted Core Strategy 

a shortfall of housing at the end of the Plan period 

compared with the

full OAN. Therefore, the Council should look at 

sustainable

development proposals that would help reduce that 

shortfall. That way

the Council could be considered to have positively 

prepared the DMP

and fulfilled the first Core Strategy Objective SO1, “To 

ensure that

future development addresses the economic and social 

needs of the

borough, without compromising its environmental 

resources.” As it

stands the Council has failed to provide for the 

economic and social

needs of the Borough because it is not attempting to 

meet its full OAN,

despite there being sustainable development options, 

and is unsound

because it has not been positively prepared.

3.2 The Core Strategy was adopted in July 2014. The 

Department for

Communities and Local Government published its 

Housing White aper, Planning for the Right Homes in 

the Right Places, for consultation in September 2017. It 

is accepted that this is just a consultation paper, but is 

does show a direction of travel and the priority now 

being given to housing need and delivery by the

Government. Within the consultation, the Government RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0545

Email Dr Nicholas Stoy RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

45

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes SSW7 Yes Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

These comments relate only to ‘soundness’. Further to 

our previous representation:

1. We live [...]  relatively low elevation; this could easily 

be overwhelmed by houses immediately adjacent to 

rear, or north side, of property. Could consideration 

therefore be given to making the immediately adjoining 

land given over only to gardens (i.e. GARDEN TO 

GARDEN) ?

2. In relation to [...]  plan seems to show some 

separation of our garden from adjoining properties by 

shrubs/bushes? [...] This is particularly important [....] 

where there is a large very old oak (preservation-order 

protected) which quite significantly over-hangs the 

adjoining land, so presumably this would need to be 

taken into account in planning housing development. 

We also have other well-established trees along the 

bottom of our garden.

3. Suggest any developer of adjoining properties should 

perhaps, as part of the over-all development plan, be 

contracted to include changing our sewerage plant to 

main drainage, as the (fully-treated) effluent from our 

private plant currently drains into a ditch at the front of 

our property in the direction of Castle Drive .

No No



4. Development of ‘brown’ before ‘green belt’ sites 

please ! Our  [...] swallowed up by a poorly-planned 

development on two sides and the impression of an 

historic building set back from the main road adjoining 

a field as viewed when driving out of Reigate into the 

countryside at present would be lost for ever. The 

preservation of the triangular-shaped wide grass verge 

carrying on the ‘building-line’ from our cottage to the 

fronts of the houses on the other side of Castle Drive 

would, however, be very advantageous go some way to 

mitigate this and

preserve the rural look of this short stretch of the A217 

(grass verge one side and trees the other) as it leaves 

Reigate towards Sidlow Bridge.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0093.20

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

93

Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

21

N/A Mr Mike Waite Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0092

Living 

Landscapes 

Manager 

(Strategic)

SSW7 The described biodiversity opportunities and 

requirements of development here are welcomed; 

(design of Green Infrastructure to deliver against 

objectives & targets of the Earlswood & Redhill 

Commons to the River Mole Biodiversity Opportunity 

Area).

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0056

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Carol O'Hara RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

56

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SSW9 No/ Don't 

know

No No This land should remain Green belt Agricultural land. 

Building on this lovely piece of connecting green belt 

land should not be allowed. Too much has already been 

built on in close Proximity. The local wildlife will suffer.

Omit building on the Dovers green farm site.  The 

land should remain as green belt and protected as 

such.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0203

Letter Mr Martin Bourke RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

03

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes SSW9 Don’t know No Don’t know The DMP is a lengthy and complex document. As an 

ordinary householder and non-lawyer, I would find it 

very difficult to comment on whether it is “legally 

compliant”.

I do not think the SSW9 plan is sound because: 

a)  It will ring greatly increased traffic to a locality which 

is, already, over-busy during the day and is getting 

worse (e.g. heavy waste lorries),

b) There are no medical facilities at all on the south side 

of Reigate,

c) There are very few school in the area and these are 

already full up

d) It effectively discounts the risk of local flooding, 

which would have implications for our property,

e) If the adjoining woodland is not retained, the site 

would overlook the back garden of our property. 

Re. “Duty to Cooperate” : As an ordinary householder, 

and a “non-planning expert” I find it difficult to 

comment. 

  

In order to make SSW9 "Sound", I would 

recommend it be dropped altogether. Making 

suggestions for modification implies acceptance. 

If it is dropped, then the legal compliance and Duty 

to Cooperate are no longer relevant. 

It needs to be dropped so that the South Reigate 

and Woodhatch areas can continue to be liveable in. 

  

No Yes If SSW were to go ahead 

it would affect my 

property and, more 

generally, the area 

where I live, definitely 

for the worse. As a 

householder and Council 

Tax payer I wish to make 

my voice heard. 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0228

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs JOANNE CANNEAUX RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

28

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SSW9 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

As I am not trained in legal matters, I am not able to 

comment on whether this plan is legally compliant.    I 

wish to raise my concerns about the proposed 

development at site SSW9 (Dovers Farm).  This 

development would significantly impact on the local 

properties in existence.   [...].  I note that the wood on 

Lonesome Lane would be retained.  I believe this is 

essential and would support the retention of this, as to 

replace it with houses would destroy the beauty of 

Lonesome Lane and significantly change it.    I would 

also like to raise the issue of flooding.  [...]  The current 

field and woodland act as floodplain in the event of 

heavy rain.  100 houses and their associated concrete 

will no doubt remove this function.  Will existing and 

the proposed new homes then be at increased risk of 

flooding?  There is no local Doctors surgery and a 

shortage of school places.  The traffic is gridlocked 

every morning, particularly out of Lonesome Lane onto 

the A217 and then onto Sandcross Lane.  We  can see 

the plan proposes traffic measures, these will have to 

be significant as already the road network can’t cope.  

Remove Dovers Farm site from the plan  No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0265

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Jane Crosskey RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

66

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SSW9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

don't know don't know No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0397

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Barry Lillywhite RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

97

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A SSW9 Don't 

Know

No No I don't support the change of use for Dovers Farm or 

support the soundness of the DMP.  The DMP shouldn't 

take this green belt/urban area which would kill the 

wildlife that's been in abundance for centuries and 

currently includes deer, badgers, hedgehogs, bats, slow 

worms and many many species of birds, all of whom 

often visit  [...]    If houses are built on this field [...] the 

tranquillity of being in the countryside would cease.    I 

cannot imagine how the A217 would cope with even 

more traffic and the Meath Green development hasn't 

even been completed yet!   Duty to cooperate?  With 

whom?

Do not change the use of this  green belt/urban 

farmland - look for more solutions in the North of 

the borough - we already have enough 'affordable 

housing' in the South of the borough!

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0398

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Sandra Lillywhite RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

98

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SSW9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Green belt land should remain as is, these aren't 

exceptional circumstances when there are other 

solutions for housing in the borough.

The council should make provision for affordable 

single occupancy accommodation for council 

tenants, freeing-up the many two and three 

bedroomed houses on The Forest estate and other 

estates in the borough.  

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0438

Survey 

Monkey

Ms Mary 

Teresa

Morton RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

38

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SSW9 Don't 

Know

No No The land at Dovers Farm is arable land, we should be 

saving more, not less of our land for growing produce 

to prepare for possible shortages after Brexit.   This 

land also has a thriving wild life population, including 

that this is a field that deer have used for countless 

years as a path, they use it on a daily basis, what would 

happen to them?!  More houses will also create more 

traffic problems in this area, there is no doctor's surgery 

(it was closed down in Sept. 2017) and there has been 

NO consultation on a personal level with the residents 

of this area about the impact on our lives, on the wild 

life, or about the lack of amenities or infrastructure.

I don't know about legal, but MORALLY, this plan is 

completely wrong, building should be done on the 

sites of old industrial grounds, NOT ripping up this 

beautiful countryside.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0093.21

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

93

Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

21

N/A Mr Mike Waite Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0092

Living 

Landscapes 

Manager 

(Strategic)

SSW9 The described requirements of development aimed at 

benefitting biodiversity here are welcomed; (design of 

Green Infrastructure to deliver against objectives & 

targets of the Earlswood & Redhill Commons to the 

River Mole Biodiversity Opportunity Area, and the River 

Mole (& tributaries) Biodiversity Opportunity Area).

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0133

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

33

Emmerton 

Developme

nts

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

83

N/A Mr Chris Kempton Emmerton 

Developme

nts

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0030

SSW9 No As I mentioned, having reviewed the Sustainability 

Appraisal, unfortunately, the information held within 

the Regulation 19 SA contains factually incorrect 

information regarding SSW9 and SSW10, in that the 

assessments are incorrectly labelled (i.e. the SSW9 

assessment relates to the SSW10 site and vice versa). 

Interpretation of the report indicates that these 

assessments directly influence the phasing of the sites 

under MLS 1 (sites are phased on basis of landscape 

impact) this is reinforced in the SUE documents. Due to 

the incorrect labelling of the sites the site has negative 

impacts which aren’t relevant, these relate to impact on 

listed buildings (of which there are none on site) and 

the impact on the greenbelt (SSW9 is GB 4, whilst 

SSW10 is GB2). We therefore would like this 

information to be corrected and the phasing 

reconsidered in light of this information as our research 

indicates that on this basis we should be placed ahead a 

number of sites (we rank 2 out of 10 on this basis) 

which have more severe landscape and flood risk issues

SSW9 and SSW10 labelled incorrectly which 

influences the phasing of the sites. 

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0130.1

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

30

Jardin 

Smith 

Internation

al

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

66

N/A Mr Brian Woods WS 

Planning & 

Architectur

e

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0117

Managing 

Director

Yes Sites not 

included in 

the DMP

Don't know No Don't know Legally compliant – We will leave this for the Inspector 

to consider.

Sound – It is not sound because the plan has not been 

positively prepared as despite the site being a 

sustainable development option which is ready and 

available it has not been properly considered as option 

for allocation. The Council have failed to provide for the 

economic and social needs of the Borough because it is 

not attempting to meet its Full OAN and is not meeting 

its 5 year housing supply.

Duty to cooperate – We have not seen the evidence in 

the DMP.

The DMP should be amended to allocate the site for 

housing.

Yes Yes In order to explore the 

merits of the Council 

meeting their full OAN 

and the merits of this 

specific site.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4459/rbbc_representor_0130


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0130.2

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

30

Jardin 

Smith 

Internation

al

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

66

N/A Mr Brian Woods WS 

Planning & 

Architectur

e

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0117

Managing 

Director

Yes Sites not 

included in 

the DMP

Don't know No Don't know Box 1 and there are a number of appendices saved in 

the folder. This Submission Statement has been 

prepared on behalf of Jardin Smith International in

response to DMP Proposed Submission document 

(January 2018) for the forthcoming

Examination in Public.

1.2 The purpose of this statement is to support a 

proposed allocation of the site in the DMP. Overall, 

Jardin Smith International welcomes the Council’s 

positive approach in

proposing SUE’s as a way forward to boost the supply of 

housing. That said the Council are still only proposing to 

release the land when required to meet their 5-year 

housing

supply when they should be striving to meet their 

Objectively Assessed Need (OAN).

Furthermore, the SHMA is now somewhat outdated as 

it is 6 years old.

1.5 The Reigate & Banstead Borough Council Strategic 

Housing Land Availability

Assessment (SHLAA) was published in December 2014. 

Under Table 3: Summary of

SHLAA Sites (SHLAA Reference: KBH11), Land at Shrimps 

Field, Chipstead Lane is

regarded as available and achievable. This assists in 

identifying the site as being highly

appropriate for residential development. The Strategic 

Housing Land Availability

Assessment (SHLAA) published in July 2012 additionally 

identifies the site as suitable

The DMP should be amended to allocate the site for 

housing.

Yes Yes In order to explore the 

merits of the Council 

meeting their full OAN 

and the merits of this 

specific site.

 SITE AND SURROUNDING AREA

2.1 The site lies within the Metropolitan Green Belt. 

The site is situated to the south of

Kingswood, to the northeast of the junction of Brighton 

Road (A217) and Chipstead Lane.

The site lies adjacent to an existing urban residential 

area to the north. Further residential

development fronts part of the northern side of 

Chipstead Lane and substantial residential

development is situated on the south side of Chipstead 

Lane and within Beechen Lane.

2.2 The site amounts to approximately 5 hectares of 

land and currently comprises a vacant

field with the frontage land having been a mobile home 

site and is hard surfaced. The

field to the rear is slightly overgrown and was formerly 

in agricultural use. Land levels fall

across the site from north to south and then rise again 

beyond Chipstead Lane.

2.3 The site is bounded on all sides by a number of 

trees which help to screen views towards

the site. Furthermore, the site is bounded on three 

sides by housing with just the eastern

edge open. FIVE YEAR HOUSING LAND SUPPLY 

ANALYSIS

3.1 A detailed analysis of Reigate & Banstead Borough 

Council’s Five Year Housing Land

Supply is attached at Appendix 11. Following this 

analysis, it can be concluded that the

Borough Council are unable to demonstrate a five year 

supply of housing land. This

section outlines this analysis, with reference to local 

development plans such as the

Reigate & Banstead Core Strategy (2014) and the 

Emerging Development Management

Plan that will explain in more detail how the identified 

development principles and targets

will be delivered. The Core Strategy Inspector’s Report 

has also been investigated,

recognising the previous identification that the Plan 

target would not meet the full OAN.

However, the main focus of the analysis is the 

assessment of the Reigate & Banstead

Borough Council Housing Delivery Monitor, including 

Five Year Land Supply, position at

31 March 2017.

3.2 Through the assessment of both central 

government and local development plans, it has

become evident that the establishment of an area’s 

OAN and the formation of a five year

supply is essential. As set out in Reigate & Banstead 

Borough Council’s adopted Core

Strategy (2014), there is a requirement of at least 6,900 

dwellings between 2012 and

2027. This is equivalent to 460 dwellings per annum 

and therefore the five-year

requirement is five times this amount, equivalent to 

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4459/rbbc_representor_0130


3.3 Following the identification of Reigate & Banstead 

Borough Council’s housing provision

for the plan period, it is important to identify the 

Borough’s housing delivery. These

statistical conclusions are found in the Housing Delivery 

Monitors 2013-2017 and are

detailed further within the attached Housing Land 

Supply Analysis.

3.4 It is concluded that the housing requirement set out 

within the Reigate & Banstead Core

Strategy and the Development Management Plan does 

not fully reflect the full OAN for

the Borough Council area. The Core Strategy is some 

2,000 dwellings less than the full

OAN for the Borough, which equates to 600-640 

dwellings per annum. The Core Strategy

Inspector himself identified the annual target of 460 

dwellings as insufficient in terms of meeting the 

required housing need, where the Council should work 

to address this

shortfall. Hence, where an opportunity for providing 

additional housing presents itself and

there would be no material harm arising from it, such as 

the current proposed, it should

be grasped.

3.5 Not only are the Borough Council’s projections 

unable to meet the full OAN for the

Borough Council area, but the attached analysis also 

identifies multiple doubts and errors

in the Borough Council’s calculations regarding the 

number of deliverable supply sites.

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council are overly 

optimistic in their housing supply figures.

As evidenced within the attached five year housing land 

supply analysis, a supply of 201

dwellings is more realistic than the Borough Council’s 

projection of 350 dwellings.

3.6 Taking into account the detailed analysis previously 

undertaken and the relevant

statistical findings, Reigate & Banstead Borough 

Council’s equivalent years supply of

housing is 4.75, therefore undoubtedly expressing the 

inability to deliver a five year

housing supply including appropriate housing sites This 

is highlighted in the detailed

analysis attached at Appendix 11.

3.7 The Council should look at sustainable development 

proposals that would help to reduce

the identified shortfall. That way, the Council could be 

considered to have positively

prepared the Development Management Plan and 

fulfilled the Core Strategy Objective

“to ensure that future development addresses the 

economic and social needs of the

Borough, without compromising its environmental 

resources”. At present, the Reigate &

Banstead Borough Council has failed to provide for the 

economic and social needs of the

Borough by not attempting to meet its full OAN. The 

Development Management Plan

is unsound because it has not been positively prepared. 

RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 The site is formerly agricultural use; however, this 

ceased some time ago and the land

has remained vacant. Substantial residential 

development has taken place on land to the

south during the inter war period and to the north in 

the 1980/90’s.

4.2 The following details the relevant planning history 

of the site:

92/06980/F Erection of a building comprising 8 stables 

and a hay barn and

the construction of a 5’ high earth bund adjacent to 

Brighton Road

(Refused 11 Dec 1992)



93/02850/F Erection of stable block comprising 8 

stables and hay storage for

domestic purposes on eastern end of Shrimps Field 

adjacent to

Sandy Lane together with construction of an earth bank 

along the

western boundary of Shrimps Field adjacent to A217, to 

prevent

animals straying (Refused 30 Jul 1993)

96/05070/F Erection of stables and barn (Refused 25 Jul 

1996)

09/01754/SCOPE Scoping opinion for proposed mixed 

use development of up to 80

dwellings and 230sqm of retail space together with 

associated

infrastructure (Scope of Environmental Impact 

Assessment)

10/02195/OUT Erection of 88 residential units (Refused 

08 Jul 2011)
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National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

5.1 The NPPF was published in March 2012 and sets out 

the Government’s framework for

plan-making and decision-taking and forms the 

foundation for planning policy within

England.

5.2 A ‘golden thread’ running through the NPPF is the 

aim to achieve sustainable

development. There are three elements that contribute 

to sustainable development; the

economic role, the social role and the environmental 

role. Paragraph 14 highlights a

presumption in favour of sustainable development.

5.3 Paragraph 17 sets out the core planning principles 

of the document including that

planning should “not simply be about scrutiny, but 

instead be a creative exercise in

findings ways to enhance and improve the places in 

which people live their lives”.

Planning should “proactively drive and support 

sustainable economic development to

deliver the homes, business and industrial units, 

infrastructure and thriving local places

that the country needs”. Furthermore, planning should 

“always seek to secure high quality

design and a good standard of amenity for all existing 

and future occupants of land and

buildings”.

The DMP should be amended to allocate the site for 

housing.

Yes Yes In order to explore the 

merits of the Council 

meeting their full OAN 

and the merits of this 

specific site.

5.4 Paragraph 47 recognises the overarching need to 

“boost significantly the supply of

housing” where “local planning authorities should use 

their evidence base to ensure that

their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed 

needs for market and affordable

housing…identify and update annually a supply of 

specific deliverable sites sufficient to

provide five years worth of housing against their 

housing requirements with an additional

buffer of 5%...maintain delivery of a five-year supply of 

housing land to meet their housing

target….set out their own approach to housing density 

to reflect local circumstances”. 50 sets out the national 

need to “deliver a wide choice of high quality homes,

widen opportunities for home ownership and create 

sustainable, inclusive and mixed

communities”.

5.6 Paragraph 52 indicates that “the supply of new 

homes can sometimes be best achieved

through planning for larger scale development”.

5.7 Paragraph 83 of the NPPF states that “Green Belt 

boundaries should only be altered in

exception circumstances, through the preparation or 

review of the Local Plan”.

5.8 Paragraph 153 informs that “each local planning 

authority should produce a Local Plan

for its area

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4459/rbbc_representor_0130


. This can be reviewed in whole or in part to respond 

flexibly to changing

circumstances”.

5.9 Paragraph 157 defines the need for Local Plans to 

“allocate sites to promote development

and flexible use of land” as crucial.

5.10 Paragraph 182 of the NPPF sets out the tests for a 

“sound” local plan. A plan is

considered sound if it is:

• “Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared 

based on a strategy which

seeks to meet objectively assessed development and 

infrastructure requirements,

including unmet requirements from neighbouring 

authorities where it is reasonable

to do so and consistent with achieving sustainable 

development;

• Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate 

strategy, when considered

against the reasonable alternatives, based on 

proportionate evidence;

• Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its 

period and based on effective

joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities;

• Consistent with national policy – the plan should 

enable the delivery of

sustainable development in accordance with the 

policies in the Framework”. Practice Guidance (PPG)

5.11 The Planning Practice Guidance is a web-based 

resource that was published in March

2014, setting out national planning guidance.

5.12 The importance of the ‘Duty to Cooperate’ is 

highlighted in the PPG in (Reference ID: 9-

002-20140306) which states:

“The duty to cooperate is a legal test that requires 

cooperation between local planning

authorities and other public bodies to maximise the 

effectiveness of policies for strategic

matters in Local Plans. It is separate from but related to 

the Local Plan test of soundness.

The Local Plan examination will test whether a local 

planning authority has complied with

the duty to cooperate. The Inspector will recommend 

that the Local Plan is not adopted if

the duty has not been complied with and the 

examination will not proceed any further”.

5.13 The PPG goes on (Reference ID: 9-008-20140306) 

to advise that:

“The duty to cooperate seeks to ensure that local 

planning authorities lead strategic

planning effectively through their Local Plans, 

addressing social, environmental and

economic issues that can only be addressed effectively 

by working with other local

planning authorities beyond their own administrative 

boundaries. For example, housing

market and travel to work areas, river catchments and 

ecological networks may represent

a more effective basis on which to plan for housing, 

transport, infrastructure, flood risk

management, climate change mitigation and 

adaptation, and biodiversity. The aim is to

encourage positive, continuous partnership working on 

issues that go beyond a single

local planning authority’s area”.

5.14 With regard to what actions constitute effective 

cooperation under the duty to cooperate,

the PPG states (Reference ID: 9-011-20140306):

“The actions will depend on local needs which will 

differ, so there is no definitive list of

actions that constitute effective cooperation under the 

duty. Cooperation should produce effective policies on 

cross boundary strategic matters. This is what local 

planning

authorities and other public bodies should focus on 

when they are considering how to

meet the duty. Local planning authorities should bear in 

mind that effective cooperation

is likely to require sustained joint working with concrete 

actions and outcomes. It is

unlikely to be met by an exchange of correspondence, 

conversations or consultations



between authorities alone.

Authorities should submit robust evidence of the efforts 

they have made to cooperate on

strategic cross boundary matters. This could be in the 

form of a statement submitted to

the examination. Evidence should include details about 

who the authority has cooperated

with, the nature and timing of cooperation and how it 

has influenced the Local Plan”.

5.15 The ‘Housing and Economic Development Needs 

Assessments’ Chapter sets out the

support given to local planning authorities when 

“objectively assessing and evidencing

development needs for housing” (Reference ID: 2a-001-

20140306).

5.16 The ‘Housing and Economic Land Availability 

Assessment’ Chapter refers to the need for

an “assessment of land availability identifies a future 

supply of land which is suitable,

available and achievable for housing and economic 

development uses over the plan

period” (Reference ID: 3-001-20140306).

Planning Policy Statements (PPSs)

5.17 Planning Policy Statements (PPSs) set out the 

policies of the Department of the

Environment. The following national planning policy is 

relevant:

• Planning Policy Statement 1 – Delivering Sustainable 

Development (PPS1)

• Planning Policy Guidance Note 2 – Green Belts (PPG2)

• Planning Policy Statement 3 – Housing (PPS3)

• Planning Policy Statement 5 – Planning for the 

Historic Environment (PPS5) • Planning Policy 

Statement 7 – Sustainable Development in Rural Areas 

(PPS7)

• Planning Policy Statement 9 – Biodiversity and 

Geological Conservation (PPS9)

5.18 PPS1 sets out the Government’s objectives for the 

planning system. Particular emphasis

is given to the importance of “sustainable 

development” and putting development in the

“right place at the right time”. The key aims of 

sustainable development are the protection

of the environment and natural resources whilst 

promoting social inclusion and an

innovative and productive society.

5.19 Design and Community Involvement are two of the 

key principles underlying the planning

system identified in PPS1. Local Planning Authorities 

are required to prepare policies that

promote both high quality design and inclusive access 

and ensure that communities have

the opportunity to participate in

 “the process of drawing up the vision, strategy and

specific plan policies” for their areas.

5.20 The site lies within the Metropolitan Green Belt. 

Central Government planning policy for

green belts is contained in PPG2. The primary objective 

of national green belt policy is to

keep land open and to prevent development from 

sprawling. Accordingly, there is a

general presumption against “inappropriate 

development” unless “very special

circumstances” can be proven.

5.21 Paragraph 3.4 of PPG2 states that “the 

construction of new buildings inside a Green Belt

is inappropriate unless it is for the following 

purposes…” including agricultural and

forestry, essential facilities for outdoor sport and 

outdoor recreation, limited extension or

replacement of existing dwellings, limited infilling in 

existing villages and limited affordable

housing, limited infilling or redevelopment of major 

developed sites identified in adopted

plans.

5.22 Paragraph 3.15 of PPG2 states that “The visual 

amenities of the green Belt should not

be injured by proposals for development within 



or conspicuous from the Green Belt which although 

they would not prejudice the purposes of including land 

in Green Belts, might

be visually detrimental by reason of their siting, 

materials or design.”

5.23 The proposal was conceived following an 

understanding of the recently revised Planning

Policy Statement 3 - Housing (PPS3, 2010). The revised 

version of PPS3 continues to

promote the effective and efficient use land.

5.24 Paragraph 18 states that “To facilitate efficient 

delivery of high quality development, Local

Planning Authorities should draw on relevant guidance 

and standards and promote the

use of appropriate tools and techniques, such as Design 

Coding alongside urban design

guidelines, detailed masterplans, village design 

statements, site briefs and community

participation techniques”.

5.25 Paragraph 47 of PPS3 states that “Local Planning 

Authorities may wish to set out a range

of densities across the plan area rather than one broad 

density range”. Policy CSP 19

seeks densities of between 30 and 55 dwellings per 

hectare except where a lower density

is required in order to respect the character of the area.

 It is considered that the

application represents an appropriate balance between 

the need to make the best use of

previously developed land and the need to maintain the 

open character of the Green Belt.

5.26 Paragraph 48 states that “Good design is 

fundamental to using land efficiently. Local

Planning Authorities should facilitate good design by 

identifying the distinctive features

that define the character of a particular local area.”

5.27 PPS3 states at Paragraph 50 that “Density is a 

measure of the number of dwellings which

can be accommodated on a site or in an area. The 

density of existing development should

not dictate that of new housing by stifling change or 

requiring replication of existing style

or form. If done well, imaginative design and layout of 

new development can lead to a

more efficient use of land without compromising the 

quality of the local environment.”

5.28 Paragraph HE6.1 of PPS5 states that “Where an 

application site includes, or is

considered to have the potential to include, heritage 

assets with archaeological interest, local planning 

authorities should require developers to submit an 

appropriate desk-based

assessment”.

5.29 Paragraph 1 of PPS7 (Delivering Sustainable 

Development in Rural Areas) states that

“Decisions on development proposals should be based 

on sustainable development

principles…Priority should be given to the re-use of 

previously-developed (‘brownfield’)

sites in preference to the development of greenfield 

sites, except in cases where there

are no brownfield sites available, or these brownfield 

sites perform so poorly in terms of

sustainability considerations (for example, in their 

remoteness from settlements and

services) in comparison with greenfield sites… All 

development in rural areas should be

well designed and inclusive, in keeping and scale with 

its location, and sensitive to the

character of the countryside and local distinctiveness.”

5.30 Paragraph 8 of PPS7 states that “It is essential that 

local planning authorities plan to meet

housing requirements in rural areas, based on an up to 

date assessment of local need.”

Paragraph 12 states that “Many country towns and 

villages are of considerable historic

and architectural value, or make an important 

contribution to local countryside character.



Planning authorities should ensure that development 

respects and, where possible,

enhances these particular qualities. It should also 

contribute to a sense of local identity

and regional diversity and be of an appropriate design 

and scale for its location”.

5.31 Paragraph 26 states that “Planning authorities 

should aim to secure environmental

improvements and maximise a range of beneficial uses 

of this land, whilst reducing

potential conflicts between neighbouring land uses.”

5.32 PPS9 sets out the Government’s objectives for 

conserving and enhancing biological

diversity. Local Planning Authorities are required to 

“promote sustainable development

by ensuring that biological and geological diversity are 

conserved and enhanced” and be

satisfied that development proposals would not affect 

protected species and where they

do, ensure that adequate mitigation measures are in 

place.” Department for Communities and Local 

Government: Fixing our broken housing

market (February 2017)

5.33 On the 7 February 2017 the Government published 

its white paper - Fixing our broken

housing market. The Executive Summary states, “The 

proposal in the White Paper set

out how the Government intends to boost 

housing supply and, over the long term, create

a more efficient housing market whose outcomes more 

closely match the needs and

aspirations of all households and which supports wider 

economic prosperity”.

5.34 The Prime Minister’s foreword states: -

“I want to fix this broken market so that housing is 

more affordable and people have the

security they need to plan for the future. The starting 

point is to build more homes. This

will slow the rise in housing costs so that more ordinary 

working families can afford to buy

a home and it will also bring the cost of renting down. 

We need to build many more

houses, of the type people want to live in, in the places 

they want to live”.

5.35 In addition, the Executive Summary notes, “For 

housing associations and other not-for

profit developers, the Government has already 

announced funding worth a total of £7.1

billion through an expanded and more flexible 

Affordable Homes Programme. We will

provide clarity over future rent levels. In return, we 

expect them to build significantly more

affordable homes over the current Parliament”.

5.36 Chapter 4 – Helping People Now aims to 

“encourage the development of housing that

meets the needs of our future population and aims to 

help the most vulnerable who need

support with their housing, developing a sustainable 

and workable approach to funding

supported housing in the future”. Paragraph 4.26 

states, “The Government is committed

to building more affordable homes to boost house-

building and support households who

are locked out of the market”.
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Don't know No Don't know CONT Box 3: Reigate & Banstead Borough Council Core 

Strategy (2014)

5.37 Reigate & Banstead Borough Council Core Strategy 

was adopted in July 2014.

5.38 In Paragraph 7.1.7, the Council seeks to promote 

sustainable development by “making

the best use of land” where “the borough contains 

many areas that are appropriately

developed at a relatively low density, as well as areas 

where there is the opportunity to

develop at higher densities to make better use of 

previously developed land and existing

infrastructure”.

5.39 Policy CS1: ‘Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

Development’ states that “unless

material considerations indicate otherwise, proposed 

development that accords with

policies in the development plan, including this Core 

Strategy will be approved without

delay”.

5.40 Policy CS3: ‘Green Belt’ refers to Green Belt land 

that “will be maintained to ensure that

the coherence of the green fabric is protected and 

future growth is accommodated in a

sustainable manner”. However, “land many be removed 

from the Green Belt and

allocated for development through the plan making 

process”. It is noted that “the Council

will undertake a Green Belt review to inform the DMP 

and Policies Map”.

The DMP should be amended to allocate the site for 

housing.

Yes Yes In order to explore the 

merits of the Council 

meeting their full OAN 

and the merits of this 

specific site.

5.41 Policy CS6: ‘Allocation of Land for Development’ 

reiterates that “sites will be allocated in

the Development Management Policies Document” 

where priority will be given “to the

allocation and delivery of land for development in 

sustainable locations in the urban area”.

5.42 Policy CS10: ‘Sustainable Development’ seeks to 

ensure that development will “make

efficient use of land, giving priority to previously 

developed land” and that development

will “be at an appropriate density, taking account of and 

respecting the character of the

local area”.

5.43 Policy CS11: ‘Sustainable Construction’ states that 

new developments should meet

nationally described standards. Policy CS12: 

‘Infrastructure Delivery’ seeks to “secure contributions 

from new

development towards the infrastructure required to 

meet the needs created by the new

development”.

5.45 Policy CS13: ‘Housing Delivery’ states that the 

Council will “plan for delivery of at least

6,900 homes between 2012 and 2027, equating to an 

annual average of 460 homes per

year”.

 This does not meet the full OAN for the Borough as 

highlighted earlier.

Reigate & Banstead Borough Council Development 

Management Plan 2018-2027

(January 2018)

5.46 The Development Management Plan (DMP) 

includes policies to guide decision making

on planning application and identifies certain types of 

development. The main purpose of

the Plan is to explain in more detail how the 

development principles and targets set out

in the Council’s adopted Core Strategy will be delivered.

5.47 Section 3: ‘Potential Development Sites’ aims to 

deliver the vision and objectives of the

Core Strategy with regard to potential development 

sites. The Council continues to plan

for the delivery of at least 6,900 homes between 2012 

and 2027, equating to 460 to an

annual average provision of 460 homes per year. It is 

recognised that the North Downs

area of the Borough has limited potential for further 

development because of the

constraints of the Metropolitan Green Belt.

5.48 Section 5: ‘Managing Land Supply’ refers to the 

‘urban areas first’ approach with regards

to housing delivery. However, it is noted that it will not 

be possible to accommodate the

total level of planned growth within the existing urban 

area.
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 PLANNING ASSESSMENT

Development Management Plan

6.1 The Development Management Plan, together with 

the previously adopted Core

Strategy, is intended to become the Local Plan for the 

Reigate & Banstead Borough.

There are three main considerations when making 

representations to the Development

Management Plan.

Legal Compliance

6.2 At present, it is unclear as to whether the Plan 

meets the legal requirements of the

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as 

amended by the Localism Act 2011)

and the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) 

(England) Regulations 2012. In

addition, there is no clarity that the plan complies with 

the Local Development Scheme or

the Statement of Community Involvement. It is 

unknown if the Sustainability Appraisal

report is adequate or if due regard has been given to 

sustainable community strategy. It

is uncertain as to whether the Plan gives due regard to 

national planning policy, as

contained within the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) and the Planning

Practice Guidance. As previously detailed, national 

planning policy recommends the

delivery of high quality homes where this can 
occasionally be achieved through planning

for a larger scale development or altering the 

boundaries of the Green Belt is exceptional

circumstances. Therefore, sites such as the proposed 

should be put forward for

development.

Soundness of Site

6.3 Reigate & Banstead Borough Council’s guidance 

notes on how to make representations

detail the four tests of soundness.

6.4 The first test of soundness refers to the Plan as 

being “Positively Prepared”. The

Development Management Plan should seek to meet 

objectively assessed needs However, as previously 

detailed, in reality, the housing requirement and the 

fully

objectively assessed housing need far exceed that that 

the Borough Council has planned

for. The Development Management Plan is unsound 

because it has not been positively

prepared.

6.5 Under “Justified”, the Council’s guidance notes state 

that the Development Management

Plan policies “should take into account new 

circumstances which have arisen since the

Core Strategy was adopted”. The Reigate & Banstead 

Borough Council Core Strategy

was adopted in July 2014. Since then, the 
Department for Communities and Local

Government published its Housing White Paper, 

Planning for Right Homes in Right

Places, for consultation in September 2017. This 

consultation document clearly

demonstrates a direction of travel and the priority is 

now being given to housing need and

delivery by the Government. Within the Consultation, 

the Government sets out a standard

methodology for calculating housing need, and 

alongside the paper published a table

showing the indicative assessment of housing need 

based on the housing need for 2016-

2026 is 644 dwellings per annum. This compares to the 

fully objectively assessed need

of 600-640 dwellings per annum and the Core Strategy 

figure of 460 dwellings per annum.

Relative amendments to the NPPF to cover this are 

expected in the early part of 2018.

Multiple local planning authorities are being pragmatic 

and taking the Government’s

indicative housing figures as minimum targets. 

However, by the time the Development

Management Plan reaches full examination and 

adoption, the new national planning

policy is likely to be in place identifying new indicative 

housing figures at the upper end

of the fully objectively assessed need.



 This ultimately calls into question the validity of the

DMP.

6.6 According to the Council’s guidance notes, the Plan 

should be “Effective” where the Plan

should be deliverable over the plan period and flexible 

to deal with changing

circumstances. This has been clearly highlighted above.

6.7 Finally, the Plan should be “Consistent with National 

Policy”. As previously detailed, a

new national planning policy is likely to be put in place 

in the very near future. Therefore, the DMP must be 

flexible to meet the new housing targets that will be 

implemented at a

national level.

Complies with the Duty to Cooperate

6.8 The duty to cooperate is a legal test that requires 

cooperation between local planning

authorities and other public bodies to maximise the 

effectiveness of Local Plans. At

present, it is unclear as to whether the Council has 

followed the Duty to Co-operate

requirements set out in Section 110 of the Localism Act 

2011.

The Development Proposals

6.9 The proposed development could provide up to 120 

residential units, of which 20 would

be 1-bed dwellings, 42 of which would be 2-bed 

dwellings, 42 of which would be 3-bed

dwellings and 16 of which would be 4-bed dwellings. A 

Masterplan is attached at

Appendix 1.

6.10 The proposed mix would complement the existing 

family accommodation in the area,

whilst also meeting a need for smaller accommodation 

to serve new or downsizing

households. The proposed mix is considered to be 

appropriate for the needs of smaller

households, an ageing population, and a growing 

younger population.

6.11 The development would meet the identified need 

for affordable accommodation in a

sustainable and accessible location and would exceed 

the requirements of Policy Ho2 of

the Local Plan.

6.12 The proposal will provide a general public open 

space and footpaths through the site.

There are also landscaping opportunities throughout 

the site which will enhance the visual

amenities of the area. and Services

6.13 It is considered that the site is located within a 

sustainable location where it is well

connected to existing shops and services amenities 

within the Local Shopping Centres.

The site is less than a mile by foot from shops at Lower 

Kingswood Local Shopping

Centre, which contains a social club, used car show 

room, used van show room, builders

merchant, two petrol stations and associated Marks and 

Spencer store, car wash, take

away, florist, public house/restaurant and a unisex hair 

salon. There is an ASDA

superstore at Burgh Heath which is approximately 2 

miles away from the application site.

6.14 Tattenham Library is approximately 2.2 miles away 

from the application site although a

Mobile Library visits Holly Lodge on a weekly basis and 

is approximately a 0.5 mile walk

from the site. Banstead Sports Centre is located 

approximately 1.5 miles away. The

nearest bank is located in Tadworth 1.1 miles from the 

site. The Well House Public House

is located approximately 0.5 miles to the east along 

Chipstead Lane.

6.15 The nearest dental surgery to site is based at 1 

Sandlands Road, Walton on the Hill 1.1

miles away. The nearest Doctors’ Surgery (Heathcote 

Medical Centre) is located 1.1

miles away in Tadworth.

6.16 The Royal Alexander and Albert School is located 

approximately 2 miles away from the

application site and the Beacon School is located 2.3 

miles away. 



Both of these schools

are secondary schools with sixth forms providing 

education up to the age of 18. Tadworth

Primary School, Chinthurst School and Kingswood 

Primary School are all less than 1 mile

away from the site.

6.17 There is a playground and sports pitch on the 

opposite side of Chipstead Lane close to

the proposed central southern access point. There is 

also a sports ground along Millfield

Lane 0.2 miles from the site.

6.18 In terms of public transport, the site is within close 

proximity of bus stops on Brighton

Road (A217) serving routes 420, 460, 519, 669, 670, 727 

and 820 leading to the ASDA at Burgh Heath, Epsom, 

Sutton, Reigate, Redhill, Dorking, Banstead, Crawley

and Gatwick Airport. Tadworth Station is approximately 

1.1 miles away from the site by

foot and provides access to Croydon and Central 

London. Kingswood Station and the

Local Shopping Centre are approximately 1.2 miles 

away from the site by foot. This

means that the site is very well positioned to avoid the 

need for reliance on the private

car.

 The site is therefore considered to be located in a 

sustainable location.

6.19 It is recognised that the proposed development 

will be likely to have an impact on local

infrastructure and services which would need to be 

mitigated. The Applicant is prepared

to provide financial contributions towards the 

enhancement of local infrastructure

including schools, transport, libraries, play space, public 

open space, sport and leisure,

community facilities, health care, recycling and 

environmental improvements. The

Applicant is willing to complete an obligation to secure 

these in line with the Council’s

requirements.

Renewable Energy

6.20 An Energy Statement would be submitted as part 

of a reserved matters application, when

the layout and design of the proposed dwellings are 

finalised, to demonstrate that 10%

of each dwellings energy requirement can be provided 

on site from renewable sources to

meet part 12 of Local Plan policy Ho9.

The Planning Balance

6.21 It is recognised that the site lies within the 

Metropolitan Green Belt where strict policies

of restraint apply and that the development currently 

proposed is inappropriate, in terms

of PPG2 and Co1, by way of the harm caused to the 

openness of the Green Belt. It is

submitted however that the site should be allocated 

due to the pressing need for housing

in the Borough. Any loss of Green Belt land will 

inevitably case some harm however this

is a consequence of the inability of new housing to be 

wholly provided in the urban area. The site lends itself 

to a residential use as it is already largely surrounded by 

residential

development to the north and south however it would 

have an impact on the openness of

the green belt.

6.23 Any application would contribute to sustainability 

objectives by locating development in

an accessible location within walking distance of local 

shops, services, amenities and

public transport.

6.24 An increase in the number of residential properties 

would also increase the level of

disposable income which can be spent in the area. This 

would increase the viability of

shops and services within the Local Shopping Centres, 

some of which are currently

vacant.

6.25 The above benefits are considered to outweigh the 

loss of the Metropolitan Green Belt

land in this location.

6.26 It therefore follows that the proposed 

development falls within the definition of sustainable

development when assessed against the Framework.



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0002.1

Letter Ms B Alder RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

02

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR1 HIGH STREET  CAR  PARK Proposed 40 homes with 

retail: I am concerned about this because of the 

removal of public car parking end the potential for 

flooding. The subway currently gets flooded after heavy 

rain and any development of this  area would probably 

only increase the  problem.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0036.2

Survey 

Monkey/ 

Letter

Mrs Kathryn Field RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

36

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR1 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

It is unsound to continue to build more and more 

housing in an area of the country which is already 

overcrowded. We can't drive anywhere without sitting 

in a traffic jam, we can't sit down on our trains. Stop 

building on green spaces in the south east of England.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.1

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0044

Town Clerk HOR1  Not an overly large site with curving boundaries on 2 

sides.

This site could provide challenges in respect of retail 

access [deliveries] and

car parking for retail staff or residents or is the borough 

assuming use of

the central car park but at cost whereas other town 

centre developments

have included parking, for example, Russell Square?

We have concerns about the loss of parking, which will 

in future be needed

with a busier town centre and increase in population. 

This car park is also

used for a number of community events throughout the 

year. We would

also like to see the retention of the “No 54” café 

adjacent to the car park,

which is well used by local community groups.

This site has possibilities but with the above concerns.

Concerns about loss of parking and space for 

community events.      Would like to see the 

retention of the "No 54" café adjacent to the car 

park which is well used by local community groups. 

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.2

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk HOR2 This area has been subject to planning applications over 

the years for

mixed use including the latest to convert office to 

residential which has

received approval.

Subject to consideration of a planning application, no 

objections to this

site, subject to retention of retail provision.

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0002.2

Letter Ms B Alder RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

02

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR3 POLICE STATION : Proposed 20 homes.

[…] I believe the Community Police and Traffic Wardens 

use the building. Development would remove the 

remaining Police presence in Horley.   There would also 

be additional traffic generated.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0036.3

Survey 

Monkey/ 

Letter

Mrs Kathryn Field RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

36

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR3 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

It is unsound to continue to build more and more 

housing in an area of the country which is already 

overcrowded. We can't drive anywhere without sitting 

in a traffic jam, we can't sit down on our trains. Stop 

building on green spaces in the south east of England.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.3

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk HOR3 Subject to consideration of a planning application, we 

make no objections

to this development site. We note that on map building 

marked

Thornbury Vet Centre is a children’s nursery.

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.4

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk HOR4 Subject to consideration of a planning application, we 

make no objections

to this development site. We assume sorting office and 

collect parcel

function can be successfully moved to other locations in 

the town centre?

` Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0002.3

Letter Ms B Alder RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

02

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR5 LIBRARY  : Proposed 35 homes and community hub. 

The concern with this is the possible loss of the library 

and public car parking. It is proposed to relocate the 

library but will this happen. Also the car park behind 

the library is the nearest facility to two GP surgeries.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0021.2

Email Ms   Patricia Coler RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

21

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR5 The decision to move the library was decided before 

any consultation. The existing car park serves 2 medical 

practises and the library , the removal of this will be 

detrimental to both sick and disabled people and library 

users. Horley library is one of the most used libraries in 

the borough.

The creation of a new town centre based near 

Waitrose, Weatherspoon's and rented ex retail ( new 

library) illustrates R and B and SCC's vision of what will 

become of Horley town ( residential ex office and retail 

space.) In a year or two we will have no library.

No

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0043.1

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Christine Heseltine RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

43

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR5 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There are few disabled parking spaces for two medical 

surgeries and other local clinic areas though usually 

other spaces in the car park but if these are reduced 

there are going to be several people who cannot walk 

from the car park opposite to access the health centre 

and doctor/nurse appointments (including my husband)

Kings road needs to be easier to access rather than 

the planned building of homes and increased 

parking needs

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

1062

Post Mrs Stella Price RBBC\Repr

esentor\10

62

Birchwood 

Patient 

Group

N/A Mrs Stella Price Birchwood 

Support 

Group

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0011

HOR5 Please find attached the previous letters we sent to you 

regarding the spaces in the adjacent car park to 

Birchwood surgery in Kings Road, Horley. I believe our 

original letters clearly stated our objections. Since our 

letter dated 3 October 2017 it has come to the Patient 

Group’s attention that there is a plan to reduce the size 

of the Kings Road Car Park. However, following receipt 

of your letter of 23rd March 2018 and further 

discussions Birchwood Patient Group now submit the 

following objections:

• Access to Kings Road at the junction with Victoria 

Road is poor and at times positively dangerous. The 

proposed reduction in car park spaces and construction 

of 40 flats will exacerbate this.

• Ambulances, taxis, delivery vans and cars park on the 

corner to unload and pick up unwell, disabled and 

elderly patients as there is no other choice due to the 

lack of car pull in space and car parking.

we would ask Reigate and Banstead Planning 

Department to reconsider this development in the 

interests of residents safety.

Yes

• The car park spaces need increasing not decreasing. 

The people using Kings Road and the car park are 

mainly local residents needing to access the surgeries, 

clinics and pharmacy and have no choice but to arrive 

via Kings Road either by foot, taxi or car.

• If patients had to use the more distant Victoria Road 

car park there is not a safe and convenient pedestrian 

crossing to the surgeries within a reasonable distance.

• The dangerous situation which already exists in Kings 

Road is likely to increase with local housing 

developments and the inevitable rise in the surgeries’ 

patient lists. The amount of parking spaces has 

remained the same for years even before two surgeries 

with patient lists in excess of 21,000, a Pharmacy and 

clinic were built.

The Birchwood Patient Group exists to safeguard the 

interests of patients and to this end we would ask 

Reigate and Banstead Planning Department to 

reconsider this development in the interests of 

residents safety.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.5

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk HOR5 Subject to consideration of a planning application, we 

make no objections to this development site, subject to 

better provision for disabled parking bays for the two 

very busy surgeries. We note that the general parking 

provision is to be retained for the two adjoining 

healthcare centres, something which we would regard 

as essential, along with safe pedestrian access to both 

surgeries.

Essential to retain carparking provision for adjoining 

health centres. 
Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0002.4

Letter Ms B Alder RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

02

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR6 50 TO 56 VICTORIA ROAD (Proposed 25 homes and 

retail) and TELEPHONE  EXCHANGE  (Proposed 30 

homes and retail) : These two sites would involve the 

demolition of the current buildings whilst the 

telephone exchange and Barclays bank are relatively 

modern the old post office, currently used by the Post 

Office as a sorting office has some character. Again 

where would the current occupants be relocated 

bearing in mind that two banks have already closed in 

Horley (HSBC and The Halifax) and a third is going 

shortly (NatWest).  There is also the question of the 

extra vehicles that the residential side will generate 

where will they be parked. 

No

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4350/rbbc_representor_1062
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.6

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk HOR6 Subject to consideration of a planning application, we 

make no objections to this development site. However, 

any design must allow for rear access for deliveries and 

not on Victoria Road as is the case now. Parking 

provision for all units needs to be on site. We have 

concerns regarding delivery lorries parking on a narrow 

one-way system and feel that there is a need for 

unloading bays

Any design must allow for rear access for deliveries. 

Parking provision for all units needs to be on site. 

Need unloading bays. 

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.7

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk HOR7 Subject to consideration of a planning application, we 

make no objections to this development site based on 

the assumption that, with modern technology, a 

building of this size and location is no longer needed.

No objection subject to the building no longer being 

needed. 
Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0036.4

Survey 

Monkey/ 

Letter

Mrs Kathryn Field RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

36

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR8 Don't know No Don't know The Chequers Hotel site should be retained as a hotel 

and not turned into housing. I believe a developer is 

now making preparations to open a new hotel there. 

There has been an inn/ hotel on this site for centuries. 

Please respect our local heritage and allow it to remain 

as a hotel.  It is unsound to continue to build more and 

more housing in an area of the country which is already 

overcrowded. We can't drive anywhere without sitting 

in a traffic jam, we can't sit down on our trains. Stop 

building on green spaces in the south east of England.

Do not build housing here. No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.8

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk HOR8 Subject to consideration of a planning application, we 

make no objections to this development site. We note 

that the proposed site includes Sangers House etc. for 

which residential redevelopment has already received 

approval. Any redevelopment needs to acknowledge 

that the pub part is a listed building.

Redevelopment should acknowledge that the pub 

part is a listed building
Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0282

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Simon deans RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

82

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR8 Don't 

Know

No No It fails to take in the wishes of the residents, It is 

bulldozed without our agreement   

Scrap it No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0297

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Paul Facer RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

97

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR8 No No No This plan has been voted against by a number of polls 

the latest of which wsas on behalf of the local 

Conservative MP

The plan is NOT required at all No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0432

Survey 

Monkey

Mr John Mirow RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

32

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR8 Don't 

Know

No No I suspect that all representations will be ignored and 

the Council will go ahead any way.

Do not build on the car park or the field. No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0036.5

Survey 

Monkey/ 

Letter

Mrs Kathryn Field RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

36

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR10 Don't know No Don't know 50-61 Brighton Road is the site of Let's Race and 

associated business which provides a much-needed 

place for the people of Horley to enjoy themselves. This 

town has no cinema or bowling alley, so to remove 

these leisure facilities and replace them with housing is 

totally unacceptable.  It is unsound to continue to build 

more and more housing in an area of the country which 

is already overcrowded. We can't drive anywhere 

without sitting in a traffic jam, we can't sit down on our 

trains. Stop building on green spaces in the south east 

of England.

Do not build housing here. No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.19

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk HOR10 The Town Council strongly objects to the inclusion of 

the racing and soft play centre site on the A23 to the 

urban site allocations because this would be a loss of an 

employment and leisure site. This is a busy area that is 

well utilised

Objects to the inclusion of HOR10. Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.31

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk HOR10 The town council objects to this site being allocated to 

housing with a further loss of employment and leisure 

space. 

Objects to HOR10 inclusion. Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0321

Email Messrs Geach & 

Baker

RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

21

N/A N/A N/A Mr Julian Sharpe White & 

Sons

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0114

Associate 

Partner

Yes HOR10 Yes Yes Yes The draft plan allocates under Policy HOR10 59-61 

Brighton Road, Horley as an Urban development site for 

a residential development of up to 20 homes. This 

allocation is supported and it is appropriate that this 

land is brought forward for development in advance of 

the greenfield sites in policy MLS1 to comply with policy 

CS6. The policy is justified. The draft plan identifies 

relatively few constraints to development. It is 

submitted that the access and surface water drainage 

matters could be addressed as part of any planning 

application for the development of the site. The Reigate 

& Banstead Borough Core Strategy acknowledges that 

development opportunities within the urban area are 

likely to become more limited in relation to housing 

provision beyond 2022. As an allocated site, it is clear 

that development would be deliverable in the short 

term. The HELAA confirms that this site is suitable for 

development and available and this is affirmed in this 

representation.

The capacity of development on the site will be 

influenced by the other policies on the plan and 

eventual mix of units and therefore it is considered 

that the policy should be for ‘in the region of’ 20 

units rather than ‘up to’.

No No

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0002.5

Letter Ms B Alder RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

02

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR10/ 

HOR8

59 To 61 BRIGHTON ROAD (proposed 20 homes) and 

THE CHEQUERS (45 homes) and BONEHURST ROAD and 

MEATH GREEN LANE The concern about these is the 

extra vehicles accessing the roads which are already 

heavily congested. Also the increased risk of flooding. 

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0036.6

Survey 

Monkey/ 

Letter

Mrs Kathryn Field RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

36

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   NWH1 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

It is unsound to continue to build more and more 

housing in an area of the country which is already 

overcrowded. We can't drive anywhere without sitting 

in a traffic jam, we can't sit down on our trains. Stop 

building on green spaces in the south east of England.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.11

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk NWH1 Subject to consideration of a planning application we 

make no objections to this development site as a 

reserve site and we believe it should have priority over 

the Close/Haroldslea Drive site.

The site will need considerable flood mitigation 

measures due to the close proximity of the Burstow 

Stream.

This should be released before the Close. Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0121.1

Email Mr Caplin, 

Mrs 

Dickson & 

Executors 

of the 

Estate of 

RW 

Dickson

RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

21

N/A N/A N/A Mr Philip Woodhams Portland 

Planning 

Consultant

s Ltd

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0073

Director Yes NWH1 No This site cannot be relied upon to fulfil the function of 

securing a continuous five year supply of housing land 

and in the absence of alternative non Green Belt land 

risks consumption of Green Belt land at variance with 

the underlying thrust of the Core Strategy.

Furthermore the development of this site does not 

represent the most appropriate pattern of development 

to meet the requirements of the Core Strategy.

This failure renders the DMP unsound due to conflict 

with national policy

Delete the site and add land at Newfield Hall, 

Haroldslea Drive (HELA ref HE09) which can be 

utilised for housing development in accordance with 

National Policy.

No Yes To explain in full why 

site NWH1 is not 

developable within the 

required timeframe and 

is considered beyond 

the best pattern of 

development in the 

circumstances.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0093.22

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

93

Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

21

N/A Mr Mike Waite Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0092

Living 

Landscapes 

Manager 

(Strategic)

NWH1 The described requirements of development aimed at 

benefitting biodiversity here are welcomed; (design of 

Green Infrastructure to deliver against objectives & 

targets of the River Mole (& tributaries) Biodiversity 

Opportunity Area).

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

1035

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Kevin Wheeler RBBC\Repr

esentor\10

35

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes CS13 NWH1 Yes No Yes There is a need to speed up the release of additional 

land and start releasing some land now. 

There is a shortfall of 819 houses projected currently 

and without land being released quickly the shortfall 

will not be caught up.

Especially land adjacent to current North West 

Sector development  (i.e. NWH1). 

If this isn't released swiftly then there is a risk the 

integration with phase 2 of North West sector from 

design perspective will not be as well thought out, 

will lead to project delivery costs increasing and will 

delay delivery of the complete Meath Green Lane 

section of the riverside walk/ river chain.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0138.3

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

38

Linden 

Homes

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

57

N/A Mr Philip Allin Boyer RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0012

Associate 

Director

Yes NWH2 Yes No Yes Land at Bonehurst Road, Horley is proposed to be 

allocated within the DMP as a new urban extension 

capable of delivering 40 new homes and new public 

open space along the river corridor (Policy NWH2). This 

policy also sets out a number of design and 

infrastructure requirements that new development is 

expected to deliver. 2.1 Linden Homes supports the 

proposed allocation of land at Bonehurst Road, Horley 

as being capable of delivering new housing. We, 

however, do not consider that the policy, as currently 

worded, is justified as the proposed site capacity has 

not been informed by robust evidence.

2.2 The proximity of the Burstow Stream, which runs 

along the site’s northern boundary, means that the 

site’s flood risk is the key consideration. The quantum 

of new development has been informed by the extent 

of Flood Zones 2 and 3 with all new development being 

restricted to parts of the site within Flood Zone 1. 

Whilst we agree with this approach, which is consistent 

with national guidance, we do not agree with the 

Council’s evidence which shows the extent of the site 

that falls within Flood Zone 2 and 3 (i.e. 83%). Relevant 

extracts of the Council’s SFRA (2017) are attached at 

Appendix 3.

2.3 In order to inform what we consider to be an 

accurate assessment of the site’s flood risk, 

In summary, in order for Policy NWH2 to be 

considered justified, we consider that the following 

amendments should be made:

Allocation:

The site is allocated for:

river corridor to link up the Riverside Green Chain

Yes 

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1493/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


Peter Brett Associates has undertaken an assessment 

based on the latest Environment Agency (EA) site 

modelling information (August 2017) and a detailed 

topographic survey (which is not the case for the 

Council’s SFRA). This detailed information has been 

used to project the EA data onto the site to produce a 

series of accurate flood outlines. These plans form part 

of the PBA assessment attached at Appendix 4 and 

show that approximately 3.23 Ha lies within Flood Zone 

1 thereby increasing the site’s developable area. 

Furthermore, as part of a scheme to enhance the 

Burstow Stream corridor it could be possible to increase 

its flood storage through its potential widening, 

lowering and/or landscaping which could reduce the 

downstream flood risk thereby further increasing the 

developable area within Flood Zone 1.

2.4 The emerging Policy states that as part of the new 

development a safe means of access should be 

provided onto Bonehurst Road (A23). In order to 

demonstrate that this can be achieved and to address 

previous comments by Surrey County Council Highways 

(see extract of the Council’s Consultation Statement 

[Appendix 5]), an initial highways assessment and 

access layout has been undertaken by i-

Transport. A copy of this assessment is attached at 

Appendix 6 which for robustness assessed a 

development of up to 110 new homes.

2.5 In terms of other site specific considerations, 

Appendix 3 of the Council’s Sustainable Urban 

Extension Report (June 2016) is very favourable with 

officers considering that the site is in an accessible 

location with no issues relating to utilities, that it makes 

a low contribution towards checking urban sprawl and 

settlement separation and that there are no overriding 

heritage, landscape or biodiversity constraints (extracts 

of which are attached at Appendix 7. It is also 

recognised that development at the site would provide 

a positive opportunity to enhance the Riverside Green 

Chain around the north of Horley. 2.6 Taking into 

account the above considerations and the baseline 

work undertaken to date (which also includes a detailed 

tree survey) and assuming a density of 30 dwellings per 

hectare, it is considered that the site is capable of 

accommodating approximately 95 new homes within 

Flood Zone 1.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0138.4

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

38

Linden 

Homes

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

57

N/A Mr Philip Allin Boyer RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0012

Associate 

Director

Yes NWH2 There are a number of appendices saved in the folder 

including site plans, reg 18 representations, SFRA, 

history of the site, PBA Flood Assessment, RBBC 

Consultation report extract, transport highways 

assessment, Sustainable urban extension report, 

Yes 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.29

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk NWH2 Again, the Council is concerned about flooding but is 

able to support the plan for the field on Bonehurst Rd 

between the Cambridge Hotel and Lawsons timber 

yard.

Concerned about flooding. Supports the plan for the 

field on Bonehurst Road between Cambridge Hotel 

and Lawsons Timber Yard. 

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0121.2

Email Mr Caplin, 

Mrs 

Dickson & 

Executors 

of the 

Estate of 

RW 

Dickson

RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

21

N/A N/A N/A Mr Philip Woodhams Portland 

Planning 

Consultant

s Ltd

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0073

Director Yes NWH2 No There is no evidence to demonstrate that this site is 

developable within the required time frame. Thus the 

site cannot be relied upon to fulfil the function of 

securing a continuous five year supply of housing land 

and in the absence of alternative non Green Belt land 

risks consumption of Green Belt land at variance with 

the underlying thrust of the Core Strategy.

Furthermore the development of this site does not 

represent the most appropriate pattern of development 

to meet the requirements of the Core Strategy.

This failure renders the DMP unsound due to conflict 

with national policy.

Delete the site and add land at Newfield Hall, 

Haroldslea Drive (HELA ref HE09) which can be 

utilised for housing development in accordance with 

National Policy

No Yes To explain in full why 

site NWH1 is not 

developable within the 

required timeframe and 

is considered beyond 

the best pattern of 

development in the 

circumstances.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1493/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0529

Letter Mr Richard Smith RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

29

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A NWH2 I attach a 'qualified' objection to Lindern Homes 

planning application which I only learned about from 

the local press, together with background information 

and general thoughts, which I hope your committee will 

consider favourably. As a former [...] I understand the 

pressure to fulfil the plans of the Masterplan but all 

resident have a right to expect total honesty and 

transparency from House builder.                                           

................                                                                                                                                                                                                              

I was doubly surprised to read in the local paper that a 

planning application had been submitted for the 

building of 40 dwellings on land in Bonehurst Road. 

Firstly I have seen no public notification of such a plan 

and secondly, as I had a meeting with James Matchin of 

Linden Homes on this "site" on 11th December when 

no such application was mentioned! [...] I hope the 

Council will join me in opposing any development plans 

until a comprehensive plan is submitted and considered 

by all parties that would be affected. We have seen far 

too much piecemeal development in Horley already.                                                                                                                                                                

I take a pragmatic view on the need for housing, which 

must take into account environmental issues, 

infrastructure needs and the long term benefit for the 

existing population.                                                                                                   

Please investigate as to why the trees cannot be 

protected as the Government have recently 

expressed support for retaining our arboreal 

heritage.                                                                                                                    

Request Linden Homes' ecological statement.                                                                                                                                                  

Access to the site from Bonehurst Road.                                                                                 

Before giving any consent to Linden Homes, I hope 

the Council will require plans to be submitted also 

for the protection of the valuable trees and wildlife - 

which enrich all our lives - the future of the "under 

developed land" and to discuss these plans with 

local residents (the ones who will be most affected) 

and to request sight of the ecological survey and 

possibly current contracts in place. 

Yes

This land is bounded to the east by Bonehurst Road. 

The main road from Redhill to Crawley and an artery for 

East Surrey Hospital. To the south by a designated 

ancient ditch and hedgerow. To the west by existing 

housing and Horley Town Council's Riverside Park and 

to the north by Burstow Brook which despite its name 

carries a considerable volume of water and which 

overflows onto public land at regular intervals.                             

The land is owned by three charities. The RSPCA (a 

spokesman for the charity has declared that they have 

no knowledge of ownership but it is confirmed by Land 

Registry), Barnardos and Cancer Research. The land was 

acquired by way of a legacy. The three charities have 

given Linden Homes an "option" on the land and Linden 

Homes have previously made an application to develop 

the site which was rejected. I understand in part for 

environmental and wildlife grounds.                                                                                                               

The land contains nine ancient trees, mainly oaks on 

which there are tree preservation orders. The land 

bordering Bonehurst Road has 47 mature trees 

currently unprotected. The Council Tree Preservation 

Officer has told me all trees cannot be protected - why? 

Please investigate as the Government have recently 

expressed support for retaining our arboreal heritage.                                                                                                

The recent history of the land is that apart from a brief 

period of illegal occupation [...] it has lain fallow for the 

past 17 years and had become home to an assortment 

of wildlife. Deer, foxes, squirrels, hedgehogs, many 

species of birds and butterflies. At the beginning of 

December the field's owners, apparently - as a contract 

has not been seen - instructed Linden Homes to 

"maintain" the field. The house builders instructed 

contractors to clear the undergrowth, allegedly 

"sympathetically" to wildlife and ensuring the 

continued security of bordering homes. However the 

contractor believed their instruction was to clear all the 

"underbush", destroy habitat shelter, cover and food 

sources and "drive out the wildlife". This they have 

down.                                                                                                                                                    

Linden Homes claim that before work started they 

understood an ecological survey had been carried out 

but they seem unwilling to share the findings. Perhaps 

The Council can request this document and share it.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                   

I am aware that the Development Management Plan 

Regulation 18 Consulation suggested NWH2 up to 40 

new residential units and new high quality public open 

space with improved pedestrian routes. The suggestion 

was that only the south west corner of the field should 

be designated for medium density housing

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4380/rbbc_representor_0529


 I have neither seen or heard of any plan to turn the 

remainder of the site into "open space and woodland 

landscape" even though I recall from my time as 

Chairman of Horley Town Council that the Council had 

made known its wish to extend its current recreational 

land along the public footpath, where it has maintained 

the fencing and stile - brook side to Bonehurst Road, 

the so called Riverine Walk.                                                                                                                        

I am told by Linden Homes that the access to any 

building site would be from Bonehurst Road. A review 

of traffic on that road, the current problems vehicles 

have leaving the petrol station, the existence of the 

woodland and bus pull in and the  site of a recent fatal 

road traffic accident would render that unwise and 

environmentally damaging - the road would also cross 

land that was suggested as "open space" devaluating 

such space.                                                                                                                                                                                     

Before giving any consent to Linden Homes I hope the 

Council will require plans to be submitted also for the 

protection of the valuable trees and wildlife - which 

enrich our lives - the future of the "under developed 

land" and to discuss these plans with local residents 

(the ones who will be most affected) and to request 

sight of the ecological survey and possibly current 

contracts in place.                                                                                                                                          

This letter is being sent to Planning Department and 

Reigate and Banstead Borough Council, Horley town 

council and Linden Homes. Proof of posting will be 

requested at The Post Office. 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0093.23

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

93

Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

21

N/A Mr Mike Waite Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0092

Living 

Landscapes 

Manager 

(Strategic)

NWH2 The described requirements of development aimed at 

benefitting biodiversity here are welcomed; (design of 

Green Infrastructure to deliver against objectives & 

targets of the River Mole (& tributaries) Biodiversity 

Opportunity Area).

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0002.6

Letter Ms B Alder RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

02

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A SEH4 HAROLDSLEA DRIVE/THE CLOSE  : Proposed 40 homes. 

The access from these two roads onto the Balcombe 

Road is poor and further development would only 

increase this congestion as well as add to the very real 

threat of-flooding.

Haroldslea Close has been subjected to flooding in the 

past. 

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0012.1

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Robert Burgin RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

12

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   SEH4 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The development is not sound because it will increase 

flood risk to properties around the Burstow Stream. 

This includes Haroldslea Drive, Castle Drive, Silverlea 

Gardens, Balcombe Gardens and Avenue Gardens. 

Although the plan says that flood measures will be put 

in place in the development we have already seen in 

the houses in Thomas Waters Way that this means that 

the new properties and roads are built higher up so 

that they are protected. By building on this type of land 

rain water will simply run off into the ditch system and 

river more quickly. The river system is already at 

capacity and this development will cause flooding of 

existing homes. The plan mentions SUDS but we have 

seen in the past that in the event of persistent rain for 

several days the amount of water is huge. The retention 

system would have to hold vast amounts of water and is 

not practical.

The development should be abandoned and the 

land left as fields to allow rain water to soak through 

in a natural way.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0075.2

Email Cllr Tony Schofield RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

75

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A pp. 143 SEH4 It is good to see the site reduced in size from the reg18 

proposal and the consequent reduction in potential 

housing numbers HOWEVER the sire is an active 

employment site and the riding school provides a very 

important social care support service for handicapped 

residents. On this basis I believe the site should be 

removed from the DMP as a development site. 

Additionally it is confusing to see SEH4 in the Green 

Belt Review having a size at least 3 times larger than 

that shown on the policy map on p143.

Remove SEH4. No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0094.10

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

94

Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

69

N/A Ms Joan Walsh Horley 

Town 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0045

Town Clerk SEH4 We note this is a reserve site and, as such, we believe 

this should be

allocated the lowest priority of all the sites earmarked 

in Horley.

We have considerable concerns on a number of issues, 

as follows:

• Potential flooding issues and substantial flood 

mitigation measures will be needed.

• There is poor access to a development which is off 

The Close, and

backs on to Haroldslea Drive.

• We question why this has now been proposed by 

RBBC as the

application by Rea Construction on Haroldslea Drive 

was originally

refused but won by developers on appeal.

• Any development would require relocation of two 

businesses; a

riding school and T&M Transport. The riding school in 

particular

provides a valuable community service as it offers 

Riding for the

Disabled.

• Site would impact on the rural surrounds of Horley 

but then so

would the proposed business park!

Feels that this should be allocated the lowest 

priority of all the sites earmarked in Horley due to a 

number of concerns such as flooding, poor access to 

the site, the relocation of the businesses and would 

impact upon the Rural Surrounds of Horley. 

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0040.1

Email Mrs & Mrs Sandra & 

June

Harker & 

Heaysman

RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

40

N/A N/A N/A Mr John Montgome

ry

Tanner & 

Tilley 

Developme

nt 

Consultant

s

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0094

Yes SEH4 No The allocation of sites is based on the requirement in 

the Core Strategy to provide 6900 new dwellings (460 

per annum) during the Plan period. This was based on 

the Objectively Assessed Need  (OAN) at that time. The 

Government has consulted on a revised method of 

assessing OAN and this will be included in the 

forthcoming review of the NPPF. The Government has 

indicated that any plans submitted for examination 

from April 2018 will need to use the new methodology 

once it is finalised. 

It follows that allocations need to take into account the 

new methodology for assessing OAN which will require 

either more sites to be released or for higher densities 

on allocated sites. In order to maintain a five year 

supply of deliverable housing land more site need to be 

brought forward at an earlier stage than currently 

anticipated.

Yes No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0083.3

Email Mrs Sue Thomas RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

83

N/A N/A N/A Mr Julian Sharpe White & 

Sons

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0114

Associate 

Partner

Yes SEH4 Yes Yes Yes The draft plan allocates under Policy SEH4 Land off The 

Close and Haroldslea Drive as a Sustainable Urban 

Extension, consistent with Policy MLS1 in the event that 

the Council does not have a 5 year housing land supply. 

This allocation is supported and it is appropriate that 

this land is brought forward for development in 

advance of the other sites in policy MLS1, which are 

within the Green Belt to comply with policy CS6. The 

policy is generally justified.

As an allocated site, it is clear that development would 

be deliverable in the short term. The Reigate & 

Banstead Borough Core Strategy acknowledges that 

development opportunities within the urban area are 

likely to become more limited in relation to housing 

provision beyond 2022. This indicates that, 

consequently, the 5 year housing land supply provision 

may not be assured from 2022 onwards. As such, this 

site and others shortlisted in

This site and others shortlisted in Policy MLS1 

should be timetabled for residential development 

on a specific date within the plan period, aligned 

with the housing trajectory to ensure a continued 5 

year housing land supply and to provide certainty 

for developers regarding when the land is likely to 

be available for development. In this regard policy 

CS6 sets out that the 5 year housing land supply 

cannot be assured from 2022. Therefore the site 

could be allocated for development from this date.

No No

 Policy MLS1 should be timetabled for residential 

development on a specific date within the plan period, 

aligned with the housing trajectory to ensure a 

continued 5 year housing land supply and to provide 

certainty for developers regarding when the land is 

likely to be available for development. Understandably, 

developers need to plan ahead and this lack of certainty 

could result in unnecessary delays in the delivery of the 

allocations. This approach would be a positive step 

which could help ensure that the 5 year housing land 

supply is maintained, rather than waiting for the 

housing land supply to fall below 5 years and then 

reacting to this annually following the publication of the 

Housing Monitor.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4337/rbbc_representor_0040


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

1064

Email Mr Gareth Kreike RBBC\Repr

esentor\10

64

Longden & 

Cook Real 

Estate Ltd. 

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

26

Director N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A SEH4 I attach a site plan and HELAA submission for the above 

property to be included in the housing allocation within 

HE16 of Development Management Plan (Regulation 

19) Housing and Economic Land Availability Assessment 

(HELAA) Appendix 2.3: Sites Promoted for Housing Area 

3.

All information about the site and the owners (my 

family company) are contained within the submission

HELAA form and Map      

I attach a site plan and HELAA submission for the 

above property to be included in the housing 

allocation within HE16 of Development 

Management Plan (Regulation 19) Housing and 

Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELAA) 

Appendix 2.3: Sites Promoted for Housing Area 3.

All information about the site and the owners (my 

family company) are contained within the 

submission

HELAA form and Map      

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

1068

Email Mr Charlie Threapleto

n

RBBC\Repr

esentor\10

68

The Swain 

Group

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

30

Head of 

Operations 

- Special 

Projects

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A SEH4

Find enclosed HELAA Submission Form for specific area 

(Gatwick Group depot) within site Ref HE16 (Woodside 

Bungalow, Horley).  I also enclose a site overview for 

Gatwick Group location which may help to clarify the 

specific area owned and leased by R Swain & Sons Ltd.

For the avoidance of doubt, on behalf of the land 

owner, I wish to confirm our interest in releasing the 

land for development in accordance with the 

Development Management Plan (Regulation 19), dated 

January 2018.  The timing of the release of the land 

would be dependent on the securing and establishment 

of a suitable alternative site for our current/ongoing 

operations (Gatwick Group).  Should such a site become 

available then we would look to release the current site 

for development by a third party – We would not be 

looking to develop the site ourselves.

I trust this clarifies our position and satisfies the needs 

of the HELAA Submission, however should you require 

further information or clarification, please let me know.

Please confirm receipt of this email by return.  Thanks

Find enclosed HELAA Submission Form for specific 

area (Gatwick Group depot) within site Ref HE16 

(Woodside Bungalow, Horley).  I also enclose a site 

overview for Gatwick Group location which may help 

to clarify the specific area owned and leased by R 

Swain & Sons Ltd.

For the avoidance of doubt, on behalf of the land 

owner, I wish to confirm our interest in releasing the 

land for development in accordance with the 

Development Management Plan (Regulation 19), 

dated January 2018.  The timing of the release of 

the land would be dependent on the securing and 

establishment of a suitable alternative site for our 

current/ongoing operations (Gatwick Group).  

Should such a site become available then we would 

look to release the current site for development by a 

third party – We would not be looking to develop 

the site ourselves.

Yes

I trust this clarifies our position and satisfies the 

needs of the HELAA Submission, however should 

you require further information or clarification, 

please let me know.

Please confirm receipt of this email by return.  

Thanks

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0001.1

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Ewa Affinito RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

01

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy Hor9 is not sound because Surrey County 

Council's Transport Development Planning Team has 

stated that the proposed development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation in the Horley area, 

especially on the Balcombe Road where Oakwood 

School is situated with 1500 students using the 

Balcombe Road.  It is also not sound as Horley would 

lose the designated Public Open Space that separates 

Horley from Gatwick which is known as the Gatwick 

Open Setting - this space currently shields Horley from 

the worst of the air and noise pollution from the 

airport. With the proposed development, this would 

significantly worsen the pollution levels in Horley.  The 

proposed development is not necessary for Horley as 

there is already very low unemployment and any 

workers at the proposed park would be commuting into 

Horley, thereby contributing further to increased traffic 

and air pollution.

The land should be protected as a Public Open 

Space.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0001.2

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Ewa Affinito RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

01

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Yes Yes Yes There is insufficient evidence to suggest that the land 

around Horley which is currently green fields, needs to 

be developed for business use. There is sufficient land 

and buildings suitable for business use in the Horley 

area and also in Crawley. As Horley is so near to 

Crawley, this area needs to be considered nin context 

with Horley.

Remove HOR9 No No

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4348/rbbc_representor_1064_2
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1470/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0002.7

Letter Ms B Alder RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

02

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 PROPOSED BUSINESS PARK  : This proposal is not sound 

.because it has not .previously been mentioned in the 

Core Strategy (2014) or town Centre- Vision document 

(August- 2015) which ·envisaged no new major 

commercial development for Horley. Why has there 

been this deviation from existing

Policy. The proposal states that the business  park 

would be self -su efficient  with gyms, nursery etc. 

which suggests that there wm.be no benefit  to .Horley. 

It also looks like there will be no direct access to the 

surrounding area apart from a spur road from the 

Motorway and an emergency / bus link to Balcombe 

Road. Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. A previous planning 

application for houses in this are has already been 

refused due to the large areas of floodplain in the area 

and this reason has not gone away. It acts as a green 

buffer between Horley and Gatwick Airport which was 

intended to protect the town from physically joining up 

with the airport. This public open space acts as a home 

for various species of wildlife where a heronry, bats and 

deer have been seen. 

No

To sum up what consideration has been given to the 

infrastructure associated with building new homes i.e. 

drainage, schools, road access etc. The roads round 

Horley are already congested and likely to become 

more so with the increase in housing in surrounding 

areas such as Forge Wood in Crawley. The roads and 

pavements in and around Horley are currently not 

maintained and have not been for several years with 

only the bear minimum being done. Presently there are 

empty retail units in the town centre and I cannot 

envisage the proposed new units being any different. 

Horley needs proper shops not more estate agents, 

restaurants, cafes or charity shops. As for the business 

park there does not appear to be the need for offices in 

Horley as those in the town centre were converted into 

flats or is this just the backdoor way to get housing in an 

area where it has already been declined. 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0003.1

Survey 

Monkey

Mr M Allen RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

03

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

this proposal is not sound because of the loss of 

greenspace between Horley and Gatwick. this ground 

also floods considerably. the majority of Horley 

residents are against this proposal. refer to the 2014 

core strategy.

Remove HOR9 No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0005.1

Email/ 

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Richard Ashton RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

05

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I would like to submit my comments and views 

regarding the policy HOR9, I strongly believe the policy 

is not sound for the following reasons;

The policy HOR9 is not sound because

• it does not substantially maintain the Gatwick Open 

Setting, a vital area separating Horley from Gatwick 

Airport, the airport is subject to continue development 

and expansion therefore maintaining the  Gatwick open 

setting has never been more important. Previous 

developments have been refused planning permission 

on the grounds of substantially maintaining the Gatwick 

open Setting.

• The impact on our already diminishing and 

threatened local wildlife with 160 acres of green open 

space being taken for commercial/mixed development 

will be catastrophic and permanent

• there are currently significant green areas already 

being absorbed for local residential development i.e. 

new homes, which is already having a devastating effect 

on our local wildlife and loss of open areas 

No



• the existing 600 acre manor royal commercial park is 

only a 10 minute commute for Horley residents, in 

which there are a significant number of vacant buildings 

and plots available for re development which will have 

a minimal impact within an existing mixed employment 

area.

• Employment levels in Horley Crawley and surrounding 

areas are extremely high and above the national 

average, where are the clear and transparent facts 

demonstrating a need for an additional 160 acres of 

commercial/mixed employment facilities ?

• The inclusion of a town park in the development will 

only provide insignificant benefits to residents and no 

realistic alternative habitat for our already endangered 

wildlife.

• the policy states the inclusion of the proposed town 

park will provide public access to an area which at 

present is limited, how does this in any shape of form 

replace the devastation the development will cause to 

wildlife, plants trees etc. so where is the supporting 

evidence demonstrating the need for increased public 

access to open/green space in and surrounding Horley ? 

When were the existing accessible open spaces so 

overwhelmed by public access that it demonstrated the 

need for increasing these areas ?

 The inclusion of a town park within the proposed 

development is simply a shallow gesture.

• The majority of the proposed development area is at 

significant risk of flooding

• Any real benefits to Horley have simply not been 

clearly demonstrated

• comments of the regulation 18 stage of consultation 

have been ignored and archived in a 700 page 

consultant statement, no actual changes were made as 

a result of the representations of regulation 18.

• there is no clarity and transparency being provided to 

the public, those directly and indirectly affected by the 

proposed development

• the need for a business park is not supported in the 

core strategy (2014) or the town centre vision 

document published in 2015, in fact the core strategy of 

2014 states the council will re use and intensify existing 

employment land. The plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.

• Why are brown field sites not being significantly re 

used for commercial development, there are significant 

examples where existing commercial sites are being re 

developed for residential use whereas maintaining 

commercial use would minimise the need for 

new/green commercial developments, a typical and 

significant example being the old legal and general site 

in Kingswood, 

43 acres, 275,000 square feet of existing 

office/commercial space. 

• Significant commercial /office space in Horley town 

centre has now been converted to residential

• Significant commercial sites in Horley have been 

cleared and redeveloped for residential

• Why are the outcomes of  the Horley master plan 

2005 & town centre vision 2015 not being upheld in 

HOR9 ?

• So many questions, so few constructive and 

informative responses

• The overall impact of HOR9 on Horley residents its 

wildlife and open green space is unacceptable.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0009

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Ed Beagley RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

09

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No No I see no evidence to justify the need for a business park.  

Traffic will be much worse than already is and its awful 

and this is before Forge wood has been completed!  

Public open space is vital and is being irradiated by 

greedy councils and developers.  It floods, adding miles 

of concrete will push this water to neighbouring roads 

and houses, this is not acceptable.   Why has there been 

a sudden change in the 2005 Horley Masterplan?  

Remove HOR9. No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0646

Survey 

Monkey

N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

46

1969 RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

12

N/A Mr James Emeny 1969 RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0001

Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The environment, ecological and nature flora and fauna 

impact has not been properly assessed on the private 

land to which this plan has been made and is 

detrimental to the remaining land between  the 

increasingly developments being approved by this 

council and SCC land which is being sold and built on.

Full study and report on impact, wildlife, trees 

destruction, pollution and increased traffic, 

infrastructure road etc. had not been carried out.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0011

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Sandra Brash RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

11

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I don't feel qualified to specify the modifications. But 

taking a look at the unanswered points in pages 671-

710 of the Consultation statement would help. Plus, 

taking note of points raised by people like my Parish 

Councillors.   Take into account the points raised in 

point 8. would make a difference. I am happy to review 

suggestions made by others, for instance, my Parish 

Councillors.

I don't feel qualified to specify the modifications. 

But taking a look at the unanswered points in pages 

671-710 of the Consultation statement would help. 

Plus, taking note of points raised by people like my 

Parish Councillors

No No Not if you admit 

participation by my local 

parish council

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0012.2

Email Mr Robert Burgin RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

12

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Don't know No Don't know The plan is not sound as there is no need for additional 

office space in Horley. There are offices that have been 

empty in the town centre for many years. The proposed 

area is a wildlife habitat that we can not afford to lose. 

The area regularly floods. If the fields are concreted 

over the water will run into the river system more 

quickly and overwhelm the existing ditches and 

streams. Many homes are already at risk of flooding and 

this development will increase that risk unnecessarily. 

The plan should be abandoned and the area left as 

fields. 

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0017

Email/ 

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Carl Chatfield RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

17

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No/ Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The HOR9 policy is not sound because Horley will lose 

the Public Open Space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick Airport. This space, the "Gatwick Open Setting" 

was created to protect Horley from physically joining 

the airport and if this plan goes ahead it would do this 

and at the same time build the business park on a 

floodplain which would only create more flooding 

Horley as seen in 2015. There have been no benefits of 

this plan demonstrated to Horley residents and I 

believe there are only negatives such as traffic to 

significantly worsen in terms of safety and capacity, 

supported by Surrey County Councils' Transport 

Development Planning Team.  There is a clear lack of 

evidence to support the need for a business park and it 

is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the 

"Town Centre Vision" document published in August 

2015, plus there has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing policy; e.g. Horley Master Plan 

2005.  I understand £450,000 has been spent in 

exploring this project to date and that hundreds of 

thousands more will be needed to take the project to 

its next stage. This money would be better spent in 

giving Horley residents what they do want, rather than 

a business park that is just not needed, taking up vital 

green belt land.    

Do not proceed with HOR9..Remove HOR9. No No

                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

I attended the Open Meeting in Horley last night to 

discuss the proposed HOR9 business park to be built on 

the site at Bayhorne Farm. I am horrified by this 

prospect and have the following comments to make. 

The HOR9 policy is not sound because Horley will lose 

the Public Open Space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick Airport. This space, the "Gatwick Open Setting" 

was created to protect Horley from physically joining 

the airport and if this plan goes ahead it would do this 

and at the same time build the business park on a 

floodplain which would only create more flooding in 

Horley as seen in 2015. There have been no benefits of 

this plan demonstrated to Horley residents and I 

believe there are only negatives such as traffic to 

significantly worsen in terms of safety and capacity, 

supported by Surrey County Councils' Transport 

Development Planning Team. There is a clear lack of 

evidence to support the need for a business park and it 

is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the 

"Town Centre Vision" document published in August 

2015, plus there has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing policy; e.g. Horley Master Plan 

2005. I understand £450,000 has been spent in 

exploring this project to date and that hundreds of 

thousands more will be needed to take the project to 

its next stage. 



This money would be better spent in giving Horley 

residents what they do want, rather than a business 

park that is just not needed, taking up vital green belt 

land. Horley residents have been kept in the dark over 

this for the last 2 ½ years. We need consultation to 

show our collective voice against this proposal for 

which there is strong local opinion. 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0021.1

Survey 

Monkey/ 

Email

Mrs Patricia Coler RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

21

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is no evidence to suggest any need for a business 

park or evidence it will regerate Horley town. Low 

unemployment in Horley and competition from Manor 

Royal ,empty office space in the borough given over to 

residential use all imply this is not a sound investment 

for tax payers money. SCC say this development will 

exacerbate existing congestion and traffic problems 

because of existing overcapacity. Horley would lose the 

last open natural space separating it from Gatwick 

Airport and the established wildlife would lose this 

valuable haven. This area is a flood plain so any areas 

created to alleviate this would have to be sterile so as 

to not attract birds or animals that may cause a 

problem to the airport (bird strikes etc.).The plans are 

for a self contained area with gym shops cafes etc.so 

would detract from any necessity to use the town and 

no direct road link, a proposed cycle path ,if like the rest 

of new developments will lead onto dangerous 

,potholed congested roads. The original 

masterplan2005 showed a very different vision, so I 

question why this ring fencing of land for development 

sometime in the future is really a warranted .In 2014 it 

was  Envisaged there would be no major commercial 

development for Horley

This whole proposal should be scrapped and the 

area be given green belt status (not that's any 

safeguard anymore)The consultation has been 

inadequate, no councillors have accepted any 

invitations to an open discussion so residents 

concerns are never addressed, tick box surveys are 

manipulative and lazy and no substitute for open 

discussion. When questioned about the revised 

draught 19 it was found to be incorrect and 83ha 

should be 32ha but has not been revised or the 

plan.

No Yes I have questions that 

need answering

.There has been a lot of secrecy and hiding behind 

'commercially sensitive ',public have been excluded 

from council meetings because it's deemed not in our 

interest. The partnership with MillHill Properties (at 

least 2 liquidated companies)is questionable as is the 

money already spent on a project that is only up for 

consultation.     The riverside green ( broken ) chain 

should not be included in public open space because it 

is unusable when the Mole floods. The riverside park is 

adjacent to the congested dual carriage way and 

Gatwick airport. Hardly a healthy spot for outside 

activity and definitely not tranquil.

Young families moving to the new developments are 

subject to air pollution ( something that is not correctly 

monitored) due to heavy surface traffic and overflying 

from the unlawful route 4 and Heathrow infill. All this is 

detrimental to children's development and peoples 

health, both mental and physical.

The amount of wildlife that has been and will be lost is 

a tragedy. The insect population is in rapid decline but 

the lack of diversity and proper landscaping to 

compensate for all the building is exacerbating this to 

an unacceptable level and turning a once lovely place to 

live into a sterile overcrowded urban sprawl for short 

term gain and the ever decreasing circle of debt used to 

run the country.

ANOBs are no longer safe and the risk of these being 

turned into theme parks so they are no longer natural.

The reliance of government on partners ( Gatwick 

Diamond , Coast to capital etc.) and commercial arms of 

council ( Greensands holdings ltd etc.) is very worrying 

and very hidden, councillors and CEO's hold positions in 

these private companies which borrow money from 

councils. Do they get separate salaries for both 

positions and how does it work?

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0022.43

Email Mr Sergio Conte RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

22

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Don't 

Know

No No should not be part of the forward policy. A business 

park of this size is not required and is not 

appropriate for the area. It would remove the 

current separation between Horley and Crawley and 

is not in keeping with the requirements of the area. 

The area is an important rainwater reservoir, 

protecting neighbouring residential areas.  

No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0022.45

Email Mr Sergio Conte RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

22

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Don't 

Know

No No new bullet safe cycling and walking facilities / routes No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0025

Survey 

Monkey

Ms Susan Coomber RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

25

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The Policy HOR9 is not sound Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick, 

this Open Space was created to protect and prevent 

Gatwick Airport from encroaching onto Horley. There is 

a lot of development happening in Horley which has 

seen the green spaces being lost. Large areas of the site 

are on a floodplan. The Balcombe Road has been liable 

to flooding in the past, and flood warnings have been 

issued. As with a lot of the large scale developments 

that have happened in Horley and in the surrounds, the 

needs of the people who live in the town are not 

considered. Horley is in danger of becoming a 

commuter town only, and it needs to invested in 

properly in the town centre, improving traffic moving 

through. The development of a business park is very 

likely to increase the traffic. The Balcombe Road already 

has been considered to be the busiest B road in the 

country, the pollution from this and the airport does 

not improve but gets worse. Green space is important 

to create a real breathing space to offset the pollution. 

In addition there appears to have been a deviation from 

the existing policy Horley Master Plan 2005 and the 

Town Centre Vision 2015. 

Remove HOR9. No

The Core Strategy published in Jul 2014 says that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land  and is quoted as saying 'the Plans strategy 

envisages no new major commercial development for 

Horley', There is a business park at Manor Royal which 

is a couple of miles away, this is not fully utilised ? Who 

is benefiting form this proposal, can it be full 

demonstrated that this will have a positive effect on the 

towns folk of Horley. We have retail units in the town 

that are not being filled. If business / commercial space 

is so needed then why is permission grant for change of 

use to already offices. There has been a lack of 

response from Reigate and Banstead over this, some 

might think secrecy, be clear you are public servants 

that are being paid from the public purse. Comments 

made on pages 671 - 710 of the Consultation statement 

have not been responded to.    In conclusion the 

proposal is not sound, it sounds like a profit making 

enterprise rather that a development that will provide 

benefits of the social, economic and wellbeing of the 

town.  

The wildlife in the area is prolific, and we should be 

preserving our green spaces where we can to Keep 

HORLEY GREEN. 
RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0026.1

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Tony Cox RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

26

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

HOR9 is not sound because there is no evidence to 

support the justification of a business park. There is no 

mention of any such plan in the core strategy (2014) or 

the town centre vision (2015). Surrey County Council's 

Transport Development Planning team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.    Horley 

would lose the public open space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The "Gatwick Open Setting" was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.    Large areas of the site and flood plain.    What 

are the benefits to Horley ?  They have not been 

demonstrated.    There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing policy, e.g. : Horley Master Plan 

2005 and the Town Centre Vision 2015.  The "core 

strategy" published in July 2014 says that the council 

will re-use and intensify existing employment land.  

"The planned strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley".    Please also 

refer to the comments made on pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation Statement, which has not been responded 

to.

No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Email Mr Peter Early RBBC\Repr

esentor\00
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Don't know No Don't know The policy is unsound because:

• There is no evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.

• Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.

• Horley would lose the Public Open Space that 

separates it from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ 

was created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport.

• Large areas of the site are existing floodplain.

• Benefits to Horley have not been demonstrated.

• There has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from 

existing Policy e.g. ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the 

‘Town Centre vision 2015’ 

• The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that 

RBBC will reuse and intensify existing employment land. 

“the Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”

• Loss of Public Open Space

The proposed Horley Business Park is 20ha of ‘Public 

Open Space’ as shown on the current online 

‘Reigate and Banstead Proposals Map’ and detailed 

in the ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and is also 

recognised as such in the DMP. 

There has been a continued shortfall in the total 

area of public open space needed for Horley. The 

‘PPG17 Sport and Recreation Assessment’ carried 

out in August 2011 (9.40) states that “open spaces 

should not be built on unless an assessment has 

been undertaken which has clearly shown the open 

space to be surplus to requirements. There is not a 

surplus in the Borough”. 

The ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ point 14.85 states 

that “The NPFA standards recommend the provision 

of 2.4 hectares of outdoor playing space per 1,000 

population. Surveys undertaken in 1985 showed a 

shortfall in provision in Horley of some 18 Hectares”. 

With the recent new residential developments in 

Horley the shortfall must be even greater now, thus 

it is not acceptable to take away any of Horley’s 

Public Open 

No No

Space. The proposal in the DMP to replace just 5ha 

of Public Open Space at the site is unsatisfactory. 

RBBC should be looking for ways to address the 

existing historical shortfall and provide additional 

higher quality, accessible Public Open space.

• The Gatwick Open Setting

“Gatwick Airport is unusual in being set in open 

surroundings, adding considerably to its 

attractiveness, “maintaining this openness has long 

been an aim of planning policy” (extract from the 

Local Plan 2005). The DMP says “In the southern 

part of the potential development site the land falls 

within the Gatwick Open Setting designation in the 

Borough Local Plan 2005”, what it does not 

recognise is that the majority of the proposed 

business park site on both the Eastern and Western 

sides of the Balcombe Road falls within the ‘Gatwick 

Open Setting’. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was 

created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport as detailed in Policy Hr37 “There 

will be a strong presumption against proposals 

which would contribute to the coalescence of Horley 

with Gatwick Airport and result in the loss of the 

open setting of the airport, as shown on the 

Proposals Map.”

The policy was put in place to safeguard the 

openness of Gatwick Airport and has offered the 

added advantage of absorbing both noise and air 

pollution and providing a general safety zone 

around the Airport. Removing this green natural 

barrier between Horley and Gatwick would have a 

long lasting negative impact on Horley by increasing 

both noise and air pollution and making Horley less 

distinguishable from Gatwick Airport.

• Flooding and flood risk

RBBC accept in the DMP document that “Some 

areas are at risk of flooding”. A large part of the site 

floods every year. Parts of the site are also identified 

as at risk of flooding as shown on the current online 

‘proposals map’ and on the ‘Environment Agency 

Flood Map for Planning’. Together these indicate 

that there is an indisputable likelihood that the area 

will flood again in the future. 

There is a well-known and well documented historic 

problem of flooding within the proposal site and its 

surrounding areas. The proposed business park 

would increase the risk of flooding to the 

surrounding areas and neighbours to the 

development. 



• Deviation from existing policy

There is little evidence to validate a sudden 

deviation from existing policy and strategy. The 

‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ identifies the main 

employment areas for Horley as being in Salfords 

and within Horley Town Centre. The ‘Town Centre 

Vision’ document published in August 2015 makes 

no reference to any need for such a business park 

development in Horley. Furthermore the ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that RBBC will 

reuse and intensify existing employment land. Also, 

the ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ states that a 

development of this nature would “exacerbate 

existing housing shortages in the Crawley/Gatwick 

area and thereby diminish the benefit to be gained 

by the release of land for housing.” “The Plans 

strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.” In the DMP there is no 

justification or reasoning given for this unexpected 

need to diverge from these agreed plans and use 

Greenfield land for employment provision.

• The Rural Surrounds of Horley

‘Policy Hr36’ identifies the proposed development 

site to be a part of the rural surrounds of Horley. 

The rural surrounds of Horley “relates to an 

important area of land in terms of safeguarding the 

countryside from encroachment and providing the 

setting for the urban area.” ‘Policy Hr36’ also states 

that “Within this area development will not be 

permitted unless it is for a use related to the 

essential needs of agriculture, forestry, outdoor 

sports and recreation.” The proposed business park 

does comply with these categories so should not be 

considered suitable for development in this area.

• Inconsistent application of policy

The Planning application for 46 houses in The Close, 

Horley which would be partly in the proposed 

Business Park on Eastern side of the Balcombe Road 

was refused permission by RBBC on 3/7/2015 and 

refusal was based on three reasons but primarily 

that the site was in the ‘Rural Surrounds of Horley’ 

and Gatwick Open Setting. The refusal document 

from RBBC stated 

“The proposed development, within the Rural 

Surrounds of Horley and Gatwick Airport Open 

Setting designations, would have a serious and 

harmful impact on the openness of the area and 

would contribute towards the coalescence of Horley 

with Gatwick Airport. This would be contrary to 

Policies Hr36 and Hr37 of the RBBC Local Plan 

2005”. 

The planning and development committee also 

rejected plans for a 17 hectare business park and 

hotel on the Bayhorne farm site in 1989 on the 

grounds that the plans would worsen pressure on 

housing, be visually intrusive and reduce the gap 

between Horley and Gatwick with transport links not 

sufficient into the site. The committee also identifies 

the flood risk associated with the site, also 

highlighting that the site would have a negative 

impact on neighbouring houses. What applied in 

1989 is still applicable today.

It is vitally important that RBBC applies consistent 

planning policy to every proposed development and 

planning application. It is therefore inappropriate 

that RBBC should refuse permission to one proposal 

based on conflicts with policies yet put forward their 

own proposals which are in direct conflict with the 

same policies.



• Strain on the local infrastructure

The business park would put additional pressure on 

existing already stretched infrastructure and public 

facilities; the highways network, hospitals, doctors’ 

surgery’s, dentists, primary schools, the secondary 

school, and housing. RBBC state that the business 

park would bring “tens of thousands” of extra jobs 

Horley. No evidence has been presented to 

demonstrate that the town can support this extra 

footfall or commuter traffic.

• Catastrophic impact on local wildlife

The site is historic and protected farmland under 

policy HR36 the rural surrounds of Horley. It is home 

to protected species and is inhabited by a diverse 

range of wildlife. The land at Bayhorne Farm and 

Fishers Farm in particular is a haven for wildlife 

including deer, badgers, rabbits, squirrels, bats, 

insects and many different species of birds including 

house martins. It is also a nesting site for herons. 

These creatures would lose their habitat if the 

business park is built. The proposed site also has 

many wooded areas where bluebells flourish in the 

spring. 

Negative impact on the environment and 

atmosphere

The proposed site covers a very large area which is 

grassland bordered with miles of mature hedgerow 

with many veteran trees. This vast area currently 

acts as a carbon sink capturing carbon dioxide from 

the atmosphere therefore contributing to 

counteracting the effects of climate change and local 

air pollution.

• Detrimental to the local area and neighbourhood

The proposal would be unacceptable in terms of its 

visual impact to the surrounding countryside (the 

Rural Surrounds of Horley) and would have a 

negative effect on the character of a neighbourhood 

that it would be situated within. The business park 

which RBBC estimate to be “about 70 hectares” in 

size would be overbearing and out of scale with the 

existing neighbourhood.

There would also be a loss of the countryside view 

from the public footpath which runs through both 

sides of the Balcombe Road, a part of which is 

designated on the Ordinance Survey Map as a public 

‘Recreational Route’.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Monkey

Mr Jeremy Early RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

30

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No Yes HOR 9 is unsound because:  •  SCC’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  •  Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  •  The Public Open 

Space separating Horley from Gatwick would disappear.   

•  There is a lack of evidence to justify any need for a 

business park.   As regards a lack of legal compliance, 

comments submitted at the regulation 18 stage of the 

consultation by 268 members of the public and SCC's 

Transport Development Team have not been 

responded to.  

The comments given at the regulation 18 stage of 

the consultation should be responded to and 

evidence provided to show how the policy has been 

updated.

No No
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34

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No No/ Don't 

know

I should like to object to the proposed business park as 

follows:  I don't know if it is legally sound - I would like 

to think that it had been checked for legality. I  think 

the proposal and enquiries/surveys to date portray an 

unfair representation of the state of affairs. The flood 

zone map (C3) on Reigate and Banstead's website 

covers the proposed area, local experience of the 

residents (and photographs already submitted to 

yourselves to prove it) of flooding, R&B's website's 

record of sewerage flooding in this area, the Greenbelt 

protection being ignored, the increasing traffic, effects 

on children walking to the two schools on the road 

(safety and effect on asthma and other health 

complaints), and resident's views being ignored. Surrey 

County Council’s Transport Development Planning 

Team has stated that the development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation in terms of safety 

and capacity. 

> R&B's website community questionnaire says that the 

result "demonstrates that the greatest number of 

people typically spend up to 30 minutes a day within 

green corridors and accessible countryside".  Is this all 

to be discounted? This is public open space. Horley has 

several un-used shops and businesses, as  does 

neighbouring Crawley.

Remove HOR9. No

 The flood reports predict flood risk on the proposed 

development - what about the risks to local properties 

that were built before any of this development was 

ever dreamed of?  New builds are built with flooding in 

mind, but existing properties suffer as a result of 

greater flood risk. Horley is a lovely little town with a 

sense of community and pride, often lacking in larger 

communities. Local people enjoy the  footpaths and 

greenspace around.

> Bikes and horse riders are to be met on bridleways 

and footpaths, and many walkers.

> Horley people do not want  our town to become an 

industrial park!  Why do our views count for so little? 

No benefit to Horley.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Mrs Kathryn Field RBBC\Repr

esentor\00
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Don't know No Don't know Business units stand empty within Horley and in the 

surrounding towns - most notably on the Manor Royal 

estate.                                                                                                                                                                                                                     

Just because no alternative site in the borough has 

been identified for a business park of this size, it does 

not mean it is the right thing to do to built it here.                                                                                                                                                                 

The green space between Horley and Gatwick Airport is 

already minimal. If you allow building on these fields it 

will all but disappear. Crawley is expanding northwards 

all the time with new housing developments on both 

sides of the Balcombe Road. Before long, Horley and 

Crawley will be entirely joined up.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

Leave this land as fields. Allow it to be a home for 

wildlife and horses. Allow it to be a floodplain. The 

residential roads to the south of Horley have suffered 

flooding in the last decade. The more you build on the 

floodplains and the land around Burstow Stream, the 

worse this will get.                                                                                                          

You can incorporate flood mitigation schemes etc., but 

it is a fact that our weather is getting more extreme, so 

measures which are taken now may be totally 

inadequate in a decade's time. If I am still living in 

Horley then and my house floods because you have 

continually allowed more and more building close to 

the water courses, I am sure I will not be the only 

resident looking for compensation.                                              

Stop building on Horley's green edges.   

Remove the idea of building this business park from 

this plan. Do not build on this land. 

No No

  It is unsound to continue to build more and more 

housing in an area of the country which is already 

overcrowded. We can't drive anywhere without sitting 

in a traffic jam, we can't sit down on our trains. Stop 

building on green spaces in the south east of England.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No No   I would like to object to the proposed new industrial 

park to be built between Horley and Gatwick for the 

following reasons:

 

1. There is a lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park.  Manor Royal currently has empty units.

2. A business park will join together Horley and Gatwick, 

removing green space that was promised in the 

Masterplan.

3. An industrial park is not proposed in the Core 

Strategy or Town Centre Vision documents.

4. It will increase the flooding risk in this area.

5. There has been increased traffic to the south of 

Horley since the Forge Wood development was built 

and this will increase the heavy traffic that now queues 

along the Balcombe Road during commuting hours.  

This creates a safety and capacity concern, particularly 

for Oakwood school.

6. The cost of the financial contribution from Reigate & 

Banstead Council is unclear and so cannot be justified.                                 

No modifications required as no evidence this 

development is needed.

No No

  7. There is a lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

new business park.  It is not mentioned in the core 

Strategy or Town Centre Vision documents.  There are 

currently empty units on Manor Royal. 

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 We moved here in August 2014 and carefully checked 

the plans for potential building and flooding. We are 

happy neighbours to Gatwick Airport and the Gatwick 

Open Setting seemed genius to separate Horley from 

the airport and the housing in Crawley and the current 

Forge Wood development and create a pollution free 

buffer. History also reveals during the boundary 

changes in 1970 the residents of Horley and Hookwood 

fought and won to stay in Surrey and not be swallowed 

up by Crawley and Gatwick.

The Surrey Mirror reports that in 2019 the airport may 

be able to use the maintenance/emergency runway, 

100 Meters closer to Horley as a main runway allowing 

take off from one and landings from the other 

increasing the number of flights by 20%. This will bring 

the noise and pollution even closer and the green gap 

between the airport and Horley even more important

This house had never been near any flooding except for 

a flash flood in August 1968, imagine our surprise that 

Christmas when water was lapping up our drive. The 

Airport City site is a flood plain that I have seen 

regularly under water during the winter. If the Airport 

city goes ahead where will the water go? I only see 

distress and huge insurance bills or possibly un-

insurable houses.

Object HOR9 No

I also do not see how a development close to the 

airport but away from the town will help Horley. There 

will be an increase in traffic and the Balcombe Road will 

become a 24 hour short cut to the airport and 

motorway causing huge congestion at all times instead 

of the current rush hour traffic.

Over the last few weekends the northbound M23 from 

Crawley to Gatwick has been closed for roadworks. The 

Balcombe Road and Horley town centre have been 

gridlocked despite efforts to redirect traffic up the A22, 

I suspect Sat Nav users have been trying to find 

alternative routes which would be similar if the access 

to Airport City was opened up.

I am also not convinced of the business need for more 

offices when so much office space is empty in Manor 

Royal, Horley, Redhill, Reigate and Kingswood. I am very 

concerned about reports of council officials of being 

involved with the development company Millhill 

Properties. I suspect most people working at the 

Airport City would commute in with very few jobs going 

to local people.



Our MP Sam Giymar is opposed to the scheme and his 

recent Facebook poll gave an overwhelming 89% 

opposed to this development.

In short I can see no advantage for Airport City for the 

residents of Horley. 

We are prepared to lay in front of bulldozers if 

necessary.

RBBC\Repr
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Monkey
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

HOR 9 is unsound due to:    ·       There is a clear lack of 

evidence to justify the need for a business park and it is 

not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town 

Centre Vision’ document published in August 2015.    ·      

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.    ·      Horley would lose 

the Public Open Space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.    

·      Large areas of the site are floodplain.    ·      Please 

also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.

We need to keep the area greenspace and not fill 

this area that is prone to flooding with concrete

No No

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No No Flies in the face of the Public opinion I am most 

unhappy with the manner in which RBBC are so hell 

bent on developing a Trade Park along the Balcombe 

Road Horley, as if nothing else matters.                                                                                                                                                           

Sam Gyimah, MP called for a poll on the subject.                                                                                                                       

89% of the public said a firm NO.                                                                         

He and the Council would be brave or stupid to ignore 

the public voice that has spoken.                                                                             

The whole proposal has a nasty taste to it, lots of cloak 

and dagger and secrecy over a very extended period.                                                                                     

I have been delving into the structure and don't like 

what I seem I'm sure the public at large would hold the 

same opinion.                                                                                                                                                                                                        

I have only had a cursory glance at the Mill Hill site and 

find that there is little evidence of who they actually 

are, which is worrying given the sheer size of the 

project.                                                                                                                                 

One of the main things that worries me about the LLP is 

that RBBC are the main shareholder.                                                                                                               

They hold 50%, Mill Hill own 49% and Berwick Hill 1% 

(which I guess is their kickback for brokering the land 

deal)    

Do not include plans that you firmly support 

contrary to that of the Public

No Yes So that you can hear 

what the public are 

saying in opposition to 

the plans

                                                                                                                                                                                                                            

If there were to be any issues with the LLP (a la 

Carillion) - the Council being the majority stake holder 

would be liable to any legal proceedings, and no doubt 

use tax payer money to fund their legal dept.                                                                                                               

This is not what I pay my rates for, and a speculative 

property development for profit is not seen as the remit 

of a Borough Council. 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am sure you will ignore this email do you not think 

that by putting 

up the council tax and yet saying the industrial estate 

will be good 

for Horley you are not setting a good example ,here's to 

the May vote 

there a great many people against this project even our 

local MP

Remove HOR9. No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

PROPOSED  CHANGES TO REIGATE AND BANSTEAD 

DEVELOPMENT

MANAGEMENT PLAN (DMP)

POLICY HOR9

I wish to support the objections raised by my husband 

against the proposal to build a business park south of 

Horley.

I wholeheartedly agree that this policy is a cynical 

attempt to increase the value of land held by the public 

sector in order to offset the loss of central Government 

funding. It has nothing to do with sensible planning. 

Obviously this would be an embarrassing admission for 

you, a Conservative council, to publicly make about the 

consequences of a Conservative government's policies. 

At the public meeting to unveil these plans one of your 

town councillors was questioned about the need for 

further development in the light of existing spare 

capacity at Manor Royal, a few miles away. She stated 

unequivocally that this development was to ensure a 

cash windfall for Surrey as opposed to Sussex. That the 

council's finances are parlous is no secret but I don't 

consider it the responsibility of probably the most 

neglected town in the borough to bail you out.

Scrap the business park proposal. No Yes As long as someone 

speaks out I don’t need 

to but I will if I must.

More than two years ago, before the planning process 

was even started, Reigate and Banstead formed a "joint 

venture" with Mill House Properties to develop the site. 

Given that this is apparently a shell company, are you 

sure your ratepayers would   be totally comfortable 

with this arrangement? Furthermore, how was this 

partner chosen? There doesn't appear to have been an 

open competition so how can you   be assured that the 

ratepayers' money will be used most economically? I 

agree this isn't strictly relevant to the plan but it 

shrouds the proposal in a veil of suspicion from the 

outset. The whole point of planning legislation is to 

make the reasons for  strategic decisions transparent. 

You have acknowledged that the proposed business 

park conflicts with your existing planning policies and, 

given that you have a huge stake in ensuring the 

proposal is pushed ahead regardless of this, any 

evidence you present to the public is necessarily biased.

At the moment our garden is visited by deer, foxes, 

bats, hedgehogs and occasionally badgers as well as 

numerous bird varieties. Concreting over a large area of 

this last undeveloped land would be environmentally  

unforgivable.

Furthermore, Balcombe Road is already overloaded and 

not just a peak times. The increase in noise and air 

pollution will be devastating for a chronic asthmatic 

[...]. I have repeatedly been informed by various 

doctors that [...] breathing difficulties and allergies have 

been caused by and continuously exacerbated by the 

poor quality of air in the Gatwick area.

We have lived in Horley for thirty two years and in that 

time have seen its amenities increasing eroded by short 

term economies but this proposed business park woLJld 

damage the town beyond repair. Please listen to the 

voices of locals affected by this plan and reconsider. 

Immoral, anti environmental, short term gain based, 

damaging to the health of local residents.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 No Please consider this letter as my formal objection to this 

policy and its proposal to build a massive "business 

park" in the south of Horley.

My objection is based on the following reasons:

1. The policy is a cynical attempt to increase the value 

of land held by the public sector in order to offset the 

loss of central Government funding. The site is owned 

by Surrey County Council and has been for more than 

80 years. They themselves do not know why they 

purchased it. Although I do not know exactly whose 

idea the business park was, it is obvious that the 

motivation is to increase the value of the land and gain 

a huge capital receipt from its sale. When I contacted a 

number of councillors after I first heard about the 

business park proposal, one of them found the need to 

explain the parlous state of the Council's finances, from 

which I concluded that the proposal came from a need 

to make money and had nothing to do with the proper 

planning of the area.

Remove HOR9 No Yes

More than two years ago, before the planning process 

was even started, Reigate and Banstead formed a "joint 

venture" with a developer to develop the site. At that 

time the site extended beyond the west side of the 

Balcombe Road, about twice the size of the site covered 

by HOR9.

The Council acknowledged that the proposal was in 

conflict with its own existing planning policies, but 

forged ahead anyway. They eventually made the 

current draft policy change, which was open to public 

consultation. They have never published the results of 

this. They have continued to openly flout the planning 

system by progressing the preliminaries for developing 

the site, including setting up a website advertising it to 

would be occupants with no indication that it has not 

yet been through the planning process. Worse still, the 

Council have already committed large sums of 

ratepayers' money to the project and would be severely 

embarrassed If it fell foul of the planning system. Policy 

HOR9 exists to smooth the way for the eventual 

planning application, so that the Council can approve it 

without reference to the Secretary of State. They are 

hardly likely to turn down the application, are they?

It may be said that these issues are not strictly planning 

matters, but when looking at the policy, it is important 

to bear in mind that the proposal for the business park 

came from the Council's own property department and 

is being driven forward by them. The Council already 

have a huge stake in the development going ahead. All 

the so-called planning evidence put forward by the 

Council is therefore fatally tainted by this fact. The 

evidence has been designed to support the policy, the 

policy has not been based on the evidence.   

2. The resulting loss of the strategic gap between 

Horley and Gatwick Airport. When the airport was 

extended in the 1950s and 1960s 1t was supposed to be 

an airport in an "open setting". There was supposed to 

be no development north of _the M23 extension. The 

"open setting" has been gradually eroded until all that 

remains is a small park and the wedge of green land 

that the Council are proposing to concrete over. If land 

is developed it could also open the way for the 

development of land west of the Balcombe Road to be 

developed (as mentioned above) further eroding the 

countryside around the town.



Although not officially Metropolitan Green Belt, the 

open land around the south of Horley has always been 

protected by restraint policies, similar to those 

protecting the Green Belt. A Council official told me 

that she didn't know why the land wasn't in the Green 

Belt. In my view the Council should be changing the 

designation of land (and all the other "rural surrounds 

of Horley" land) to Green Belt, not allocating it for 

employment use.

3. The development is wholly out of scale with the 

existing town. The development itself will increase the 

footprint of the town, which has already been 

considerably expanded over the past few years, by 20 

to 30%. This is a gigantic and unsustainable extension of 

the urban area which will totally change its character.

4. The development is out of character with the 

surrounding area, or should I say, the area it surrounds. 

The south east part of Horley is at present a semi-rural 

residential area with a few small businesses. A massive 

commercial area wrapped around it will change it 

beyond recognition.

5. The loss of environmental amenity and wildlife. I 

abhor the wholesale destruction of grass, bushes, trees 

etc. and wildlife that is found in this area. This includes 

unusual species such as bats and roe deer -  I've seen 

them myself many times.

6. Increased traffic. The Balcombe Road is already 

overloaded at peak times and the route north involves 

crossing a dangerous bridge either at Horley station or 

on Balcombe Road itself. It has been suggested that 

vehicular access could be restricted to the airport 

access road, but there is no evidence that this is feasible 

or that the Highways Agency would allow it. Even if it 

were, this would cause increased congestion on the 

M23 spur, the M23 itself and the A23 with a knock-on 

effect on the town.

The Council's own Strategic Traffic Assessment Report 

says "Overall it is suggested that Scenario B results in 

the largest traffic impacts within the borough, as a 

result of the Horley Strategic Employment Site which 

generates over 1750 trips in both time periods.  

These impacts have the potential to be severe unless 

mitigation can be identified, either in the form of 

infrastructure improvements, significant reductions in 

vehicular trips, or both".

7. Increased pollution and noise. We already suffer 

some of the worst air quality in the South East. The 

British Lung Foundation recently published a report 

which according to their Chief Executive "lays out in the 

starkest terms yet the devastating impact air pollution is 

having on our health, our children's health, our 

economy and society as a whole". One local doctor said 

that the high number of asthma cases in the area was 

due to the poor air quality but said he couldn't say that 

in   public.

Obviously a development on such a massive scale, with 

all the extra traffic and other operations that will result, 

will decrease the quality even further.

8. Increased risk of flooding. The boundary of the 

Environment Age flood risk  area is about half way 

down my garden. At Christmas 2014 we received 3 

flood warnings from the Agency. As it turned out all 

that happened was some severe waterlogging at the 

end of the garden, others nearby were not so lucky. 

Due to climate change, these incidents are likely to 

increase. 



Concreting over a huge area  of land, much of which is 

in the flood risk area, can only make the situation 

worse, to an unacceptable level. Any mitigation 

measures to prevent flooding on the site itself will 

inevitably have a knock-on effect on the local area, 

unless they can find a way of making water run uphill 

on its own.

9. There is no evidence that development on this scale 

is needed. The Council claim that it will "create" 

thousands of jobs.  For whom, I wonder. The  

unemployment rate in the Borough is less than 2%, one 

of the lowest in the country. The site of Newman 

House, the largest office block in the town and superbly 

situated for commercial development, was recently 

redeveloped for housing. A newly built office block in 

the town centre had been converted to flats because 

there was "no demand for offices".        

Looking further afield, the Park 25 employment site in 

Redhill was developed for housing and we now hear of 

another large office complex in the borough being 

converted to flats. Furthermore, the council justified 

the choice of Horley for recent major housing 

developments by saying there was plenty of 

employment in the area.

We also have one of the largest business parks in the 

UK, Manor Royal, just a couple of miles away. What 

possible justification can there be to a rival business 

park so close? Even after 50 years, there is still a lot of 

new development going on at Manor Royal so many 

new jobs are still being "created" there. It is also 

interesting to note how many of the sites are used for 

car dealerships rather than commercial use. This hardly 

seems to indicate an overwhelming demand, let alone 

need, for more office space in the area.

The Council have commissioned a consultant to supply 

"demand evidence" for the proposal. But as I said 

earlier this evidence is tainted by the fact that the 

consultants knew exactly what answer they were 

supposed to come up with. They have done what they 

were asked to do, concoct evidence to support the 

proposal and ignore any that doesn't. I would point out 

also that the report is based on older work carried out 

by another consultant and re-interpreted for the needs 

of supporting HOR9. It takes no account of the possible 

effects of Brexit, nor any possible outcomes of 

protectionist policies that might be taken by the 

present USA administration.

10. The detrimental effect on the town centre. I 

mentioned above the draining of commercial 

development from the town centre. How much worse 

will this be if the business park is built? It is always 

cheaper to build on a greenfield site than a previously 

developed one, so that is where development will go. 

We have been told repeatedly that new development 

locally bring new life into the town centre.   The North 

terminal at Gatwick was to be our salvation, then the 

new housing developments at the Acres and now 

Meath Green. All the while the town centre and 

declined further. If it were not for Waitrose, who have a 

policy of investing in town centres rather than out or 

town sites, the centre would be dead. I foresee many 

more empty and derelict sites appearing in the town 

centre if the business park is allowed.

11. Damage to the economy of the town. It is not town 

centre offices that will be affected. The south part of 

the site abuts the airport access road and the council 

would find it very difficult to resist applications for large 

hotel or retail development on that part of the site; 

knowing this council, they would probably welcome 

them. This would cause further detriment to the town's 

remaining shops and its bed and breakfast 

establishments.



The council themselves have turned down applications 

for housing development on sites to the west of 

Balcombe Road, although they were allowed on appeal, 

because of the loss of open land and the increased risk 

of flooding. However, when it is their own development 

these policies are suddenly thrown in the bin. What 

hypocrisy!

I have already written to the council on 12 February 

objecting to HOR9. This document gives some 

additional reasons for my objection and should be read 

in conjunction with that letter. It also corrects a couple 

of factual errors. I apologise for the fact that there will 

be a certain amount of repetition.

I wish to be involved in the oral hearing of the DMP.

I will first of all go into some of the history of this 

development because it is important in understanding 

how the policy came about and hence the shortcomings 

in it. We were first made aware of the proposal for a 

business park by Radio Surrey who knocked on our door 

asking what we thought about it. On consulting the 

Council website, we saw that there was indeed a 

proposal for a vast business park on a 

site straddling both sides of the Balcombe Road. This 

site was about twice the size of that proposed in HOR9. 

The Council were entering into a “joint venture” to take 

the proposal forward. The Council also said that they 

had decided “in principle” that they would use CPO 

powers if necessary.

We contacted our local councillors who tried to fob us 

off with remarks like, “it’s too early to discuss it”, “we 

don’t know any details yet” “the planning process 

hasn’t been started yet” etc. I made a Freedom of 

Information Act request to the Council asking with 

whom the Council were entering the joint venture. In a 

letter dated 24th November 2015, they refused to tell 

me on the grounds that “the proposed deal is 

considered by the Council to be in the public interest. 

Any disclosure at this stage could harm the public 

interest represented by the deal, by risking its very 

happening.” So there we are, the Council had already 

made their mind up. The “planning process” was just a 

technicality that had to be dealt with.

Soon after, the name of Millhill Developments came up 

and I wrote to them. They clearly did not share the 

Council’s concerns about disclosure and were perfectly 

open about their involvement. It is coming to 

something when a public body is less willing to give 

information to its own ratepayers than a commercial 

firm.

I also became aware that most of the site west of the 

Balcombe Road was owned by Surrey County Council, 

so I wrote to them about it. They informed me that they 

did indeed own part of the site and had done since 

1930, but they did not know what its original purpose 

was. They had not yet made a decision on whether to 

dispose of it but if they did receipts would be used in 

accordance with the Council’s Medium Term Financial 

Plan.

Despite attempts by many people, including myself, to 

get more information, precious little was forthcoming 

from the Borough Council until they published the first 

draft of the Development Management Plan. They put 

on an exhibition in the local library which we visited 

and saw that the site now the subject of HOR9 was 

shown on the DMP map as an employment site. 

However, the remainder of the land, from the 

Balcombe Road eastwards to the Burstow stream, had 

been excluded. When we asked the Council official 

about this, she said that the remainder might be done 

as a second phase, if the first phase was a success. Like 

many others, I objected to the proposal and then we 

heard virtually nothing more until the recent 

publication of the Draft Plan under Regulation 19. It 

was no surprise to see that the business park policy 

remained unchanged, our comments completely 

ignored. 



No surprise because the joint venture, which includes 

the Council, had started up a website for the Horley 

Business Park and were inviting interest from possible 

occupiers. Until recently, this website included no 

indication that the business park site had not been 

through the planning processes. I see that the website 

has recently been updated to include “news” items, 

many of which took place before the site was even set 

up.

The difficulties local councils are having with their 

finances, since the withdrawal of the rate support grant, 

are well known. Surrey County Council made national 

news early in 2017 when they were alleged to have 

made a deal with central Government so as to avoid a 

referendum on a proposed 15% rate increase. Both the 

Government and the Council denied this, but the 

Government did evidently indicate that the County 

Council might be involved in a pilot on Business Rate 

retention.

So the County Council own a large part of the site; its 

value would be increased many times if the site was re-

zoned as employment land and the receipts could be 

put to whatever use the Council thinks fit. If Business 

Rate Retention is introduced then a Business Park 

would be a very “nice little earner” for the Council. 

Of course, most of rates we pay to Reigate and 

Banstead Borough Council actually go the County 

Council, so it is very much in the Borough Council’s 

interests that the County should get financial rewards. 

Quite apart from their political allegiances, the Borough 

Councillors will benefit from the rates being held down. 

Most voters do not appreciate the distinction between 

the councils and will blame the Borough if the rates go 

up.

And, of course, who knows what financial arrangements 

may have been made between the two councils?

I have no way of knowing exactly when or from where 

the business park proposal arose. Nor I know exactly 

how policy HOR9 came about. But I do know that the 

development proposal became public a year before the 

DMP policy did. The inescapable conclusion from the 

sequence of events, and the secrecy with which the 

council have handled this affair, is that the motivation 

for the development is largely for financial gain and has 

nothing to do the proper planning of the area. So many 

evidence documents, such as the Supply and Demand 

Report and the Green Belt Review, post date the 

development proposal by many months that even the 

most naïve observer would suspect that those 

preparing the reports at least had the proposal in mind 

when they did so.



 Would the council have accepted a report which 

undermined their own development proposal? Of 

course not. The DMP policy is there to legitimise a 

development that is being carried out by local 

government for local government, with scant regard for 

the democratic rights of the residents.

I now turn to some specific criticisms of the policy. 

Firstly, it is incoherent. The site area is given as 83 

hectares. Even by the roughest measuring, this is more 

than twice the size of the area shown in the plan. It 

more closely accords with the area shown in the 

council’s original proposal from autumn of 2015. 

Paragraph 4.8.55 states that an “indicative quanta” is 

for up to 200,000 sq m of B1 floorspace and 10,500 sq 

m of community facilities, not to mention the 5 

hectares of open space that is to be provided. But are 

these spread over 83 hectares or over the 30 odd 

hectares of the site shown in the Plan? Clearly this has 

huge implications for the size and density of the 

buildings on the site.

Or could it be that this policy was in fact written to 

cover the original business park proposal, which would 

have had an area around 83 hectares, and that 

everything in it actually refers to the larger area, which 

may still be a long term council aspiration? Indeed, will 

the 

acceptance of this policy be used to justify an extension 

of the business park at a later date? It will certainly 

increase the likelihood of development on the adjacent 

Rural Surrounds of Horley more likely, because its value 

will be diminished because of the loss of the HOR9 site. 

One appeal for housing on part of the original business 

park site east of the Balcombe Road has already been 

allowed. I attended part of this inquiry and the 

appellants made much of the fact that the council 

clearly didn’t put much value on the site’s designations 

when they themselves were prepared to set them aside 

to develop it. It was painful to watch the council 

representative trying to argue the importance of the 

sites designations, when the council’s own actions had 

cut the ground from beneath him.

Either way, the public has been seriously mislead about 

the nature of the development at both Regulation 18 

and Regulation 19 stage. Therefore the policy should be 

declared null and void for that reason alone.

I will now address some of the issues raised in the 

supporting text to the policy. I will do this in page 

order, as the paragraph numbering is rather erratic: 

paras. 4.9.1 to 4.9.8 come before 4.8.48 to 4.8.60 – 

typical.



The council begin their “context” (4.9.1) by saying 

“there is increasing pressure on existing employment 

land provision in the borough from alternative uses. 

Recent changes to permitted development rights 

introduced by central government are resulting in a loss 

of employment sites to residential uses. It is certainly 

true that at least one office block in Horley Town centre 

has been converted to offices. Another very large office 

development in Kingswood is now proposed for 

conversion to Housing. A large employment site in 

Redhill (Park 25) was developed for housing, as was an 

office site in Horley itself, although I believe the council 

themselves gave permission for these. No doubt there 

are other examples.

In 2016 I wrote to the Secretary of State for 

Communities and Local Government on this issue. The 

reply included the following: “Experience to date is that 

the right is making an important contribution towards 

our aim of delivering the homes we badly need. At the 

same time the office market continues to grow and 

provide for the changing needs of the business 

community.” The letter went on “Where it is felt that it 

is necessary to protect the local amenity or wellbeing of 

an area, the local planning authority can consult the 

local community on removing a permitted development 

right by making an Article 4 direction.” To date the 

Council have made no Article 4 Directions to prevent 

offices being changed to residential use. Why not? Is it 

because their argument does not hold water and the 

Direction would not be confirmed by the Secretary of RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 The council claim that it was the developers, Mill Hill 

Properties Ltd, who

approached the council to suggest that they form the 

partnership. This was in May

2015 when the developers had just exchanged 

contracts for Meadowcroft House, a

parcel of land which forms a small part of what is now 

the business park site. By

October 2015, the council announced on their website 

that the proposal to form the

joint venture had been approved by the council. They 

claimed to have undertaken “a

variety of studies that indicate that the venture is 

viable…”

3. It may be that these studies were purely of a financial 

nature, but surely the

“viability” of the project must include a consideration of 

the planning background.

Can such a complex matter really have been properly 

considered in just five months?

4. The proposal was evidently being handled by the 

council’s Property Services

Department, which is headed by a Mr John Reed. It 

turns out that Mr Reed once

worked as a salaried director with one of the directors 

of Mill Hill properties, Mr

Jeremy Richardson and has remained in contact with 

him as part of his professional

network. Mr Reed quite properly declared this at the 

time and the council decided no

No

5. It appears that the council received, out of the blue, a 

suggestion that they should

develop the HOR9 as a business park. They then rushed 

into a decision to form the

joint venture partnership and commit a large sum of 

public money to it without due

consideration of the planning background, public 

consultation or anything else. Policy

HOR9 is simply an attempt to legitimise that decision.

6. One of my local councillors, Graham Knight, is a 

member of the controlling group,

but opposes the business park. In an e-mail to he 

described the views of other

councillors thus: “Unfortunately, some may see it as a 

revenue-creating venture for

the Council that is well away from their own Wards”. So 

there you have it. This

project has nothing to do with the proper planning of 

the area, it is merely intended to

produce commercial revenue to replace grant funding 

from the Government. The

DPM process is a total sham as far as HOR9 is 

concerned. 7. In November 2016 an appeal was allowed 

for housing on a site at 17 The Close,

Horley (APPl3625/W/15/3141260). This site is about 

200m from the current business

park site and within the original site when it spanned 

both sides of the Balcombe



Road. The council challenged the decision in the High 

Court and it was quashed on 27

June 2017.

8. To quote from the Judgment “the council’s 

overarching ground of challenge was

that the Inspector failed properly to apply the statutory 

requirement to determine the

appeal in accordance with the development plan, 

unless material considerations

indicated otherwise.” Two of the relevant policies to 

this site, both quoted by the

council in their original grounds of refusal were Hr36 

and Hr37, the rural surrounds of

Horley and the Gatwick open setting. Exactly the same 

policies that apply to the

whole of the site covered by HOR9. So the policies the 

council were so keen to

uphold that they took the Secretary of State to court to 

do so were the same policies

that on the other side of the road they totally ignored 

when they decided to form the

the business park partnership.

9. I have had a response from Highways England about 

the possible access to the

M23 spur roundabout. This included “In the case of 

sections of the network designed

for high-speed traffic, with partially or comprehensively 

limited access, there shouldbe a presumption against connection, except where it 

can be provided safely and

where there is a demonstrable benefit to the economy.

10. Reigate and Banstead Council asked Highways 

England to consider allowing a

new connection onto our network on the basis of the 

benefits to the economy arising

from the proposed business park. In considering this, 

Highways England will need to

ensure that the proposal is robustly assessed. We are 

currently in discussions with the

applicant’s consultant regarding the methodology for 

assessing the impact of the

proposed development. We have not yet agreed 

whether a new access is acceptable,

or if it is what form it would take.”

11. Furthermore, the spur joins the M23 at a point 

where it is already so congested

that Highways England are proposing to institute the 

controversial “smart motorway”

scheme, which involves using the hard shoulder as an 

extra carriageway along with

variable speed limits.

12. As I understand the Local Plan process, the council 

should undertake research to

assess the development needs of the Borough and draw 

up a plan which balances

those needs against other spatial 

considerations such as environmental ones. The idea

is not to get a proposal from a developer, decide it’s a 

good idea on who knows what

criteria, presumably economic ones then undertake 

research specifically to justify the

scheme with scant regard for existing policy, 

environmental or social issues.

13. To quote councillor Knight again this misconceived 

project should be consigned

to the waste bin. I hope the inspector will do just that.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I write to raise my dissatisfaction at the proposals for 

the business park highlighted in Policy HOR9.

 

I would like the following noted as reasons for my 

objection. 

 

 

I see no evidence to justify the need for a business park.

Traffic will be much worse than already is and its awful 

and this is before Forge wood has been completed!

Public open space is vital and is being irradiated by 

greedy councils and developers.

It floods, adding miles of concrete will push this water 

to neighbouring roads and houses, this is not 

acceptable. 

 

Loss of Wildlife

 

Loss of boundary between Horley and Gatwick 

Why has there been a sudden change in the 2005 

Horley Masterplan?

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No/ Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

There are numerous reasons for Horley residents to 

object to HOR9 but simply there are know benefits to 

Horley as a community. A semi -rural area of high 

employment already struggling from increased 

infrastructure usage .this has arisen from a vast housing 

increase in recent years along with an ever increasing 

growth from Gatwick airport.  The proposed area is also 

a designated flood plain and a nature haven acting as a 

buffer between Horley and Gatwick. I could continue 

but please consider in your decision. Thank you.

know modifications, just aborted. No No

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 No No No Availability:

In paragraph 4.8.8, there is an expectation that land will 

become available for the proposed development, but 

there is no detail as to how the Council expects this 

land will become available, especially as large sections 

are protected under the Gatwick Airport buffer  

agreement.

Site Context:

In paragraph 4.8.50, the site is referred to as "highly 

accessible" yet the proposed development will only be 

accessible by the M23 spur, which handles all motorway 

traffic to the Airport and Harley across a% mile stretch 

from the M23 junction to the South Terminal entrance. 

The plans restrict access to the development from the 

A23/Balcombe Road to public transport and emergency  

vehicles, leaving only one plausible entrance/exit from 

the already busy M23 spur .

This does not make the site highly  accessible.

• The DMP should outline how the proposed 

development site will be re-classified to fit the 

proposal,  and what consultation with local 

communities  will take place to reach this  goal.

• Access to the proposed development should be 

completely re-thought  as the proposed  use of the 

M23 spur is highly inadequate  and inappropriate in 

its current   form.

• A clear assessment, complete with supporting 

evidence, should be undertaken to gauge the true 

demand for another business  park within the 

Gatwick   Diamond.

No

Evidence Base:

The details in 4.8.51 - .57 as to the requirements of a 

new business park within the Gatwick Diamond fail to 

reference any of the business parks in the surrounding 

area (Manor Royal, Redhill) and whether they are at 

peak capacity. Units in both locations are frequently 

available for new tenants. If these locations are unable 

to reach their full potential, the justifications in these 

paragraphs are the same as for the other 2 local 

business parks and indicate demand would likely be 

below the findings  within the DMP  documentation.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No No No You are going to ruin Horley. More traffic more 

upheaval and for what for. You have spent a lot of tax 

PAYERS money already. I know we have now had 

enough in Horley. 

No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Don't 

Know

No/ Don't 

know

Don't 

Know

I would like to put forward my comments regarding the 

HOR9 Business Park Plan which I am totally against. I 

am a resident [...]  which will be affected by this plan. I 

am very anxious about the flooding possibility as I was 

nearly flooded in 2013-14. As I live on the ground floor I 

was stuck. I do not wish to go through that again. The 

council were very quick to send us letters telling us that 

they had no responsibilities towards the flooding. But 

we did fond that the drains were seriously blocked and 

hadn't been cleared for years. I am also against the 

removal of a green space between us and the airport 

which will also take out wild life. We are supposed to 

have a buffer between us and the airport. The spur off 

the M25 will cause more pollution and is very costly to 

the taxpayer. Am I right in saying that Highways 

England says this is not sound. Why are the plans so 

vague. To read everything in the report would take a 

very long time but I did notice that the area written at 

the side of the map was incorrect as it was much bigger 

than the map showed.  In the Horley Master Plan  there 

was no mention of a Business Park. Why do we need it? 

Remove HOR9. No

There are empty places in Crawley… could it end up as 

an industrial waste land built on the whim of 'it could 

be good for the future’ and not that there is need for it 

now. There has been a lot of rate payers money used in 

this when councils are struggling to pay for services that 

we do need. How can the residents be assured that 

their needs will be taken on board. The people who are 

heading this are not the ones who will be living near by. 

We have had the threat of an expanding airport to cope 

with recently. It is very distressing having another thing 

to worry about. We don't want this, please listen.

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Don't know No No HOR9 should not be part of the forward policy. A 

business park of this size is not required and is not 

appropriate for the area. It would remove the current 

separation between Horley and Crawley and is not in 

keeping with the requirements of the area. The area is 

an important rainwater reservoir, protecting 

neighbouring residential areas.  

Remove HOR9. No No
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esentation\

0076.49

Email Miss Lisa Scott RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

76

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Don't know No No new bullet safe cycling and walking facilities / routes new bullet safe cycling and walking facilities / routes No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I consider the proposal unsound as there is a clear lack 

of evidence to justify the business park and it is not 

mentioned in either the Core Strategy  (2014) or the 

Town Council Vision document (Aug 2015)  No benefits 

to Horley have been demonstrated.    Surrey county 

council's Transport development planning team have 

stated that the proposal will significantly worsen the 

existing traffic situation bothe in terms od safety and 

capacity.  Large areas of the propose development are 

on the flood plain.

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Don't know No Don't know I am in favour of the redevelopment of our “Brown 

Field  Sites” that are no longer required in their current 

design, such as Horley Police Station and the 

“Telephone Exchange” buildings . However, I am 

devastated to learn of your proposals for additional 

“Green Field / Green Belt” development. 

Surely we have given up more than enough of our 

surrounding rural countryside to vast housing 

developments in our area and the situation is very 

worrying indeed!

Adjacent to our borders are huge developments on the 

Balcombe Road opposite the crematorium, and 

between Crawley and Horsham, they also impact on our 

local space and congestion. 

As for the consideration to develop the “Redhill 

Aerodrome” such a beautiful large green space, for 

a further massive housing development, I’m almost 

lost for words! It would be a disaster, utterly 

irresponsible!

This beautiful rural area is being threatened like 

those before, surely we should be encouraging 

development away from the already crowded south 

east. 

Incidentally, the supposed gains in infrastructure 

that are supposed to come with these grim 

mammoth developments never seem to materialise, 

just cheap words. Although I suppose they would 

only take more of our precious green areas. 

We can’t even keep up with the maintenance of our 

roads, requirements for school places, doctors, 

mental health demands and the like now, let alone 

inviting thousands more to join the throng!

Finally, we continue to build large housing 

developments all over our “Green and Pleasant” 

land, where is all the additional WATER going to 

come from? Probably be seeing you at the queue for 

the standpipes with our buckets!

No



I am also concerned at our increasing gamble with 

flooding risk in our Horley area. We continue to use 

“Flood Plains” as sites for large housing developments. 

We don’t need to spend thousands of pounds on 

“expert” reports. It is as plane as the nose on your face, 

the whole of the Horley area is a “drain off” from the 

North Downs. History tells us what has happened in the 

past, but we charge on ignoring common sense. It will 

come back to haunt us! You cannot allow the industrial 

site on the Balcombe Road near the “Gatwick Sprawl” 

to be built for this and other environmental concerns. 
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N/A Mrs Sally Pavey Cagne RBBC\Agen
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Chair No HOR9 No No Yes HOR 9 is unsound due to:  •       There is a clear lack of 

evidence to justify the need for a business park and it is 

not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town 

Centre Vision’ document published in August 2015.  •      

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  •      Horley would lose 

the Public Open Space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  

•      Large areas of the site are floodplain.  •      Please 

also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.        Legal compliance:  The comments 

contained in pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

Statement have not been sufficiently addressed or 

responded to.    http://www.reigate-

banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4060/consultation_sta

tement     The ‘Summary of changes between 

Regulation 18 and Regulation 19’ document states 

“Policy has been updated for clarity and robustness, 

and takes account of further work done since 

Regulation 18 (See Strategic Employment Site: 

Economic Assessment)”, but does not take in to account 

the comments submitted at the regulation 18 stage of 

the consultation.  

The feedback given at the regulation 18 stage of the 

consultation should be responded to and evidence 

should be provided as to how the policy has been 

updated.  HOR9 should be scrapped and the land 

should be protected as the ‘Rural Surrounds of 

Horley’ and the ‘Gatwick Open Setting’  

No No

 The comments made by 268 members of the public 

and Surrey County Council's Transport Development 

Team have not been responded to.  
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HOR9 Economic Growth

Crawley/Gatwick is the leading economic driver in the 

Gatwick Diamond, identified by Coast to Capital Local 

Enterprise Partnership as forming part of the Heart of 

the Gatwick Diamond, and recognised by the Gatwick 

Diamond Initiative as the main sub-regional focus for 

future economic development. Policy EC1 of the 

Crawley Borough Local Plan (CBLP) seeks to protect and 

enhance Crawley’s role as the key economic driver for 

the Gatwick Diamond. There is a strong demand from 

businesses wishing to locate in Crawley, though the 

scope to accommodate identified business needs is 

severely limited by the constrained land supply position 

in Crawley borough, which is significantly affected by 

the requirement to safeguard land in the north of the 

borough for a possible second runway at Gatwick 

Airport.

The CBLP plans positively for sustainable economic 

growth within the context of the borough’s constrained 

land supply, protecting and intensifying the use of 

existing main employment areas, and supporting minor 

extensions to Manor Royal to facilitate business-led 

economic growth. Despite this, the constrained land 

supply means there is an unmet need for business land 

in Crawley of 35 hectares over the Plan period.

Yes

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4352/rbbc_representor_0654


The CBLP confirms Crawley’s commitment to working 

with neighbouring authorities to address this unmet 

need in the most appropriate manner and locations, 

and establishes a hierarchy identified by the Northern 

West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment (2014), 

which is complementary to the approach promoted by 

the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership in its 

Strategic Economic Plan.

The preference for CBC is to explore options to 

accommodate Crawley’s needs within the CBC borough 

boundary in the north of the borough, and an Area of 

Search is identified on the CBLP Key Diagram. This land 

is however largely constrained by safeguarding for the 

possible development of a second runway at Gatwick 

Airport. In the event that identified business land needs 

cannot be accommodated in Crawley, the second 

preference identified in the hierarchy would be to 

direct delivery to land at Crawley/Gatwick, in areas 

immediately adjoining the borough.

HOR9 identifies an 83 hectare site at Land West of 

Balcombe Road, Horley, as a possible strategic 

employment location, capable of providing 200,000 sqm 

business floorspace and 10,500sqm floorspace for 

supporting facilities.

 The supporting HOR9 Strategic Employment Site: 

Economic Assessment (Chilmark, 2017) sets out that of 

the total business floorspace provided at the business 

park, 106,757sqm would accommodate unmet business 

need from Crawley, equating to 75% of Crawley’s total 

unmet business floorspace. In terms of job growth, the 

business park would provide 11,861 B-class jobs in total, 

including 4,553 as a result of Crawley’s unmet need. 

With regards to commuter patterns, the work finds the 

existing RBBC commuter outflow to Crawley borough as 

being 4,735 net, mainly within the service sector (e.g. 

financial and professional services) focused. The study 

finds that this is one of the main employment types 

likely to be attracted to Horley, and estimates that the 

new business park could achieve a clawback of 

approximately 1,407 B class jobs from Crawley.

As discussed in the Northern West Sussex Economic 

Growth Assessment (2014), there remains risk that if 

businesses are unable to expand close to Gatwick 

Airport, they may opt to leave the Gatwick Diamond 

entirely. A new business park at the HOR9 site will help 

facilitate the retention and expansion of 

existing businesses, whilst also enabling inward 

investment to be secured within the Gatwick Diamond. 

Equally, it is accepted that the location of the HOR9 site 

close to Crawley will create employment opportunities 

for residents in Crawley and the wider Gatwick 

Diamond.

It is recognised that the HOR9 site has strong potential 

to secure inward investment to the Gatwick Diamond 

and will help to accommodate some of the unmet 

business needs of Crawley. It will be important to 

ensure that, so far as possible, there is complementarity 

between business development at the HOR9 site and 

the established main employment area at Manor Royal. 

The Northern West Sussex Economic Growth 

Assessment Update (2015) finds that of Crawley’s total 

business land need 64% is for industrial land, and 36% is 

for office land. The bulk of floorspace proposed at 

HOR9 is anticipated to be office focused, and the 

anticipated HOR9 offer would help to address Crawley’s 

unmet office need whilst complementing the 

established industrial/warehouse related strengths of 

Manor Royal. This was supported by the evidence 

provided by the study commissioned by RBBC in order 

to consider the implications of this strategic 

employment site proposal6.

Lichfield recently prepared the Manor Royal 



Economic Impact Study on behalf of CBC and the Manor 

Royal BID7. The study recognises the constrained land 

supply position at Manor Royal and sets out 

recommendations to help ensure that Manor Royal is 

best-placed to retain its economic competiveness. With 

specific reference to the HOR9 site, the study outlines: 

‘Over the longer term however, its proximity to Manor 

Royal means that it could legitimately compete with 

Manor Royal for occupiers and investment, depending 

upon the consented uses and the relative availability of 

development land and opportunities at Manor Royal’.

In this regard, whilst there does appear scope for the 

two business parks to operate in a complementary 

manner, should the proposed offer at HOR9 shift to a 

more industrial focus, it will be important to 

understand how the make up of uses at Horley could 

affect Manor Royal. Industrial uses represent a 

significant proportion of the existing Manor Royal offer 

and, although a shift to a more industrial-focused 

scheme at Horley has the scope to contribute towards 

meeting an aspect of Crawley’s unmet needs, such an 

approach potentially has greater scope to impact more 

directly on the function of Manor Royal. In this case, 

there would be need for further discussion and joint 

working between CBC and RBBC to fully assess and 

scope the 

implications, to ensure that HOR9 can operate in a 

manner that complements Manor Royal and which 

benefits the wider Gatwick Diamond.

The HOR9 requirement to bring forward delivery of the 

proposed business park on a comprehensive basis is 

supported. This will enable matters of economic impact 

and, in particular, transport to be considered at an early 

stage to ensure that the timely delivery of infrastructure 

and/or mitigation can be secure.

It will also be vital to ensure that the infrastructure 

impact associated with a possible strategic employment 

is fully considered to ensure that development is 

appropriately integrated and accessible. In particular, it 

will be important to address any arising impacts on the 

strategic infrastructure capacity, especially the strategic 

road network, including the motorway junction. This 

assessment should take account of the cumulative 

impact of significant housing permissions, allocations 

and proposals within the area in and around Crawley, 

and the growth of Gatwick Airport to its maximum 

capacity as a single runway, two terminal airport. It will 

also be important to consider the connectivity and 

impacts of any strategic employment site within the 

context of Manor Royal and Crawley

. It is highly likely that significant commercial vehicle 

movements will be generated by development, as well 

as trips generated by employees accessing the site via a 

range of transport modes including sustainable 

transport modes and private motor vehicle.

CBC support the requirement for a full Transport 

Assessment and accompanying travel plans to support 

the development, in order to ensure impacts are 

mitigated from an early stage in the commencement of 

development on this proposed strategic site. In 

addition, on-going monitoring can assess the 

cumulative impacts against the originally projected 

assumptions and manage the effects accordingly over 

the anticipated lengthy time it could take for the site to 

be fully developed out.

Overall, the CBC position remains one of cautious 

support for the development of a business park at the 

HOR9 site. Continued joint working will be needed to 

scope how a possible strategic employment location at 

Horley can best help to address Crawley’s unmet 

business land supply needs, and the identified needs of 

the wider Gatwick Diamond, in a manner which 

complements the existing function of Crawley in its role 

as the Heart of the Gatwick Diamond. CBC would 

welcome the 



opportunity to continue to work with RBBC, the Gatwick 

Diamond authorities, and key business stakeholders, 

including Coast to Capital LEP, Gatwick Diamond 

Initiative, and Manor Royal BID.

Protection of the Environment

CBC welcome the recognition of the proposed strategic 

employment site allocation, HOR9, in its landscape 

setting and reinforcing the separate identity of 

settlements and the retention of a buffer to maintain 

this. The CBLP identifies this area, in the north of the 

borough, as the ‘North East Crawley Rural Fringe’ 

(Policy CH9: Development Outside the Built-Up Area)8. 

The CBLP Policy confirms this area has an important 

role in maintaining the separation of the distinct 

identities of Gatwick Airport, Crawley and Horley. This 

Character Area was established by the Crawley Borough 

Landscape Character Assessment9, and has been 

expanded upon in the CBC Green Infrastructure 

Supplementary Planning Document10.

CBC also support and encourage the integration of the 

allocation into the wider green infrastructure network 

noting the reference to upgrading and extending 

pedestrian/cycle routes and relationship with 

countryside, provision of open space and retention of 

green infrastructure assets.
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HOR9 Economic Growth

Crawley/Gatwick is the leading economic driver in the 

Gatwick Diamond, identified by Coast to Capital Local 

Enterprise Partnership as forming part of the Heart of 

the Gatwick Diamond, and recognised by the Gatwick 

Diamond Initiative as the main sub-regional focus for 

future economic development. Policy EC1 of the 

Crawley Borough Local Plan (CBLP) seeks to protect and 

enhance Crawley’s role as the key economic driver for 

the Gatwick Diamond. There is a strong demand from 

businesses wishing to locate in Crawley, though the 

scope to accommodate identified business needs is 

severely limited by the constrained land supply position 

in Crawley borough, which is significantly affected by 

the requirement to safeguard land in the north of the 

borough for a possible second runway at Gatwick 

Airport.

The CBLP plans positively for sustainable economic 

growth within the context of the borough’s constrained 

land supply, protecting and intensifying the use of 

existing main employment areas, and supporting minor 

extensions to Manor Royal to facilitate business-led 

economic growth. Despite this, the constrained land 

supply means there is an unmet need for business land 

in Crawley of 35 hectares over the Plan period.

Yes

The CBLP confirms Crawley’s commitment to working 

with neighbouring authorities to address this unmet 

need in the most appropriate manner and locations, 

and establishes a hierarchy identified by the Northern 

West Sussex Economic Growth Assessment (2014), 

which is complementary to the approach promoted by 

the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership in its 

Strategic Economic Plan.

The preference for CBC is to explore options to 

accommodate Crawley’s needs within the CBC borough 

boundary in the north of the borough, and an Area of 

Search is identified on the CBLP Key Diagram. This land 

is however largely constrained by safeguarding for the 

possible development of a second runway at Gatwick 

Airport. In the event that identified business land needs 

cannot be accommodated in Crawley, the second 

preference identified in the hierarchy would be to 

direct delivery to land at Crawley/Gatwick, in areas 

immediately adjoining the borough.

HOR9 identifies an 83 hectare site at Land West of 

Balcombe Road, Horley, as a possible strategic 

employment location, capable of providing 200,000 sqm 

business floorspace and 10,500sqm floorspace for 

supporting facilities.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4352/rbbc_representor_0654


 The supporting HOR9 Strategic Employment Site: 

Economic Assessment (Chilmark, 2017) sets out that of 

the total business floorspace provided at the business 

park, 106,757sqm would accommodate unmet business 

need from Crawley, equating to 75% of Crawley’s total 

unmet business floorspace. In terms of job growth, the 

business park would provide 11,861 B-class jobs in total, 

including 4,553 as a result of Crawley’s unmet need. 

With regards to commuter patterns, the work finds the 

existing RBBC commuter outflow to Crawley borough as 

being 4,735 net, mainly within the service sector (e.g. 

financial and professional services) focused. The study 

finds that this is one of the main employment types 

likely to be attracted to Horley, and estimates that the 

new business park could achieve a clawback of 

approximately 1,407 B class jobs from Crawley.

As discussed in the Northern West Sussex Economic 

Growth Assessment (2014), there remains risk that if 

businesses are unable to expand close to Gatwick 

Airport, they may opt to leave the Gatwick Diamond 

entirely. A new business park at the HOR9 site will help 

facilitate the retention and expansion of existing 

businesses, whilst also enabling inward investment to 

be secured within the Gatwick 

Diamond. Equally, it is accepted that the location of the 

HOR9 site close to Crawley will create employment 

opportunities for residents in Crawley and the wider 

Gatwick Diamond.

It is recognised that the HOR9 site has strong potential 

to secure inward investment to the Gatwick Diamond 

and will help to accommodate some of the unmet 

business needs of Crawley. It will be important to 

ensure that, so far as possible, there is complementarity 

between business development at the HOR9 site and 

the established main employment area at Manor Royal. 

The Northern West Sussex Economic Growth 

Assessment Update (2015) finds that of Crawley’s total 

business land need 64% is for industrial land, and 36% is 

for office land. The bulk of floorspace proposed at 

HOR9 is anticipated to be office focused, and the 

anticipated HOR9 offer would help to address Crawley’s 

unmet office need whilst complementing the 

established industrial/warehouse related strengths of 

Manor Royal. This was supported by the evidence 

provided by the study commissioned by RBBC in order 

to consider the implications of this strategic 

employment site proposal6.

Lichfield recently prepared the Manor Royal Economic 

Impact Study on behalf of CBC and the Manor Royal 

BID7. 

The study recognises the constrained land supply 

position at Manor Royal and sets out recommendations 

to help ensure that Manor Royal is best-placed to retain 

its economic competiveness. With specific reference to 

the HOR9 site, the study outlines: ‘Over the longer term 

however, its proximity to Manor Royal means that it 

could legitimately compete with Manor Royal for 

occupiers and investment, depending upon the 

consented uses and the relative availability of 

development land and opportunities at Manor Royal’.

In this regard, whilst there does appear scope for the 

two business parks to operate in a complementary 

manner, should the proposed offer at HOR9 shift to a 

more industrial focus, it will be important to 

understand how the make up of uses at Horley could 

affect Manor Royal. Industrial uses represent a 

significant proportion of the existing Manor Royal offer 

and, although a shift to a more industrial-focused 

scheme at Horley has the scope to contribute towards 

meeting an aspect of Crawley’s unmet needs, such an 

approach potentially has greater scope to impact more 

directly on the function of Manor Royal. In this case, 

there would be need for further discussion and joint 

working between CBC and RBBC to fully assess and 

scope the implications, to ensure that HOR9 can 

operate in a manner that complements Manor Royal 

and which benefits the wider Gatwick Diamond.



The HOR9 requirement to bring forward delivery of the 

proposed business park on a comprehensive basis is 

supported. This will enable matters of economic impact 

and, in particular, transport to be considered at an early 

stage to ensure that the timely delivery of infrastructure 

and/or mitigation can be secure.

It will also be vital to ensure that the infrastructure 

impact associated with a possible strategic employment 

is fully considered to ensure that development is 

appropriately integrated and accessible. In particular, it 

will be important to address any arising impacts on the 

strategic infrastructure capacity, especially the strategic 

road network, including the motorway junction. This 

assessment should take account of the cumulative 

impact of significant housing permissions, allocations 

and proposals within the area in and around Crawley, 

and the growth of Gatwick Airport to its maximum 

capacity as a single runway, two terminal airport. It will 

also be important to consider the connectivity and 

impacts of any strategic employment site within the 

context of Manor Royal and Crawley. It is highly likely 

that significant commercial vehicle movements will be 

generated by development, as well as trips generated 

by employees 

accessing the site via a range of transport modes 

including sustainable transport modes and private 

motor vehicle.

CBC support the requirement for a full Transport 

Assessment and accompanying travel plans to support 

the development, in order to ensure impacts are 

mitigated from an early stage in the commencement of 

development on this proposed strategic site. In 

addition, on-going monitoring can assess the 

cumulative impacts against the originally projected 

assumptions and manage the effects accordingly over 

the anticipated lengthy time it could take for the site to 

be fully developed out.

Overall, the CBC position remains one of cautious 

support for the development of a business park at the 

HOR9 site. Continued joint working will be needed to 

scope how a possible strategic employment location at 

Horley can best help to address Crawley’s unmet 

business land supply needs, and the identified needs of 

the wider Gatwick Diamond, in a manner which 

complements the existing function of Crawley in its role 

as the Heart of the Gatwick Diamond. CBC would 

welcome the opportunity to continue to work with 

RBBC, the Gatwick Diamond authorities, and key 

business stakeholders, including Coast to Capital LEP, 

Gatwick Diamond Initiative, and Manor Royal BID.

Protection of the Environment

CBC welcome the recognition of the proposed strategic 

employment site allocation, HOR9, in its landscape 

setting and reinforcing the separate identity of 

settlements and the retention of a buffer to maintain 

this. The CBLP identifies this area, in the north of the 

borough, as the ‘North East Crawley Rural Fringe’ 

(Policy CH9: Development Outside the Built-Up Area)8. 

The CBLP Policy confirms this area has an important 

role in maintaining the separation of the distinct 

identities of Gatwick Airport, Crawley and Horley. This 

Character Area was established by the Crawley Borough 

Landscape Character Assessment9, and has been 

expanded upon in the CBC Green Infrastructure 

Supplementary Planning Document10.

CBC also support and encourage the integration of the 

allocation into the wider green infrastructure network 

noting the reference to upgrading and extending 

pedestrian/cycle routes and relationship with 

countryside, provision of open space and retention of 

green infrastructure assets.
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HOR9 Suggest a number of amendments It is understood that Crawley Borough Council could 

potentially accommodate unmet business-led 

employment needs on the land that is currently  

required to be safeguarded for a second runway for 

Gatwick Airport but until a final decision is made on 

this safeguarded land (delete: that) the Crawley 

Borough (delete: Council have) Local Plan (delete: 

an) identifies(delete: d) a deficit of 35 ha of B-use 

land (delete: floorspace). Until such time as the 

continuing requirement for safeguarding of land 

around Gatwick is either confirmed or not by central 

government, and there is an opportunity to 

reappraise land supply in Crawley Borough on this 

basis, it is possible that some business needs will not 

be capable of being met in Crawley once existing 

available land supply is developed out. The EGA 

(2014) finds that in this situation, some business 

needs could be displaced, potentially outside the 

sub-region entirely.

The preference of Crawley Borough Council is to 

meet its business land needs within the borough. 

However, (delete: from recent discussions it is 

understood that) Horley may be an appropriate 

location should (delete: this need) it be necessary to 

locate Crawley's unmet business land needs 

elsewhere. 

Yes

This would accord with the Northern West Sussex 

Economic Growth Assessment (2014) and Policy EC1 

(and supporting text) of the Crawley Borough Local 

Plan, which stipulates that if safeguarding 

restrictions in Crawley are retained then business-

led employment growth may be accommodated 

either on land immediately (delete: adjoining) at 

Crawley/ Gatwick in areas immediately adjoining the 

borough or, if this cannot be found, land near 

Crawley/ Gatwick. It is appreciated that the full 35 

ha of unmet supply may not necessarily translate to 

another borough on a commensurate scale, and this 

is reflected in the evidence base that has been 

prepared to support Policy HOR9: Horley Strategic 

Business Park. In particular, Economic Assessment: 

Task 1 (Supply and demand evidence) notes that it is 

likely that not all the demand coming from the 

borough of Crawley will be of a strategic nature, and 

some demand may be captured by other local 

authorities than Reigate & Banstead Borough 

Council beyond the functional economic area. Any 

business park at Horley should come forward in a 

manner that is complementary to Manor Royal 

Business District. I trust this provides sufficient 

clarity on those strategic matters you had identified 

as outstanding. 

CBC welcome the continued joint working and look 

forward to seeing a draft copy of the Statement of 

Common Ground between the two authorities.

In addition, CBC continue to consider the 

importance of the other areas identified in your 

table of strategic matters with potential cross-

boundary implications between our two authorities. 

It is worth highlighting the continuing strategic cross-

boundary importance of Gatwick Airport, which is 

understood falls within the scope of the “Transport” 

topic area. Furthermore, CBC would like to take this 

opportunity to suggest as part of the future 

anticipated Reigate and Banstead Core Strategy 

Review, it could be timely to review the Water Cycle 

Study which would benefit from multi-

authority/agency partnership. CBC would welcome 

early discussions in relation to the timetables for 

this next Plan document for RBBC.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4352/rbbc_representor_0654
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 1. It has not been made perfectly clear as to the 

advantages of having a large number of Shops/Offices 

and other businesses on a Site of this nature. The 

Council have been noticeably lax on this point.

2. This Site is a known Floodplain and with all the 

additional infrastructures on this Land would 

exacerbate the flooding risk much more than it is at 

present.

3. The character of the Area would be adversely 

affected by unsightly Offices and other buildings.

4. Similar Business Areas in Crawley still have vacancies 

and so there is no guarantee that the proposed Horley 

buildings will all be fully occupied within a reasonable 

timeframe.

5. The Wildlife in the area will be adversely affected 

also and indeed we have had Crested Newts on our 

property as your records will no doubt confirm. The 

Borough Inspectors visited us in this connection at the 

time and confirmed the Crested Newt prescence.

No

6. With all the new Housing and the additional number 

of inhabitants of the Business Park the existing Doctors' 

Surgeries would not be able to cope. Surgeries in 

Horley, Smallfield and Caterham Dene have decided to 

operate on a Modality Partnership basis in order to try 

to counteract the shortage of Doctors. Surgeries are 

now finding it much more difficult to cope with the 

expanding number of Patients. Patient lists are being 

closed as are some of the Surgeries themselves. The 

DMP proposals do not bode well for Patients therefore.

7. There has, at this stage, not been any note of the 

actual provisions of schooling in this area which is 

another indication of insufficient information being 

provided at an initial consultation. I would also like to 

be notified and attend any Public Hearing that takes 

place later in the year to hear the Council's views on the 

Public's response.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 The office building boom years ago, driven by business 

interests, was unsustainable, with space left empty in 

the long term. There is therefore no shortage of space 

for corporate use and apparently there is plenty of 

industrial space on existing sites near Gatwick. Every 

home owner needs employment, so unless there is 

dramatic reversal of opportunities , house building on 

the planned scale indicates to me that employment is 

likely to be out of area altogether.

No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

1) There is a clear lack of evidence to justify a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy(2014) 

or the "Town Centre Vision" document published in 

August 2015.  2) Surrey County Council's Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.   3) 

Horley would lose the Public Open Space that keeps 

Horley and Gatwick separated. The "Gatwick Open 

Setting" was created to protect Horley from Physically 

joining Gatwick Airport.  4) Large areas of the site are 

floodplain.  5) What are the benefits to Horley? They 

have not been demonstrated.  6) There has been a 

sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy 

e.g."Horley Master Plan 2005" and the "Town Centre 

vision 2015"  7) The "Core Strategy" published in July 

2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. " the Plans strategy 

envisages no new major commercial development for 

Horley".  8) Please refer to the comments made pages 

671-710 of the Consultation statement which have not 

been responded to.

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

In my opinion no consideration has been given to the 

increase in traffic, in an area where there is no capacity 

for extra infrastructure of roads. The Gatwick Open 

setting between Gatwick and Horley will be obliterated. 

The entire area is a known flood plain, who will pay out 

on the inevitable insurance claims? How will this plan 

benefit the residents of Horley, the argument of extra 

employment is weak in area of low unemployment. The 

cores strategy of 2014 never mentioned the plan and in 

fact actually sated that there would be no major 

development of Horley. This plan directly contradicts 

the 2014 strategy. Also the comments made in pages 

671-710 of the Consultation statement have not been 

responded to yet. Why not please?   I moved to Horley 

[...] in 1969. I believe that Horley then had the title of 

the largest village and the smallest town in England. My 

happiest memories as a child were of cycling to 

Langshott Woods (no longer possible). To walk along 

Lonesome Lane, blackberry picking (soon to be too 

dangerous due to the traffic from the new estate). To 

walk across Blackbridge from the Garden Estate, to look 

at the tadpoles in the pond in the woods (no longer 

there) and to walk across the foot path to the Balcombe 

Road to see the ponies and horses in the fields (which 

will all disappear if the business park development goes 

ahead).

  

 More open discussion and debate and proper open 

consultation with the people of Horley, many of 

whom don't seem to be aware of what is about to 

be foist upon them

No No

The roads around Horley can barely cope now; I can 

only imagine how difficult it will become to traverse the 

4 miles between Horley and Crawley if the business 

park becomes a reality.

 

That future generations need employment I concede 

but with Gatwick Airport next door, which we gave to 

West Sussex to retain a green belt for Horley, I really 

don't think unemployment will ever be an issue in this 

area-we all know a second runway will be an 

inevitability at some point, if not soon!.

 

Please, when you consider your decision for the 

business park, think of future generation's physical and 

mental well being. It's not all just about lining pockets. 

Remember that the emblem of Surrey County Council 

was the Oak Leaf, always on our school books. Will 

there be any Oak Trees left left?
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I would like to re-iterate statements I made when first 

hearing of Reigate and Banstead Council intention of 

developing a 172 acre area of land either side of the 

Balcombe Road in Horley and turning it into a business 

park.

This proposed development is entirely inappropriate for 

the area.  Not only would it encroach into green belt 

land and public open spaces, it would result in homes 

and small businesses being compulsorily purchased.  

There are many vacant industrial/business units in close 

proximity to Horley already lying empty and unused.  

The impact on the area would be totally unacceptable.  

The traffic on the Balcombe Road is already 

horrendous, with frequently traffic jams and virtual 

gridlock during rush-hour.  Adjacent roads with traffic 

trying to join the Balcombe Road are already subject to 

horrendous delays with the over-development of the 

area and recent additional housing estates having been 

built, and more in the process of being built.  With the 

local roads being subjected to even more traffic, much 

of which would be larger commercial vehicles, there 

would be even more safety problems, noise and 

pollution.

Remove HOR9. No



The area involved is also prone to flooding - being 

largely on the flood plain.  The business park would 

cover the public open spaces that are between Horley 

and Gatwick and that are there to protect Horley from 

being joined to Gatwick.  

The development is totally unnecessary in this area.  

The area already has very low unemployment, so the 

jobs created are not required.  There is so much 

development going on and planned in the Horley area 

that there will very soon be no open spaces.   A further 

172 acres of concrete - it appears that the Councils in 

the area have little regard for the requirements of the 

area and the people living in it.  

I am totally against this development - as are all the 

people I know in the area.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No/ Don't 

Know

No No/ Don't 

Know

There is no evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the Town Centre Vision document published in 

August 2015.    Surrey County Council's Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.    Horley 

would lose the public open space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick.  The Gatwick Open Setting was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  You would destroy this worsening the noise 

affect on Horley.    Large areas of the site are floodplain.    

There has been no demonstration of any benefits 

whatsoever to Horley.    There has been a sudden 

unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy (Horley 

Master Plan 2005) and the Town Centre Vision 2015.    

The Core Strategy published in July 2014 states that the 

Council will reuse and intensity existing employment 

land.  The Plan's strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.    I would request 

referral to the comments made on pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation Statement which have not been 

responded to.    Units on Manor Royal which have been 

empty for some time are now being turned into 

housing.  Gatwick Metro Centre in Horley has an 

abundance of empty units. 

Scrap the whole idea.  No Yes Reigate & Banstead 

Borough Council are not 

trustworthy.  There is an 

unhealthy relationship 

between Millhill 

Properties  and R&BBC.  

R&BBC us a 50% 

shareholder in Millhill 

Properties.  One of the 

Directors of Millhill 

Properties has been the 

Director of 3 Liquidated 

Companies already!!  

Carillion?!    The CEO of 

R&BBC is also a Director 

of the Gatwick Diamond 

(a paid lobbying group 

by R&BBC) who are 

supporting/lobbying for 

the plans.

 There is no justification in building another business 

park.    R&BBC are unhealthily hand in glove with 

Millhill Properties.    Why is there a difference in the 

number of hectares originally put forward?
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Member HOR9 No We believe this policy is not sound, and should be 

evidence to justify the need for a business park. This 

area does not suffer high unemployment, and there is 

ample vacant employment space in the surrounding 

area.

(2014), the ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Horley 

Town Centre Vision’ document (2015). The Core 

Strategy says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land and “envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley”.

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.

separates Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open 

Setting’ was created to protect Horley from physically 

joining Gatwick Airport.

to have been selected without consideration as to 

whether the site is appropriate for development.

No



should be dealt with at the planni application stage: 

‘mitigation should be identified at the planning 

permission application stage, at which point a more site 

specific transport assessment can be undertaken, but 

may include infrastructure improvements or measures 

to significantly reduce the number of trips generated by 

the development’. This approach is inadequate. Some 

assessment should be required at this stage – as this is a 

proposal for a stand-alone, very large, employment site, 

to be on greenfield land. A screening to identify levels 

of impacts, and acceptability should have informed its 

inclusion in the DMP. Yet no transport modelling 

appears to have been carried out, or reviewed as part 

of the plan-making process.
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Member HOR9 No We believe this policy is not sound, and should be 

evidence to justify the need for a business park. This 

area does not suffer high unemployment, and there is 

ample vacant employment space in the surrounding 

area.

(2014), the ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Horley 

Town Centre Vision’ document (2015). The Core 

Strategy says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land and “envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley”.

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.

separates Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open 

Setting’ was created to protect Horley from physically 

joining Gatwick Airport.

to have been selected without consideration as to 

whether the site is appropriate for development.

should be dealt with at the planni application stage: 

‘mitigation should be 

No

identified at the planning permission application stage, 

at which point a more site specific transport assessment 

can be undertaken, but may include infrastructure 

improvements or measures to significantly reduce the 

number of trips generated by the development’. This 

approach is inadequate. Some assessment should be 

required at this stage – as this is a proposal for a stand-

alone, very large, employment site, to be on greenfield 

land. A screening to identify levels of impacts, and 

acceptability should have informed its inclusion in the 

DMP. Yet no transport modelling appears to have been 

carried out, or reviewed as part of the plan-making 

process.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0013.10

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

13

Gatwick 

Airport 

Limited 

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

01

N/A Ms Rita Burns Gatwick 

Airport 

Limited 

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0034

Planning HOR9 Introduction 6.0: Policy HOR9 within the proposed 

Submission Plan is of key interest to Gatwick Airport 

Limited due to the proximity of the proposed strategic 

employment site to the Airport, the reliance on access 

to Gatwick Airport railway station and the potential 

impacts of development-related road traffic on the 

main access routes serving the Airport. GAL currently 

has a number of significant concerns in relation to the 

allocation of the site including its relationship with and 

potential impact on existing and future Airport 

operations. GAL therefore cannot support the proposed 

allocation in Policy HOR9 until issues identified below - 

primarily relating to surface access and the 

environment have been satisfactorily addressed. 

Surface Access 6.1: GAL has been in consultation with 

RBBC and its transport consultants over a number of 

months with regard to Policy HOR9 Horley Strategic 

Business Park. This has involved a dialogue with respect 

to access arrangements, traffic generation and 

assumptions regarding mode choice. 6.2: GAL 

recognises the importance of comprehensive travel 

planning for the site, taking advantage of measures to 

promote access by sustainable modes and active travel 

No Yes



choices. In particular, we note the importance of 

Gatwick Airport railway station and the reference to 

potential capacity improvements to manage additional 

station usage arising from the HOR9 employment site 

(Infrastructure Delivery Plan, Scheme Ref. NR1), to 

which we would add station access by a variety of 

modes. GAL will need to be consulted on these 

improvements during the transport assessment that will 

be required to accompany any development proposals. 

6.3: We are keen to actively engage with RBBC and its 

consultants regarding the improvement of pedestrian 

and cycling links between Horley town centre, the new 

development and Gatwick Airport railway station to 

support sustainable access by rail and enhance access 

for local residents working at the airport. This 

corresponds with Scheme CP10 as set out in the 

Infrastructure Delivery Plan. These improvements are 

important for the deliverability of the planned 

development as they directly impact on sustainable 

travel choices and the mitigation of traffic generated by 

the development. 6.4: With respect to vehicle access to 

the Horley Strategic Business Park site, and impact on 

the local and strategic road network, we retain a 

number of concerns over the soundness of the access 

plan for the Horley Business Park scheme as presented, 

which will require additional work on behalf of 

RBBC and/or the developer to resolve to satisfy GAL of 

the soundness and transparency of the proposed 

regarding trip generation, mode choice and travel 

planning indicate an optimistic view on vehicle access, 

particularly in peak periods. GAL objects to the current 

access proposals due to the uncertainty on whether 

capacity and junction performance are robust in light of 

these assumptions. In particular GAL would not 

recommend the use of airport related mode choice 

data as being wholly applicable for journeys to and 

from the new development. This creates uncertainty 

over the soundness of the road access plan supporting 

arrangement from M23 Jn 9a presented to GAL is 

directly on to the existing roundabout (which provides 

access to Gatwick Airport’s South Terminal). Analysis of 

the proposed, at-grade junction layout, indicates 

unacceptable delay and congestion caused by 

development traffic both with existing levels of vehicle 

traffic and with future traffic volumes assuming airport 

and background growth. GAL is concerned over the 

level of queueing proposed to be held within the 

development for traffic leaving the site and that this 

compromises deliverability and risks additional 

congestion on Airport Way.

 With existing proposals GAL does not believe the 

development meets the requirements of the Local Plan 

Policy TAP1 and that a revised access arrangement is 

required. GAL objects to the proposed access plan 

considering the significant cumulative traffic impacts 

identified. The Submission Plan must ensure that 

sustainability is at the centre of the proposed 

development in order for it to be acceptable and sound 

in planning terms. This has not been sufficiently 

GAL has made RBBC and its consultants aware of our 

own analysis of future traffic growth, and 

improvements we propose at M23 Jn 9a to complement 

the Highways England M23 Smart Motorway project, 

which we are discussing with Highways England. GAL’s 

proposed improvements are not incompatible with an 

additional access into the development but the increase 

in traffic generated by the employment site creates 

unacceptable cumulative congestion on the roundabout 

addition of trips generated by the new development, 

alongside growth in traffic associated with the airport, 

background trips and re-distribution following 

completion of the M23 Smart Motorway project, will 

require substantial improvements of the junction, 

including grade separation to remove conflict between 

east-west traffic and vehicles entering or exiting the 

development



. Without this scale of improvement GAL does not 

discussed the need for a grade separated junction 

arrangement to accommodate development traffic with 

the transport consultants advising RBBC on the Horley 

Strategic Business Park site. These discussions have 

confirmed that considerably more work is required to 

analyse the potential layout, its integration with the 

Highways England M23 Smart Motorway scheme and 

the impact on access to Gatwick Airport during and 

after construction. We will seek assurances on these 

issues to demonstrate the soundness of the plan and to 

demonstrate that lifecycle planning is in line with Policy 

DES8 Construction Management of the Submission 

consultants assume private vehicle access via a new 

junction on Balcombe Road. GAL should like to highlight 

inconsistencies in the provision of local access for 

Horley Business Park, which is in contradiction to the 

Requirements set out in the Development Management 

Plan (p146). Without vehicle access from Balcombe 

Road congestion and delay at M23 Jn 9a would be 

worse than that presented by

 RBBC’s consultants. GAL’s view is that the provision of 

access to the site, emphasising the use of sustainable 

modes and active travel, should be provided for local 

communities to access employment at the site without 

Strategic Highways Assessment undertaken by Surrey 

County Council in support of the Local Plan takes 

account of employment trips but not passenger 

journeys, and does not allow for growth at Gatwick 

Airport. This is a significant omission pertinent to the 

soundness of the access plan and is directly relevant to 

the assessment of highway access to the Policy HOR9 

Horley Strategic Business Park site. 6.5: GAL is working 

collaboratively with RBBC and its consultants to seek 

acceptable and sustainable solutions to these issues. 

This includes the development of robust and 

deliverable access arrangements at M23 Jn 9a, which 

we would expect to involve direct engagement with 

Highways England. However, at this stage GAL is unable 

to support the scheme based on the current access 

arrangements, assumptions regarding trip generation 

and growth. GAL is minded to object to the site 

allocation unless the development is specifically subject 

to the requirement for a grade separated junction 

arrangement from the M23 Spur. GAL’s position is that 

the proposed scheme cannot be considered acceptable 

in terms of sustainability and contends there are serious 

doubts on its deliverability due to uncertainty over 

traffic generation and highway impacts. Therefore it is 

the view of GAL that in its current form the proposed 

scheme at Holey Business Park does not represent best position is that the proposed scheme cannot be 

considered acceptable in terms of sustainability and 

contends there are serious doubts on its deliverability 

due to uncertainty over traffic generation and highway 

impacts. Therefore it is the view of GAL that in its 

current form the proposed scheme at Holey Business 

Park does not represent best planning practise which 

ultimately adversely affects the soundness and 

deliverability of the Submission Plan. 6.6: GAL would 

also expect any differences between the Development 

Management Plan and the planning assumptions for 

the Horley Strategic Business Park site to be made clear 

to the Planning Inspector and resolved in advance of 

the forthcoming Examination in Public. Environmental 

Considerations: 6.7: Creating a walkable business centre 

will increase footfall, which is a key factor for 

regeneration and sustainable development. A modern 

sustainable development requires schemes to be 

integrated with good pedestrian and cyclist routes and 

efficient public transport. GAL welcomes the proposals 

in the Submission Plan which could serve well in 

facilitating a more pedestrian/cycle friendly setting 

including upgrading the pedestrian/cycle routes from 

the proposed Business Park to Gatwick Airport Station. 

6.8: Improved pedestrian and public transport



 options as for the proposed Business Park may not only 

encourage greater footfall but also promote a lower 

carbon environment and contribute towards improving 

air quality which are essential features of sustainable 

growth - which is a key theme of a sound Development 

Plan. Maintaining good standards in air quality is an 

important environmental consideration when assessing 

a scheme of such scale (83ha) and the indirect impacts 

resulting from the high levels of traffic generation 

which would be induced by the Business Park proposal. 

6.9: Strictly controlled parking zones can be a successful 

method of encouraging greater use of public transport 

and the uptake to more sustainable modes of transport. 

GAL considers that it is absolutely imperative that 

airport related car parking is strictly prohibited from the 

proposed Business Park. This is necessary to support 

Policy TAP2. GAL considers that Planning Conditions will 

need to be imposed by the LPA to ensure that 

businesses within the proposed park do not permit 

airport related car parking within any car parking 

provision that they may be afforded.

 The issue of appropriate car parking would need to be 

tightly controlled and enforced on the site by the use of 

robust planning tools and GAL is keen to gain further 

clarification from RBBC on how this will be 

implemented. 6.10: The proposed Business Park falls 

within the 57dba leq noise contour. The latter is the 

trigger threshold for the onset of noise nuisance. The 

proposed scheme will therefore require a full noise 

impact assessment for exposure to noise from aircraft 

at this site and to meet the criteria of proposed Policy 

DES9. The building design of the scheme would need to 

adopt effective noise mitigation measures as best 

planning practise requires. However as the site is also 

proposed to include 5ha of new public open space GAL 

is seeking clarification as to how noise levels at this site 

will be acceptable for those future users of the public 

realm aspects as is being promoted. 6.11: The site 

proposed in Policy HOR9 is outside of the existing 

employment area and currently falls to ‘greenfield’. It is 

crucial that the principles of sustainability are a central 

tenet of the proposed new development and to ensure 

that the Submission Plan is promoting sustainable 

forms of development and so that the Submission Plan 

can be considered to be sound. The site lies within a 

flood risk zone which is a significant environmental 

issue for this site. 

GAL agrees that there should be no development within 

Flood Zone 2 to the North. However GAL also seeks to 

highlight concerns regarding areas elsewhere on the 

site which have the potential for significant onsite 

flooding risk and/or areas of the site which may induce 

off site flooding if the proposed development were to 

be built out. This would be a necessary requirement if 

the proposal is to meet all criteria of the Submission 

Plan Policy CCF2 Flood Risk. 6.12: In addition the flood 

attenuation strategies (such as SUDs) which are 

proposed as a mitigation for the potential impacts of 

flooding would need to be compliant with the 

requirements of the technical aerodrome safeguarding 

standards to ensure the operational safety standards of 

the airport were not compromised. (Please note: GAL 

has separately submitted a detailed Representation on 

all matters of Aerodrome Safeguarding in relation to 

the Submission Plan). 6.13: GAL considers that it is 

important that the green buffer between the proposed 

Business Park and the airport is maintained and to align 

to the Gatwick Open Setting designation. This is key to 

the overall sustainability aspects and potential 

opportunities of both the Submission Plan as well as to 

the specific site allocation as a proposed Business Park. 



Therefore, in addition to the proposed built 

development (including new external lighting) 

conforming to the technical aerodrome safeguarding 

standards it is also vital that the landscaping, replanting 

and biodiversity enhancements which may be adopted 

by the promoted scheme are also fully compliant with 

the needs of aerodrome safeguarding for the airport.
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ng

HOR9 On page 149 under ‘Design’ it mentions aerodrome 

safeguarding, we would be grateful if this could be 

amended as follows:

‘Height and design of buildings, lighting, landscaping 

and other design aspects to be consistent with the 

operational standards of Gatwick Airport and to respect 

aerodrome safeguarding requirements. More 

information is available at business.gatwickairport.com

On page 149 under ‘Design’ it mentions aerodrome 

safeguarding, we would be grateful if this could be 

amended as follows:

‘Height and design of buildings, lighting, landscaping 

and other design aspects to be consistent with the 

operational standards of Gatwick Airport and to 

respect aerodrome safeguarding requirements. 

More information is available at 

business.gatwickairport.com
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Yes HOR9 Yes No Yes We write on behalf of Horley Business Park 

Development LLP, to submit representations to the 

Draft Reigate and Banstead Development Management 

Plan DPD consultation, in particular focussing upon 

draft Policy HOR9 which seeks to allocate the site which 

is the subject of our client’s interest.

Horley Business Park Development LLP (“HBPD”) is a 

Joint Venture between Reigate and Banstead Borough 

Council, Millhill Properties (Horley) Ltd and Berwick Hill 

Properties with a remit to deliver the strategic 

employment site known as “Horley Business Park” 

(“HBP”), identified by draft Policy HOR9.

We welcome the allocation of HBP for employment 

purposes as well as the other complementary uses 

within the Policy. The Policy recognises the significant 

benefits that this allocation provides within the wider 

Gatwick Diamond area and the mutual benefits both to 

the future users of the business park by locating it close 

to Gatwick Airport and the benefits to the existing 

residents in Horley. As such, the principle of the 

allocation is wholly supported.

annex – HBPD Revised Policy Wording

Revised Draft Policy HOR9 – Land West of Balcombe 

Road

The site is allocated for:

A mix of business space for strategic employment 

purposes and suitable for a range of occupiers 

within Class B1 uses, limited B8 and appropriate 

airport-related Sui Generis employment uses.

A complementary range of commercial, retail, 

leisure, hotel and conferencing facilities to serve and 

facilitate the main business use of the site

At least 5 ha of new high quality public open space, 

including parkland and outdoor sports facilities

Requirements:

Development will be subject to the following 

requirements:

Movement and Accessibility:

Transport Statement that there will be no severe 

residual impact on the Local and Strategic road 

network, taking into account the impact of 

committed developments in the borough and 

surrounding areas including West Sussex and any 

viable mitigation;

Yes Yes Given the multiplicity 

and complexity of the 

issues

However, as drafted, Policy HOR9, together with related 

aspects of Policy NHE1 contain a number of issues 

which must be addressed to make the Plan “sound” and 

to maximise the prospects of delivering sustainable 

economic development at the site over the plan period. 

Indeed, this is required in order to perform the sub-

regional role that is envisaged for the site and it order 

for it to deliver the maximum benefits for the wider 

area and community.

In summary, our case is that these policies, as currently 

drafted, fail the tests of the NPPF in terms of 

“soundness” as set out at paragraph 182 on the 

following bases:

restrictions and could include a greater recognition of 

the role of other use classes as part of a high quality 

office led development and provide the wider benefits;

terms of the proposed restrictions on use of the 

additional highway access to Balcombe Road;

unjustified in terms of the application of the “buffer” 

across the site (by means of NHE1); and

road network (M23 spur);

limited to an agreed percentage of registered 

business car park users, public transport and 

emergency services;

impact of additional traffic on surrounding local 

roads;

and a comprehensive travel plan;

including existing bus infrastructure/passenger 

facilities and measures to maximise the accessibility 

of routes/services to future occupiers - in and 

around the site

routes from the Business Park to Horley town centre 

and Gatwick Airport station;

Drainage

excepting limited access, parking and infrastructure) 

on land within Flood Zone 2, incorporating 

appropriate mitigation measures into the landscape 

buffer and improvements to the ditch network 

within the site;

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1487/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


comprehensive delivery of development across the 

entire site by means of a masterplan.  Representations: 

We generally support the allocation of Land West of 

Balcombe Road as a strategic, sub-regional, 

employment site which supports the wider vision of the 

Gatwick Diamond.

However, whilst recognising the positive support that 

the draft Policy affords we consider that the draft 

Development Management Plan DPD (Policies HOR9 

and NHE1) is currently “unsound” because as drafted 

these policies, and, hence, the Plan:

a) Does not support “flexible use of land” for the site 

allocation, and contain unnecessary restrictions in 

terms of the uses on site, making it ineffective:

o as drafted HOR9 is silent on the acceptability of a 

number of use classes which would allow the provision 

of a business park which reflects the current occupier 

demand, such uses include a Hotel, Conference 

facilities, Sui generis, and Airport related activity.

o The Council’s Evidence base points to an office 

orientated business park. Whilst HBPD is committed to 

a predominantly office-based development, it feels that 

a degree of policy flexibility in respect of the mix of uses 

permitted would support the successful delivery of a 

high quality business park.

measures as appropriate. These measures should 

ensure no increase in the risk of flooding to the site 

and nearby properties and should seek 

opportunities to reduce both the cause and impact 

of existing flooding. Opportunities to reduce cause 

and impact of flooding should be explored;

run-off including a comprehensive system of SUDs;

Design

transition to, and relationship with, neighbouring 

residential and countryside areas, including through 

appropriate height, massing and siting of buildings 

and suitable consideration of shared boundaries to 

include measures to reinforce existing tree and 

hedgerow screening;

public open space, to the north and north east of 

the site, to reinforce the distinctive identity of 

Horley and its separation from Gatwick Airport (and 

Crawley) and the wider countryside setting to the 

east of the site;

 The Policy should also allow sufficient flexibility to 

cater for shifting occupier sentiment in the future, 

facilitating an ability to cater for such uses coupled with 

limited B8. The implied prohibition of these uses is 

could constrain economic growth and undermine the 

long term success of the business park;

b) Does not represent a “clear understanding of 

business needs within the economic markets” 

(Paragraph 160 and 161 NPPF), also making 

unnecessary restrictions in terms of the uses, making 

the Policy ineffective:

o there is a clear market demand for B8 floorspace in 

the area, and HBP represents an opportunity to address 

some of this need whilst retaining its focus as an office 

orientated development.

c) Fails to “plan positively” for HBP – as drafted Policy 

HOR9 is unnecessarily restrictive, ineffective and 

unjustified, and prevents economic growth:

o The proposed limited vehicular access from Balcombe 

road has been poorly informed by a strategic highways 

assessment rather than Micro simulation.

o The requirement for a buffer (along the Southern 

boundary) pursuant to NHE1 is overly restrictive, 

prevents delivery of a development quantum to meet 

the need shown in the Council’s evidence base.

to reflect the strategic business park concept 

including sufficient flexibility and adaptability in 

building parameters and to provide adaptability to 

cater for a range of micro businesses, expanding and 

established businesses and major occupiers and to 

be complemented by high quality public realm;

Protection and enhancement of existing trees and 

hedgerows where possible and enhancement of 

green/blue infrastructure on site, and reflecting the 

River Mole Biodiversity Opportunity Area;

design aspects to be consistent with the operational 

standards of Gatwick Airport and to respect 

aerodrome safeguarding requirements;

contour, design must ensure an appropriate interior 

environment for users;

lighting upon neighbouring residential and adjoining 

countryside areas which are intrinsically dark to 

avoid light pollution to the night sky;

to adjacent residential and open areas.

Uses

d) Does not “plan strategically” - The current Policy 

requires that the site should be master planned and 

developed in its entirety and not delivered piecemeal. 

There is scope to strengthen the policy wording for 

HOR9 requiring the agreement of a masterplan to 

ensure that all parties work together to deliver the 

allocation effectively, making the requirement clear.

Additional Use Classes at Horley Business Park (Policy 

HOR9) (pursuant to unsoundness reasons a) and b))

National Policy, within the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) is strongly supportive of sustainable, 

flexible employment provision in appropriate locations. 

The NPPF explains at paragraph 18 that,

“The Government is committed to securing economic 

growth in order to create jobs and prosperity, building 

on the country’s inherent strengths, and to meeting the 

twin challenges of global competition and of a low 

carbon future.”

Accordingly, the NPPF states that local planning 

authorities should, “plan proactively to meet the 

development needs of business and support an 

economy fit for the 21st century.” (para 20). The NPPF 

also encourages local provision of jobs and 

infrastructure pursuant to preventing people travelling 

long distances. At paragraph 37, the NPPF states:

purposes with more limited B1b, B1c, B8 and non B 

Class uses, including appropriate airport related Sui 

Generis uses.

catering, limited retail provision, hotel and 

conferencing, gym, crèche and medical services and 

similar provision but not at a scale likely to 

significantly divert trade from the wider area or to 

detract from the prime focus of the site as a 

Strategic Business Park.

Delivery

delivery of the development, the use of the site and 

appropriate off-site considerations will be required, 

including for infrastructure, open space and social 

commitments. These will include:

testing

procurement and similar skills/capacity support (in 

conjunction with local education and training 

providers)

provide non-car alternatives to facilitate accessibility 

not reliant on the use of private cars



“Planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses 

within their area so that people can be encouraged to 

minimise journey lengths for employment, shopping, 

leisure, education and other activities.”

RBBC’s adopted Core Strategy (July 2014) identified, at 

Policy CS5, the need to “promote and support” 

economic prosperity and regeneration. Pursuant to this, 

the Policy requires that the Council, through future site 

allocations and development management policies 

would plan for:

“…a range of types and sizes of employment premises 

to cater for the needs of established, growing and start-

up businesses; and ensuring sufficient flexibility to meet 

their changing needs and attract new businesses.”

area

The development of the site will be in accordance 

with an agreed master plan of the entire HOR9 

allocation, produced by relevant parties in 

consultation with the Council, requiring 

comprehensive development in line with the above 

requirements. The master plan will be submitted to 

assist the consideration of subsequent planning 

application (s) and must include details on phasing, 

programming of infrastructure and details on 

quantum of development and appropriate uses.

To assist with the proper planning and on-going 

functioning of the site Supplementary Planning 

Guidance will be provided.

Specifically, the Policy explains that RBBC will “plan for 

the delivery of additional employment floorspace,” 

including for new employment floorspace outside 

existing allocations and town centres where this is 

“located in accordance with sustainability principles.”

Of particular note, the Core Strategy justification notes 

RBBC’s position in the Gatwick Diamond and the 

extremely well-connected nature of the Borough. The 

justification notes that the Borough offers a “strong 

strategic location for business” (para 5.5.6). 

Furthermore, the justification notes the particular roles 

fulfilled by various localities within the Borough. Horley 

is noted in particular for its “smaller office and 

industrial premises.” (para 5.5.7). The Core Strategy 

explains that the Borough will “continue to be 

influenced by its location within the Gatwick Diamond” 

(para 5.5.8) with the goal of delivering an 

“internationally recognised business location with a 

global future in a sustainable way”.

The Core Strategy indicates that evidence demonstrates 

that there is increasing demand for both office and 

warehouse floorspace, and a consequent decrease in 

demand for industrial floorspace. However, the 

justification, rightly, reflects the longevity of the plan 

period and accepts the need for flexibility in terms of 

the employment floorspace delivered. The justification 

notes that for “smart growth” to occur, there needs to 

be a “flexible approach [in place] that allows businesses 

to have the access to the right type of employment 

floorspace” (para 5.5.12). The Core Strategy notes that 

the commercial market offers a wide choice as to type 

of floorspace, and, accordingly, considers that the 

planning regime should respond to this. The 

justification states, “this [flexible provision] can be 

achieved through designation of a range of different 

types of employment area, and flexible employment 

policies to ensure that the market is able to respond to 

changing demands for different types or sizes of 

premises over the plan period.”

The site, located adjacent to Gatwick Airport and in 

close proximity to the sustainable settlement of Horley, 

is a highly-accessible, sustainable location for 

employment. In light of the identification of a 

requirement for 



warehouse premises and the need for flexibility in 

employment provision, HBPD considers that the 

allocation under HOR9 should be widened to allow for 

some additional types of employment provision, 

notably provision for B8 (Storage and Distribution) at 

this location, together with additional, complementary 

uses such as a Hotel, conferencing facilities, airport 

related uses and other sui generis uses complimentary 

to an office focused business park.

Such policy flexibility would enable HBP to respond to 

the NPPF and Core Strategy Policy requirement to 

respond to market signals and deliver the flexible 

employment space that can adjust and respond to 

market signals over the plan period.

In support of this stance, HBP has commissioned the 

associated report (Economic Evidence Review) which is 

at Appendix 1. This provides support for the allocation 

for employment uses under HOR9 but also explains, 

with reference to market data, why (proportionately) 

additional employment uses such as B8 warehousing 

should also be included within this allocation having 

regard to its primary role as an office based business 

park.

Given that the provision of employment space and 

complementary uses at this location is 

evidentially justified, HBPD considers that the draft 

policy requirement, which seeks to secure an Economic 

Impact Assessment, is superfluous, would affect the 

effectiveness of the policy, and should be removed.

With reference to the evidence provided, we consider 

that the amendment to the Policy wording, as set out in 

the Annex will enable the Development Management 

Plan Policy HOR9 will provide for sustainable and 

flexible employment provision at this location. The 

revised Policy would underpin the NPPF and Core 

Strategy aim of providing flexible and sustainable 

employment floorspace, and would encourage jobs and 

investment into the Borough and wider Gatwick 

Diamond. The above revisions would therefore assist in 

making the Policy, and Plan, reflective of business 

needs, flexible and therefore effective and consistent 

with national policy. The unnecessary restrictions would 

be removed. Reasons a) and b) as to “unsoundness” 

would therefore be addressed.

Further vehicular access from Balcombe Road (Policy 

HOR9) (pursuant to unsoundness reason c))

The draft Policy envisages one form of occupier car 

access to HBP, a new limb to J9a. An additional access is 

proposed from Balcombe Road to the east but the 

existing policy wording limits this to emergency vehicle 

and public transport use.

Highways England has identified for the site a 

requirement for a secondary access from Balcombe 

Road. Accordingly, in liaison with Highways England, 

Gatwick Airport, RBBC, the highways authority (Surrey 

County Council) and the adjacent highways authority 

(West Sussex County Council) discussions and micro 

simulation modelling work has taken place taking into 

account the provision of a secondary access (with 

appropriate physical restrictions to control its use).

While Surrey County Council and West Sussex County 

Council have produced traffic models which have been 

utilised in preparation of the draft Plan, it is noted that 

in both cases these models are of a strategic nature and 

neither analyses HBP’s proposals in detail. These 

representations do not seek to challenge the over-

arching assumptions of these strategic models; 

however, they do provide evidence as to why, on a site 

specific basis, further traffic modelling work is required.

Accordingly, as indicated above, HBPD has 

commissioned its own transport evidence, in the form 

of site specific micro simulation modelling, from Vectos, 

which includes responses to the Surrey, West Sussex 

and Highways England models. Critically, this evidence 

provides its own detailed micro simulation of the local 

highway conditions 

Appendices included:

Transport evidence

Economic Evidence Report



pursuant to demonstrating the necessity and 

acceptability of a secondary access.

At Appendix 2, the Transport Evidence explains, reflects 

on and includes details about this micro-simulation 

traffic modelling and demonstrates that a secondary 

access can be provided without severe consequences to 

the local high network, this secondary access limited to 

a small percentage of registered business park users 

and subject to physical controls to avoid any abuse or 

create unauthorised access (or ‘rat-running’) directly 

through to Junction 9a. .

With reference to the evidence provided at Appendix 2, 

HBPD considers that the amendment to the policy 

wording, as set out in the Annex, will enable the 

Development Management Plan Policy HOR9 to provide 

for the effective, safe and required additional access to 

the site, which will address the “unnecessarily 

restrictive” and “ineffective” reason for “unsoundness” 

relating to highway access at set out at c) above.

Limit of Development in Flood Zone 2

In terms of development in areas susceptible to 

flooding, national policy within the NPPF (paragraph 

100), states the following:

“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding 

should be avoided by directing 

development away from areas at highest risk, but 

where development is necessary, making it safe without 

increasing flood risk elsewhere.”

As to the definition of “inappropriate development”, 

the related technical guidance, “Flood Risk and Coastal 

Change” (DCLG – 2014) states that (Table 2), the 

following uses are considered “less vulnerable” in terms 

of flood risk classification:

“Buildings used for shops; financial, professional and 

other services; restaurants, cafes and hot food 

takeaways; offices; general industry, storage and 

distribution”

The Government’s Flood Risk Assessments in Zones 2 

and 3 (update February 2017) confirms that restrictions 

on “less vulnerable” development (i.e. the “exceptions 

test”) do not apply for “less vulnerable” development in 

Flood Zone 2.

Notwithstanding this, HBPD wishes to present a positive 

strategy and design solution that avoids placing built 

development (i.e. buildings as opposed to access, 

parking and infrastructure) within Flood Zone 2. Given 

that it is the northern reaches of the site that are within 

Flood Zone 2, and the representations consider that the 

northern part of the site is the most appropriate for a 

landscape buffer, HBPD considers that policy 

amendments should 

reflect the degree of coterminosity between the two 

requirements. The amendment also makes explicit the 

fact that limited development where necessary, aside 

from built development (i.e. buildings) can be provided 

here.

Accordingly, the wording of HOR9 should be revised to 

read as set out in the Annex to clarify this matter and 

ensure consistency of approach.

Clarification regarding the delivery of the site (pursuant 

to unsoundness reason d))

HBPD supports the principle of a phased approach to 

development being secured by virtue of a masterplan, 

which, as the policy wording explains, should be a 

developer-produced document. HBPD considers that 

the wording could be strengthened pursuant to 

ensuring the site can be delivered comprehensively and 

as a single site through all parties working together.

HBPD has made the revisions to the policy wording for 

HOR9 as shown in the Annex to ensure that all parties 

work in co-operation in terms of the site delivery, 

making the application of the Policy clear and 

addressing “unsoundness” reason d).

Summary In summary, HBPD supports the principle of 

the HOR9 allocation, as it would meet identified sub 

regional

need and the needs with the Gatwick Diamond.

A



 It is located in a highly sustainable location close to 

Gatwick

Airport and Horley and will provide significant local 

benefits.

However, it is our view that the draft Policies HOR9 and 

NHE1 are, as written, unsound as it these are based

on insufficient evidence base, are unjustified, 

ineffective and is therefore not in accordance with the 

NPPF.

HBPD considers that the representations made, the 

evidence produced, and the amendments made, will

serve to make the policies, and hence the plan, sound.

These representations are submitted on behalf of 

HBPD. HBPD has a shared interest in ensuring that 

Horley

Business Park can be delivered over the plan period. 

The representations made are intended to make Policy

HOR9 (and NHE1 where it relates to HBP) as effective as 

possible, ensuring that sustainable employment

development can be delivered and optimised in this 

location.

We trust that you are able to take these representation 

into account and that our suggested changes will be

considered further.

We would welcome further opportunity to work with 

the Council and other relevant parties ahead of the

Examination of the Local Plan in order to address the 

issues raised in both of our representations and reach

an agreement on the wording of Policy HOR9 and 

related Policy NHE1.

HBPD hereby requests attendance at any forthcoming 

Examination in Public (EiP) by virtue of having made

these representations.

Should you require any further information at this stage 

please do not hesitate make contact with Richard

Robeson at this office.
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HOR9 Evidence 

Base - 

SHAR

Thank you for your correspondence dated 11 January 

2018 inviting Highways England to comment on the 

Reigate & Banstead Development Management Plan 

Reg.19.

Highways England has been appointed by the Secretary 

of State for Transport as strategic highway company 

under the provisions of the Infrastructure Act 2015 and 

is the highway authority, traffic authority and street 

authority for the strategic road network (SRN). The SRN 

is a critical national asset and as such Highways England 

works to ensure that it operates and is managed in the 

public interest, both in respect of current activities and 

needs as well as in providing effective stewardship of its 

long-term operation and integrity. 

Our interest in such Strategy documents is specifically 

focussed on the council’s approach to highway and 

transport matters in relation to regeneration and new 

development. We are keen to understand how local 

authorities initially identify and prioritise transport 

improvements in order to deliver sustainable 

development. Specifically how local authorities set and 

implement policy to manage trip demands and 

ultimately how these might affect the safe and efficient 

operation of the SRN for which we are responsible. 

No



Highways England will be concerned that the 

cumulative effect of development proposals have the 

potential to impact on the safe and efficient operation 

of the SRN, in this case the A23 and the M25 and M23 

junctions adjacent and within the councils boundary. 

The council will need to provide sufficient evidence to 

demonstrate that the proposals have no residual severe 

impacts on the operation of the SRN or provide 

proposals to mitigate such impacts to an acceptable 

level. This is particularly relevant where a new 

connection to the SRN is required to enable strategic 

development. In this regard, Highways England note the 

inclusion of policy HOR9 - Land west of Balcombe Road, 

Horley in Section 3D: Area 3 - The Low Weald - 

Potential strategic employment site. Highways England 

have already given an undertaken to work positively 

with the council with regard to this site and will 

continue to do so. In developing an approach to dealing 

with the potential negative traffic impacts of this site on 

the SRN, there will need to be a strong focus on 

sustainable public transport and measures which are 

highly likely to encourage its use and positively 

discourage the use of car borne trips. 

Highways England note that a Strategic Highway 

Assessment Report has been submitted as part of the 

evidence base.  Highways England provided comments, 

on this version of the SHAR,  to Reigate and Banstead 

on the 24th October 2017 and a meeting was held on 

15th November to discuss those comments.  Further 

comments were sent to Reigate and Banstead on 22 

December and, in reply on 2 January 2018, Reigate and 

Banstead said they would consider our comments and 

how best to proceed.  Highways England have heard 

nothing further specifically in respect of the SHAR and 

therefore our formal comments are incomplete until we 

have had an opportunity to view and review an updated 

SHAR. 

I trust that the above comments are of assistance and 

look forward to our continued involvement
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Town Clerk HOR9 Questions The Town Council feels that it is unclear if the allocation 

of part of the Forge Wood Development is as a business 

park and the prospect of the Manor Royal business 

district continuing to grow, has been considered. The 

Town Council believes the consultants’ reports are 

biased in favour of making the case for a business park 

in Horley. The Council questions whether the evidence 

is sound and robust as some of the figures are historic 

and whilst some evidence indicates a need; the Council 

has yet to see evidence that a business park would 

bring an economic benefit to Horley.

Questions whether the evidence is sound and robust 

as some of the figures are historic and whilst some 

evidence indicates a need; Horley Town Council has 

yet to see evidence that a business park would bring 

an economic benefit to Horley.

Yes
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Town Clerk HOR9 The Town Council noted with concern that the A23 

Airport Way is designated a hot spot, yet this is also the 

proposed access point to the proposed new Business 

Park in Horley.

The Town Council noted with concern that the A23 

Airport Way is designated a hot spot, yet this is also 

the proposed access point to the proposed new 

Business Park in Horley.

Yes
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Town Clerk HOR9 In the absence of any detailed information with so 

many variable factors to take into account, we are 

unable to comment on a site which has so many issues 

to be addressed, such as, flood alleviation, its conflict 

with public open space provision, surface access, 

commercial viability, site layout and design, its 

relationship to adjacent properties, and links to the 

town centre.

Until these fundamental aspects are clarified, we would 

reserve any

comment on this potential site for employment 

provision. This site

continues to be of great concern to the people of 

Horley and we would urge RBBC to make further details 

available at the earliest opportunity to help alleviate 

these concerns.

Further detail should be made available as soon as 

possible. 
Yes

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1501/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
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HOR9 Horsham District Council welcomes the discussions that 

have been held at officer level since the publication of 

the Reigate Regulation 18 consultation document in 

2016, in which the context for the proposed allocation 

of this site was explained in further detail. Overall, 

Horsham District Council is supportive of the need for 

land to be provided for business development within 

the Gatwick Diamond area as a whole, and consider 

that this would benefit the wider economy of all 

districts and boroughs in the Gatwick Diamond area.

Horsham District Council, together with Mid Sussex 

District Council and Crawley Borough Council undertook 

an Economic Growth Assessment in 2014, in order to 

understand how each council may best achieve 

economic growth, and to provide a basis on which to 

develop land use planning policies to achieve this. In 

response to the Employment Growth Assessment, 

Horsham District Council allocated 4.6ha of land for a 

high quality business park as part of the allocation of 

land to the ‘Land north of Horsham’ (Policies SD1 and 

SD2 of the Horsham District Planning Framework, 

2015).

No

We note that paragraph 3.138 of the Chilmark “Supply 

and Demand Evidence” (September 2017) concludes 

there is strategic demand potential in Reigate and 

Banstead for between 183,200 and 213,640 sqm of B 

Use Class floorspace up to 2035. This is split: 66,442-

80,885 sqm of strategic local need; 106,757 sqm unmet 

need from Crawley and 10,000-26,000 sqm relocation 

demand potential. We are keen to ensure that this 

floorspace at Horley is complementary to that being 

provided at Land North of Horsham and that both 

developments contribute to the continued economic 

success of the Gatwick Diamond area as a whole. We 

therefore would welcome the opportunity to work with 

Reigate and Banstead Council to address this issue 

together.

It is also recognised that the proposal, if taken forward, 

would have some transport impacts, including the need 

for a new access from the M23 and transport measures 

to manage additional traffic on the Balcombe Road and 

the Chequers roundabout. It may however be necessary 

to undertake further assessment (in consultation with 

West Sussex County Council) to ensure that impacts on 

the road network would not have severe impacts on 

roads 

within Sussex, including those in Horsham District.

The DMP highlights on page 5 that the Core Strategy 

(2012) plans for a total of 6,900 new homes between 

2012 and 2027, or an annual average of 460 homes per 

year. Reigate & Banstead’s latest Housing delivery 

Monitor (Position at 31 March 2017) identifies at page 

17 that between 2012 and 31 March 2017, there were 

2,417 net completions. This equates to an average of 

483 dwellings per year, a figure which is only 5% above 

the Core Strategy target. Horsham District Council are 

keen to ensure that their neighbours are all “leaving no 

stone unturned” in their attempts to ensure that their 

housing targets are met by 2027. Horsham District 

Council would therefore urge Reigate and Banstead to 

include a contingency for housing within Policy HOR9, 

should the proposed economic development at this site 

not come forward as envisaged, and additional housing 

sites be required to meet housing need.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am writing regarding the Horley Business Park, as set 

out in the Development Management Plan Proposed 

Submission document.                                                                                                                                                                  

My position on the Business Park has long been that the 

idea itself is a good one: anything that can be done to 

strengthen and provide support for start-ups ans small 

business should be encouraged.                                                                                                                                                    

Importantly, however, I have always said that this 

should not be to the detriment of the local area. over 

the last few years, I have repeatedly called on the 

Council to provide me with evidence that the Business 

Park will bring real and specific benefits to Horley. To 

my frustration, this evidence has not been forthcoming. 

While I appreciate the strong general economic impact 

that the site could have, it is unfair to expect a local 

community to suffer without seeing any benefits. Even 

at his late stage, it is still difficult to see how the 

benefits of the Business Park will outweigh the 

inconvenience, loss of open space and strain on 

infrastructure it will bring.                                                                                                                                                         

Recently, [...]simple poll to gauge opinion from 

residents visiting [...] Facebook page. While this poll 

was not fully representative, it did show overwhelming 

disagreement with the proposal. The final results of the 

poll speak for themselves: 1000 votes against (89%) and 

134 votes in favour (11%). 

Requires evidence of benefits for Horley. No

The reaction to the poll was the largest level of 

engagement [...] have ever seen on [...] Facebook page. 

This level of public response and concern must be 

addressed.                                                                                                  

Aside from this simple yes/ no poll, constituents have 

also written to [...] to set out the specific concerns they 

have with the proposal and location:                                                                                  

- There is some confusion over the demand for a 

Business Park in Horley. Constituents have described 

nearby sites in Crawley and Reigate as having numerous 

empty units. Plans for the Horley Business Park remain 

vague: it is unclear who or what will occupy the space.                                                                                                                                                                                       

- There are serious worries about the loss of such a 

large amount of green and open space, particularly as ti 

is one of the few remaining areas that provides 

separation between Horley and Gatwick Airport. 

Horley's distinctiveness must be protected, and loss of 

this separation would only be detrimental to that aim.                                                                                                                                                                                                                              

- As ever, infrastructure is a key point of concern: 

constituents are worried about the potential increased 

traffic flow and the wider impact this would have on the 

community. There is also the matter of building in a 

flood zone.                                                                                                                                                                                               

The decision to build the Business Park is one that 

should not be taken lightly. Once this development 

starts, there would be no going back. [...] constituents 

have some serious concerns about the impact the 

development would have on their community, and I am 

yet to see any evidence of benefits for Horley 

specifically, despite repeated requests. Without seeing 

these benefits, I am unable to support this proposal.                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

I would welcome your comments on this matter so that 

I may feed back to [...] constituents. As ever, I am more 

than happy to meet to discuss in person and am always 

open to hearing about how the proposal could indeed 

benefit Horley.  
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Yes HOR9 Don't know No No Firstly, I would like to highlight that the responses given 

by members of the public regarding HOR9 at the 

Regulation 18 stage of the consultation were not 

adequately responded to. 268 people wrote to the 

Council and objected to the business park, stating a 

wide variety of valid concerns and highlighting policy 

constraints. Yet none of the comments were actually 

responded to and these comments will not be carried 

forward. Comments were broken down, paraphrased 

and archived in the 700-page consultation statement. 

Next to nearly every comment was the statement 

“Policy updated in line with evidence base” yet the 

policy was not changed as a result of the 

representations made. The ‘Summary of changes 

between Regulation 18 and Regulation 19’ document 

which takes in to account the representations made at 

the Regulation 18 stage states “Policy has been updated 

for clarity and robustness”, however no apparent 

changes were made.

The Council have consulted the public, but ignored their 

representations even when they are in line with the 

evidence presented within the DMP evidence base, 

such as the current policy constraint’s, flooding issues, 

traffic, noise, pollution and more. The ‘Sustainability 

Appraisal’ (page 130) recognises these same concerns

Remove HOR9. Yes Yes We would like to take 

part in the DMP 

representations. 

 “This site is located reasonably close to the town 

centre and is likely to be accessible by methods of 

transport other than cars. However, part of the site is 

located within flood zones, and the site is near to 

residential properties and a busy main road, possibly 

leading to problems with noise and air pollution.” Yet 

noting has been done to address these issues.

We would also like to highlight the difficulty that we 

have had in having sufficient time to fully read all of the 

DMP documents and evidence base before formulating 

our representations. The main DMP Document, its 

Annexes and the Consultation Statement would take 

over 99 hours to read, based on a 5 minute per A4 page 

reading time. That is not including all of the documents 

and reports in the DMP evidence base. We feel that the 

consultation time period is unrealistic given the formal 

nature of the representations required. The average 

individual in full time employment would find it difficult 

to fully analyse the documents and make a suitable 

representation in the timeframe given.

We strongly object to the proposed changes to the 

Local plan and we do not believe policy HOR9 to be 

sound for the reasons outlined below, many of which 

include the points we raised at the Regulation 18 stage 

of the consultation.

Inconsistency and misleading site data

There has been much confusion surrounding the size of 

the business park site, seemingly due to the confidential 

nature of the proposal. In October 2015 the site was 

identified by the Council as being on both sides of the 

Balcombe Road (172 acres). In the Regulation 18 stage 

of the consultation the site was identified as being on 

the Western side of the Balcombe Road now identified 

as SEH1 and SEH2 (Bayhorne Farm, Fishers Farm and 

Meadow Croft House). The Regulation 19 DMP stated 

that “In the longer term, beyond the current plan 

period, potential for development on the eastern site of 

Balcombe Road may be explored  subject to 

employment, business and economic development 

needs.” The document only showed a map highlighting 

the western side of the Balcombe Road. However, the 

Regulation 19 DMP page 146 states that the site area is 

83ha (over 205 acres). Upon querying this discrepancy 

with the Planning and Policy team at the Council on the 

13/2/18 we were told verbally on the telephone that 

the figure was incorrect and was a mistake and should 

read 32ha (79 acres). Furthermore, in the DMP Viability 

Report (page 17) the site area is listed as being 31ha. It 

is very concerning 

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1491/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


that a mistake of this nature was not noticed by the 

Council prior to the DMP being published. It is also 

concerning that the Council have not been able to 

highlight this error to the public. We question if the 

DMP is legal based on this misinformation.

Lack of supporting evidence to substantiate the need

The opening statement in the Regulation 19 DMP 

relating to the business park says “There is increasing 

pressure on existing employment land provision in the 

borough from alternative uses. In particular recent 

changes to permitted development rights introduced by 

central government are resulting in a loss of 

employment sites to residential uses, at a time when 

the economy is growing, but still fragile from the recent 

economic downturn.” This is suggestive that controlling 

the conversion of employment space to residential 

space is beyond the scope of the Council. However, the 

Council can stop the change of use and protect existing 

employment space by using an ‘Article 4 Direction’, as 

other local Councils have done such as ‘Epsom and 

Ewell Borough Council’. Our recent Freedom of 

Information request showed us that Reigate and 

Banstead Borough Council (RBBC) have not used any 

‘Article 4 Directions’. The Council are choosing not to 

protect existing employment space in the 

Borough. RBBC has stated that there is an “increasing 

pressure on existing employment space” but this does 

not justify a need, so is therefore not a sound or valid 

justification for a business park in Horley’s Public Open 

Space.

In the ‘Scope for a strategic employment site within 

Reigate & Banstead’ report published in 2014 by 

Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners (NLP) it says that “The 

Council seeks to explore whether and what role the 

Borough could play in meeting aspirations for greater 

employment growth across the Gatwick Diamond.” It 

describes the report as being commissioned by the 

Council to explore the ‘aspirational’ needs, not the 

actual needs. The report states on page 26 that “Manor 

Royal represents the largest employment site within the 

Gatwick Diamond area and in reality the only one with 

the critical mass and profile to cater for ’extra-local’ 

business needs.” The Manor Royal business district has 

the profile and capacity to cater for local needs already, 

showing that a new business park in Horley could be in 

excess of the actual local requirements.

In the DMP, the Council say that “Demand for a 

strategic business site is likely to be driven by occupiers 

seeking a highly accessible location”. The Manor Royal 

business district which is situated less than 3 miles from 

the business park site just outside of our Borough has 

plenty of empty office space



. In the ‘Manor Royal Development Plan 2010” it says 

that rental rates have remained stagnant since 2005, at 

a level which is generally below that of other leading 

business locations. Vacancy rates are also relatively high 

at approximately 19% of total office floor space, 

showing that there is business space available already in 

the immediate local area. 

The Manor Royal Business District, which is situated just 

2 miles from Gatwick Airport “is the biggest business 

park in the south east covering a total area of 240 

hectares, 154 hectares of which is developed or 

developable” (A Plan for Progress Document, Manor 

Royal page 24). It is difficult to see how the Horley 

Business Park would be able to compete with it.

In the Regulation 19 DMP document (page 145) The 

Council also say “In addition it is increasingly clear that 

some nearby authorities may not be able to fully meet 

their own employment needs.” But this conflicts with 

what some other local authorities have stated in the 

Duty to Co-Operate Statement; It is noted that Mid 

Sussex District Council have had Discussion around 

Strategic Employment site and transport “Some 

reservations on the complementarity of the Horley 

Strategic Employment Site and the new employment 

provisions that MSDC is bringing forward.” (page 130). 

Whilst Horsham District Council 

were noted having  reservations about the scale of 

HOR9 and had “some reservations about the scale of 

the Strategic Employment Site, which has been 

discussed with Horsham a number of times.” (Page 

131).

“Further clarity is required regarding the wider 

commercial and leisure option, in terms of the quantum 

of floor space and the types of commercial use that 

would be provided. Crawley town centre contains a 

significant leisure offer, and whilst it is recognised that 

some leisure uses could serve a wider sub-regional 

catchment, there would be concern about any 

proposals that would result in a significant negative 

impact on the vitality and viability of Crawley town 

centre. Crawley Borough Council would also seek clarity 

as to the amount of business floor space that would be 

delivered as part of the larger 40-50 hectare option, and 

would encourage further joint working in this regard.” 

It would seem that Crawley Borough Council is lacking 

the information about the proposal required, to be able 

to make an informed judgement about its impact on 

Crawley.

Page 27 of the NLP report gives feedback from 

commercial property agents “Demand for commercial 

space in the Gatwick Diamond weakened during the 

recession but has picked up in recent months, 

particularly for industrial space. 

By contrast, demand for office space has lagged behind 

due to occupier uncertainty alongside more general 

changes in working practices which influence demand 

for premises.” This highlights the lack of demand for 

new office space within the Borough. With this in mind, 

the aspirational ‘need’ for a business park is not a 

reasonable justification for a new one in Horley’s public 

Open Space and Rural Surrounds especially bearing in 

mind that the Council has accepted the high-risk nature 

of the proposal.

Furthermore the 43 acre Legal and General site in 

Kingswood (within the Borough) which consists of 

275,000 square feet of high quality office 

accommodation has recently been sold to a residential 

property developer. Despite the sites excellent 

transport connections by road and rail and its location 

in Gatwick Diamond region it has been sold for 

potential residential development.

If RBBC has deemed that there is a need for high quality 

office space within a large site with good transport 

links, to meet local employment needs, it should be 

protecting and use existing space including the 

Kingswood site. The Council cannot possibly justify 

developing a massive office space in Horley’s Public 

Open Space when a lack of demand leaves existing 

vacant sites facing demolition and redevelopment into 

residential property.



Since the Council first announced their plans for the 

business park in October 2015 they have commissioned 

a number of reports to try to prove the need for such a 

business park in the specified site. They say that “The 

'need' for a strategic employment site is outlined in the 

Local Economic Needs Update, the Employment 

Opportunity Study and the Chilmark Reports.” (Page 

689 Consultation Statement) but they are referring to 

reports that were commissioned to evidence a 

predetermined need. 

HOR9 is not sound because there is a lack of unbiased 

independent supporting evidence to substantiate the 

need.

Transportation and traffic

In the Duty to Cooperate Statement Highways England 

say “The council will need to provide sufficient evidence 

to demonstrate that the proposals have no residual 

severe impacts on the operation of the strategic road 

network or provide proposals to mitigate such impacts 

to an acceptable level. This is particularly relevant 

where a new connection to the strategic road network 

is required to enable strategic development.” (Pages 

148-9) Yet no evidence has been provided to show how 

the effects could be mitigated.

Highways England also go on to say that “HOR9: 

Highways England have already given an undertaken to 

work positively with the

 council with regard to this site and will continue to do 

so.” Yet upon request, on the 21/2/18 the Council we 

were not able to provide a copy if the “statement of 

common ground”, which was also mentioned in the 

Duty to Cooperate Statement (page 38). 

Highways England also recommend that “In developing 

an approach to dealing with the potential negative 

traffic impacts of this site on the SRN there will need to 

be a strong focus on sustainable public transport and 

measures which are highly likely to encourage its use 

and positively discourage the use of the car” (Duty to 

Cooperate Statement, pages 148-9) but the local rail 

connections are already seemingly stretched to 

capacity. In addition to this any access (busses included) 

on to the Balcombe Road would add to the existing 

traffic problems in the area as supported by Surrey 

County Council “No vehicular access should be provided 

from the site onto Balcombe Road, as this is a district 

distributor road which provides access to schools and 

further residential roads.” (Duty to Cooperate 

Statement pages 158-9).

In the Duty to Cooperate Statement Surrey County 

Council’s Transport Development Planning Team have 

also logged other concerns regarding a business park of 

this scale in the proposed location

 “As part of the Horley regeneration works, the Highway 

Authority has implemented improvements at the 

Longbridge roundabout junction to the west of the site, 

to facilitate access by the Fastway bus service from 

Gatwick to Horley. However, despite these 

improvements, there is still excessive queuing at this 

junction in the AM and PM peak periods” they go on to 

state that “The proposed development would lead to a 

significant increase in traffic at the Longbridge junction, 

yet there is not much more that could be done to 

improve safety and capacity at this roundabout.”

Surrey County Council also says that “junctions along 

Balcombe Road, such as the Smallfield Road and 

Victoria Road junctions, are already problematic in 

terms of safety and capacity, and a new employment 

site of the size proposed would significantly worsen the 

existing situation.” (pages 158-9) None of these 

concerns appear to have been addressed.

The Council’s response to these high-level concerns was 

“Concerns are noted and that work with the transport 

development planning team on the site-specific 

transport assessment is ongoing to support a planning 

application.”  The Council are deferring dealing with the 

transportation issue and its highways impacts, by 

delaying their response until the planning application 

for their proposed Business Park.



  We question why the Council are proceeding with the 

selection of HOR9 as a strategic employment site if it 

has been deemed unsuitable due to the traffic and 

transportation issues. These issues alone and the 

evidence base provided should alone prevent the site 

being considered at the Local Plan stage. The planning 

application that the Council may or may not make, is 

irrelevant at this stage and cannot be seen as 

reassurance that the identified problems can be 

resolved. The Council also say “We continue to work 

with the Surrey County Council strategic transport 

modelling team who have assessed the cumulative 

impacts as well as Highways England.” The County 

Council have assessed the impacts as having the 

potential to be severe, the Borough Council have not 

addressed the issues. 

In the Duty to Cooperate statement Crawley Borough 

Council also state “It will also be vital to ensure that the 

infrastructure impact associated with a possible 

strategic employment is fully considered to ensure that 

development is appropriately integrated and accessible. 

In particular, it will be important to address any arising 

impacts on the strategic infrastructure capacity, 

especially the strategic road network, including the 

motorway junction. 

This assessment should take account of the cumulative 

impact of significant housing permissions, allocations 

and proposals within the area in and around Crawley, 

and the growth of Gatwick Airport to its maximum 

capacity as a single runway, two terminal airport.” (Page 

185) but the Council have not addressed these issues in 

the Regulation 19 DMP document.

Horsham District Council also seek reassurance 

regarding the traffic impact of HOR9 as detailed in the 

Duty to Cooperate statement “It is also recognised that 

the proposal, if taken forward, will have some transport 

impacts, including the need for a new access from the 

M23 and transport measures to manage additional 

traffic on the Balcombe Road and the Chequers 

roundabout. It may however be necessary to undertake 

further assessment (in consultation with WSCC) to 

ensure that impacts on the road network will not have 

severe impacts on roads within Sussex, including those 

in Horsham District.” (Page 188)

Tandridge District Council also “raise concerns over the 

impact on the local roads and the M23. Further work 

needs to be undertaken to understand how this will 

either be mitigated or the extent to which it could 

affect TDC residents and road users in the area.” (Duty 

to Cooperate Statement, page 208).

 In addition to the above concerns raised by Local 

Authorities, in the Duty to Cooperate Statement West 

Sussex County Council also states its concerns “Raises 

concerns with regards to traffic model being used. Do 

not consider that they have seen sufficient detailed 

analysis in order to judge whether the Development 

Management Plan’s likely cross boundary transport 

impacts would be NPPPF compliant within West Sussex 

or could be made so with appropriate and deliverable 

mitigation.” (Page 213) Again these concerns have not 

been addressed. 

HOR9 is not sound as the Council is not able to 

demonstrate any solutions to the highways and traffic 

issues that a business park of this scale on this site 

would bring.   They have not addressed the concerns of 

neighbouring Boroughs.

The Gatwick Open Setting

“Gatwick Airport is unusual among international 

airports in being set in open surroundings. This adds 

considerably to its attractiveness. Maintaining this 

openness has long been an aim of planning policy” 

(extract from the Local Plan 2005). The DMP says “In 

the southern part of the potential development site the 

land falls within the Gatwick Open Setting designation 

in 



the Borough Local Plan 2005”, what it does not clearly 

recognise is that the majority of the proposed business 

park site on both the Eastern and Western sides of the 

Balcombe Road falls within the ‘Gatwick Open Setting’. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport as 

detailed in Policy Hr 37 “There will be a strong 

presumption against proposals which would contribute 

to the coalescence of Horley with Gatwick Airport and 

result in the loss of the open setting of the airport, as 

shown on the Proposals Map.”

The policy was put in place to safeguard the openness 

of Gatwick Airport and has offered the added advantage 

of absorbing both noise and air pollution and providing 

a general safety zone around the Airport. Removing this 

green natural barrier between Horley and Gatwick 

would have a long lasting negative impact on Horley by 

increasing both noise and air pollution and making 

Horley less distinguishable from Gatwick Airport. 

During the Regulation 18 stage of the Consultation as 

detailed in the Consultation Statement (page 685) 

concerns were raised about the destruction of the 

Gatwick Open Setting, the Council responded by saying 

“HOR9 is currently only publicly accessible via a public 

right of way.

 The proposed policy seeks the provision of an 

appropriate transition to, and relationship with, 

neighbouring residential and countryside areas and the 

inclusion of an appropriate 'landscape buffer' between 

Horley and the business park and public open space to 

reinforce the distinctive identity of Horley and its 

separation from Gatwick and Crawley”. The issue is 

about the loss of a vast area of open green space, that 

through its triangular shape creates a very large wedge 

of land, a buffer that mitigates some of the effects of 

the airport. In this instance the level of accessibility that 

the Council focuses on is irrelevant.

In the Duty to Cooperate statement Crawley Borough 

Council “A visual break and preventing coalescence 

suggests maintaining the perception of leaving one 

place and arriving at another to retain the distinct 

identity of places. This will need careful consideration in 

relation to HOR9, following paragraph 113 of the NPPF 

which requires a criteria approach for proposals on 

landscape areas.” (Page 178) If only 5Ha of the 32Ha 

site were kept as green open space in HOR9, a total of 

84% of the open space would be lost. Retaining just 

16% is unsatisfactory.

HOR9 is not sound because there is no acceptable 

situation in which the Gatwick Open Setting can be 

removed without causing significant harm to Horley and 

its residents.

Flooding and flood risk

The Council accept in the DMP document that “Some 

areas are at risk of flooding”. A large part of the site 

floods every year (several feet deep). Parts of the site 

are also identified as at risk of flooding as shown on the 

current online ‘proposals map’ and on the ‘Environment 

Agency Flood Map for Planning’. Together these 

indicate that there is an indisputable likelihood that the 

area will flood again in the future.

There is a well-known and well documented historic 

problem of flooding within the proposal site and its 

surrounding areas. The proposed business park would 

increase the risk of flooding to the surrounding areas 

and neighbours to the development. The Keep Horley 

Green campaign has a library of photographs showing 

severe flooding both on and around the site (see 

attached ‘Flooding Evidence Oct16’). The Horley Local 

History Society also had a ‘Picture Gallery’ which 

evidences many flooding incidents. Some of the most 

severe flooding is just 400 meters from Horley town 

centre. 

In addition to this the “Strategic Flood Risk Assessment - 

Level 1 Appendix I - Areas with recorded incidents of 

sewer flooding” map identifies the site and surrounding 

areas to be red on the map having had the highest 

number of recorded sewer flooding incidents in the 



Reigate & Banstead Borough Council, Mole Valley 

District Council and Tandridge District Council areas. 

The drainage issues identified in this report have not 

been addressed. Building the business park on a 

recognised floodplain without first addressing these 

historic issues will only exacerbate the risk of local RH6 

residents and businesses flooding with surface water 

and sewerage. The Regulation 19 DMP states “Layout to 

ensure no built development on land within Flood Zone 

2, and incorporate a buffer zone and improvements to 

the ditch network within the site;” (page 147) which by 

a process of elimination suggests that the new ‘town 

park’ will be situated here, but does little to address the 

bigger issue of where 32ha or even 83ha (minus 5ha for 

the park) of surface water will go, bearing in mind that 

the RH6 area has been identified as being the worst 

affected area in within the 3 local Boroughs in the 

report. 

 

Furthermore, the Duty to Cooperate Statement (page 

38) states that Thames Water has not provided 

comments regarding HOR9 to demonstrate how it will 

support the development and ensure adequate 

infrastructure for the sewerage network “Whilst 

Thames Water provided specific comments on the 

adequacy of its sewerage network to deal with the 

proposed potential allocation sites, Thames Water 

subsequently confirmed that it had not provided 

comments regarding site HOR9, the strategic 

employment site in Horley. In November 2017, Thames 

Water confirmed that it will consider the sewage 

network and treatment infrastructure to support this 

site, and will advise the Council in due course.” Thames 

Water has said that it will consider the site but has not 

offered any reassurance that it will be able to support 

the site. 

HOR9 is not sound because it does not go far enough to 

address the known concerns about flooding in this area.

Sudden deviation from existing policy

There is little evidence to validate a sudden deviation 

from existing policy and strategy. The ‘Horley Master 

Plan 2005’ identifies the main employment areas for 

Horley as being in Salfords and within Horley Town 

Centre. The ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published 

in August 2015 which took two years and cost 

approximately £10,000 to produce, makes no reference 

to any need for such a business park development in 

Horley. Furthermore the ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. It is also worth noting that 

the ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ states that a

 development of this nature would “exacerbate existing 

housing shortages in the Crawley/Gatwick area and 

thereby diminish the benefit to be gained by the 

release of land for housing.” it goes on to say “the Plans 

strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.” The Core strategy 

requirements state that “Approximately 24,000sqm” is 

needed not 200,000sqm as is now being proposed. In 

the DMP there is no justification or reasoning given for 

this unexpected need to diverge from these agreed 

plans and use Greenfield land for employment 

provision. 

The Rural Surrounds of Horley

‘Policy Hr 36’ identifies the proposed development site 

to be a part of the rural surrounds of Horley. The rural 

surrounds of Horley “relates to an important area of 

land in terms of safeguarding the countryside from  

encroachment and providing the setting for the urban 

area.” ‘Policy Hr36’ also states that “Within this area 

development will not be permitted unless it is for a use 

related to the essential needs of agriculture, forestry, 

outdoor sports and recreation.” The proposed business 

park does not fall within these categories so should not 

be considered suitable for development in this area.

Inconsistent application of policy

The Planning application for 46 houses in 



The Close, Horley which would be partly in the 

proposed Business Park on Eastern side of the 

Balcombe Road was refused permission by RBBC on 

3/7/2015, planning reference: 14/01075/OUT/AP. The 

Council's refusal was based on three reasons. The 

primary reason for refusal was that the site was in the 

‘Rural Surrounds of Horley’ and Gatwick Open Setting. 

The refusal document from RBBC stated “The proposed 

development, within the Rural Surrounds of Horley and 

Gatwick Airport Open Setting designations, would have 

a serious and harmful impact on the openness of the 

area and would contribute towards the coalescence of 

Horley with Gatwick Airport. This would be contrary to 

Policies Hr36 and Hr37 of the Reigate and Banstead 

Borough Local Plan 2005”.

The planning and development committee also rejected 

plans for a 17 hectare business park and hotel on the 

Bayhorne farm site in 1989 (RE.89P/616) on the 

grounds that the plans would; Worsen pressure on 

housing, be visually intrusive, reduce the gap between 

Horley and Gatwick (protection of this being a long 

standing aim of the Local Council), and transport links 

not sufficient into the site. The committee also 

identifies the flood risk associated with the site, and 

highlights that the site would have a negative impact on 

neighbouring houses.

 The same barriers preventing development in 1989 still 

exist today.

It is vitally important that the Council consistently apply 

planning policy to every proposed development and 

planning application. It is therefore inappropriate that 

the Council should refuse permission to one proposal 

based on conflicts with policies yet put forward their 

own proposals which are in direct conflict with the 

same policies.

Public Open Space

The proposed Horley Business Park is accounted for as 

20ha of ‘Public Open Space’ as shown on the current 

online ‘Reigate and Banstead Proposals Map’ and 

detailed in the ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and is also 

recognised as such in the DMP.

There has been a shortfall in the total area of public 

open space needed for Horley for some time. The 

‘PPG17 Sport and Recreation Assessment’ carried out in 

August 2011 (9.40) states that “open spaces should not 

be built on unless an assessment has been undertaken 

which has clearly shown the open space to be surplus 

to requirements. There is not a surplus in the Borough”.

The ‘Horley Mater Plan 2005’ point 14.85 states that 

“The NPFA standards recommend the provision of 2.4 

hectares of outdoor playing space per 1,000 population. 

Surveys 

undertaken in 1985 showed a shortfall in provision in 

Horley of some 18 Hectares”. When taking in to 

consideration the recent vast new residential 

developments in Horley, the shortfall must be even 

greater today. With this in mind it is not acceptable to 

take away any of Horley’s Public Open Space. The 

proposal in the DMP replaces just 5Ha of Public Open 

Space at the site to be unsatisfactory. The Council 

should be looking for ways to address the existing 

historical shortfall in the area. The focus should be on 

delivering the designated Public Open Space at the 

Bayhorne Farm/ Fishers Farm site as this has never 

been provided but was accounted for as such.

Strain on the local infrastructure

The business park would put additional pressure on 

existing already stretched infrastructure and public 

facilities; the highways network, hospitals, doctors’ 

surgery’s, dentists, primary schools, the secondary 

school, and housing. The Council said on their website 

that the business park would bring “tens of 
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Yes HOR9 Don't know No No CONT BOX2: thousands” of extra jobs Horley. No 

evidence has been presented to demonstrate that the 

town can support this extra footfall.

Catastrophic impact on local wildlife

The site is historic and protected farmland under policy 

HR36 the rural surrounds of Horley. It is home to 

protected species and is inhabited by a wide range of 

creatures. The land at Bayhorne Farm and Fishers Farm 

in particular is a haven for wildlife including deer, 

badgers, rabbits, squirrels, bats (who nest in the listed 

buildings), insects and many different species of birds 

including house martins. It is also a nesting site for 

herons. These creatures would lose their habitat if the 

business park is built. The proposed site also has many 

wooded areas where bluebells flourish in the spring. 

Many people raised these concerns at the Regulation 18 

stage of the DMP consultation, In the Duty to 

Cooperate Statement, Surrey Local Nature Partnership 

“HOR9 - Welcomes requirements to benefit 

biodiversity”. (Page 144) Although the comment was 

‘noted’ HOR9 remained unchanged.

Remove HOR9. Yes Yes We would like to take 

part in the DMP 

representations. 

The Council have not carried out an environmental 

impact assessment. In the Consultation Statement 

(page 687) they state “A planning application would 

need to be accompanied by an environmental impact 

assessment.” This implies that there has been no 

assessment made to date. 

In the Consultation Statement (page 691) A number of 

species were referenced as living on and using the site 

such as bats, badgers, herons, crested newts, mosses, 

grasses, deer (roe, red), woodpeckers (green, greater 

spotted), owls (barn, tawny, little), trees, foxes, flowers, 

hedgehogs, sparrow hawks, buzzards, orchids, geese, 

butterflies, moths, house martins, squirrels, rabbits, 

insects, bluebells, swifts, horses, mice (wood, harvest), 

bank voles, cuckoos, terns, gulls, mallards, woodcocks, 

lapwings, fieldfares, redwings, and kestrels, but the 

Council’s response was simply “This comment has been 

noted.”

HOR9 is not sound because it does not recognise or 

address the impact that this development would have 

on the local wildlife, flora and fauna.

Negative impact on the environment and atmosphere

The proposed site covers a very large area which is 

grassland bordered with miles of mature hedgerow 

with many veteran trees. 

This vast area currently acts as a carbon sink capturing 

carbon dioxide from the atmosphere therefore 

contributing to counteracting the effects of climate 

change and local air pollution.  Representations made 

at the Regulation 18 Consultation say “The current 

green area is a carbon sink that captures CO2 and 

contributes to climate change objectives” (Consultation 

Statement, page 705). The Council responds to this by 

saying “This area is not designated as a carbon sink 

area. The Council will continue to monitor air pollution 

levels within the area.” (Consultation Statement, page 

705) This statement fails to recognise that a carbon sink 

is anything that absorbs more carbon than it releases as 

carbon dioxide. 

Detrimental to the local area and neighbourhood

The proposal would be unacceptable in terms of its 

visual impact to the surrounding countryside (the Rural 

Surrounds of Horley) and would have a negative effect 

on the character of a neighbourhood that it would be 

situated in. The business park which the Council have 

stated will be 83Ha or 32Ha in size would be 

overbearing and out of scale with the existing 

neighbourhood. In response to concerns about the 

development increasing noise, light, and air pollution in 

the area, the 

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1491/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


Council say “The proposed policy requires development 

to be sensitively designed to achieve an appropriate 

transition to, and relationship with, the neighbouring 

area.” (Consultation Statement, page 700) It is difficult 

to envisage how a business park of this scale over 84% 

of the existing green open space can be achieved 

‘sensitively’. Despite repeated requests for further 

information from the Council they have refused to offer 

the public any information for the last 2 ½ years. The 

Council’s business park website 

(http://horleybusinesspark.co.uk) gives little 

information about the development and is updated 

infrequently. The ‘news’ tab has only been updated 

once in the last 18 months. There would also be a loss 

of the countryside view from the public footpath which 

runs through both sides of the Balcombe Road, a part of 

which is designated on the Ordinance Survey Map as a 

public ‘Recreational Route’. 

In response to this concern the Council said “There is 

currently very limited public access to this site via an 

existing public right of way. Should the development be 

brought forward, the existing public right of way would 

be retained.” (Consultation Statement, page 688) The 

Council have not recognised the concerns stated. The 

public footpath runs right through the site and at one 

point,

 is through a large open field, the Councils statement 

about limited public access is misleading and is not 

true.

High risk venture 

“A mixed employment area is considered to have 

greatest potential to meet current identified needs; as 

would an office/business park; however, the latter has 

higher risks in terms of market demand/occupation” 

This comment in the DMP implies that the Council are 

focusing on a business park, which they accept is high 

risk and that could be in low demand. There is no 

justification offered for the decision to focus on a high-

risk business park as opposed to a mixed employment 

area. The Regulation 19 DMP document quotes these 

same facts stating on page 149 that “20-30ha of land is 

likely to be required to provide sufficient “critical mass” 

for an office/ business park, 40-50ha would be required 

for a mixed employment area”. The mixed employment 

area would require more than the 32ha available on the 

Western side of the Balcombe Road, presumably this 

would include the land on the east side of the 

Balcombe Road.

The Gatwick Diamond

The DMP states “The potential for strategic 

employment developments has also been recognised by 

the Coast to Capital Local Enterprise Partnership, with 

the ‘heart of the Diamond’ being identified as a 

strategic growth location that should be a focal point 

for future inward investment and growth.” The Chief 

Executive of the Council made a £10,000 payment to 

the Gatwick Diamond of which he is also a director. This 

statement is made by a partner in the Gatwick Diamond 

Group. This cannot be seen as an independent 

assessment. 

The ‘Horley Business Park LLP’

The directors of the Council’s joint business venture 

partner (Millhill Properties Horley Ltd.) have been 

involved in numerous liquidated companies. 

We would also like to highlight the relationship 

between the Council’s Head of Property John Charles 

Reed and Jeremy Andrew Richardson of Millhill 

Properties Horley Ltd, who were both directors of 

Weald Estates Limited (until 2009). We are concerned 

that this relationship could reflect a conflict of interests.

The Council have already spent £450,000 of public 

money and have recently agreed to increase the 

working capital for the development, yet so far they 

only seem to have ‘studies’ to show for this. Studies 

created to try to prove the need for such a business 

park.



How can the Council be sure that Millhill Properties is 

not simply preying on the perceived financial weakness 

of the Council, and looking to capitalise on the 

opportunities that public’s assets present and the 

obvious ambition of individual officers and Councillor’s.

Lack of benefits for Horley

The Council has a poor track record of investment in 

Horley. Most recently none of the millions of pounds 

earned by the Council in a New Homes Bonus Scheme 

has been invested in Horley so far, despite hundreds of 

houses being built, equating to £5.2 million.

 The business park would not be directly accessible via 

the Balcombe Road and it is stated that the business 

park will include a hotel, on-site catering, retail 

provision, a gym, a crèche, medical services and local 

pharmacy. This would mean that Horley would not get 

any direct business benefits from the development.

The Borough has a low unemployment rate. In ‘the 

Quality of Life in Reigate & Banstead Borough Profile, 

February 2014’ It states that “Reigate & Banstead’s 

overall Job Seekers Allowance claimant level of 1.4% is 

less than half that of the national level of 3.2%. It is also 

noticeably lower than the South East level of 2.0%” 

Demonstrating that employment needs are being met.

Community engagement

The DMP Consultations could have been delivered in 

such way that it involved more residents in an 

accessible way to enable more residents to participate. 

The DMP document itself is complicated and lengthy 

making it difficult for ordinary people to read and digest 

its content, within the timeframe of the consultation. 

Not all Horley residents received a postcard from RBBC 

inviting them to comment on the DMP at the regulation 

18 stage of the consultation. In a phone conversation 

Steven Hayward from the planning policy team at the 

Council agreed that there was inconsistency in the 

delivery of the DMP leaflets. He also said that he 

thought that the A5 size postcard style leaflet meant 

that many people had mistakenly discarded the leaflets. 

It is therefore surprising that the same format has been 

used for the Regulation 19 consultation. There has been 

minimal advertising other than some Facebook posts. 

For both stages of the consultation we also received 

feedback from residents that they felt that the online 

survey with its tick box approach was ambiguous and 

made it difficult for them to fully express their views. 

Many people said that they were confused by and put 

off completing the survey by the legal questions at the 

start.

The leader of the Council set up the ‘Horley 

Consultative Group’ to seek residents views about all of 

the major developments in Horley, as a Borough 

Councillor said in an email sent on the 13/1/16 “A 

Consultative Group comprising Horley residents from 

across the three Horley Wards is being established to 

ensure that the whole of Horley is involved, and all 

issues openly and transparently addressed, on all the 

major development initiatives in Horley, of which the 

potential business park is one.” However, the group 

was not open or transparent. It did not represent the 

whole of Horley as promised. Only 6 people were 

invited, only 3 could attend, and all others excluded. A 

Freedom of Information request about the agendas and 

minutes for these meetings was declined because the 

leader of the council held them as ‘informal’ meetings.

In summary HOR9 details major changes to the Local 

Plan, which we feel are not sound as they are 

unjustified, and are unacceptable to Horley. The 

evidence base provided and resulting policy is not 

sound. It is clear that in the longer term the Council 

plans to develop the business park in two phases on 

both sides of the Balcombe road, plans which we feel 

are unwarranted. Horley has expanded greatly in recent 

years and has had a great deal of residential 

development, including 2,400 new houses to the North



. The town faces considerable further residential 

development and is also set to lose public parking in the 

town centre and the town library. It is not sound to 

expect Horley to absorb such enormous new 

developments, without substantial investment and 

meticulously planned supporting infrastructure. The 

proposed changes to the DMP would not only take 

away Horley’s protected Rural Surrounds and Public 

Open Space, they would create an undesirable and 

unacceptable coalescence between Horley and Gatwick 

Airport without any real justification or any benefit to 

Horley. Overall this is unsustainable and an 

overdevelopment, as well as being a departure from 

the Local Plan and well-established policies and 

planning decisions.  It would seem that the Council 

recognises that the site is not suitable for a number of 

key reasons, but due to the overriding pressure from 

developers and requirements to earmark future 

employment land, it is identifying this land despite it 

being unsuitable for the reasons outlined above.

We feel that it should also be noted that to date over 

3,500 people have signed a petition against the 

business park. The petition can be viewed using the 

following web link 

https://you.38degrees.org.uk/petitions/keep-horley-

green . The Council have not taken on board or 

responded to the comments made. 

Flooding Evidence Oct 16 Attachment and 
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Chairman Yes HOR9 Don't know Theme 3 - Place Shaping (page 146). The proposed 

"Business Park site" adjoins Limes Avenue on one side 

and the London to Brighton Railway on the otehrside. 

This latter side also adjoins Gatwick Airport and the 

M23 Spur. Both the Railway and the Airport present a 

substantial noise factor to residential properties and 

the railway plus the Airport and traffic on the M23 

present a significant "Air Pollution" problem. To add to 

these problems with further traffic and activity from a 

"Business Park" would render life unbearable. Bear in 

mind that Lime Avenue is a residential area - NOT A 

Business Community!!

All the proposed development appears to be 

unnecessary when we already have surplus factory and 

business facilities at Salfords and Crawley standing 

empty. We vehemently object to losing another of our 

Green Spaces which are homes to deer and other 

wildlife and, of course, another stables for more horses. 

There is already substantial "Air Pollution" from the 

railway, the airport and more cars and vehicles and 

other emitters of pollution, plus buses to make life 

unbearable and .....The measures put forward in the 

"Business Park" Plan to deal with "Drainage" are (in my 

opinion) unlikely to 

The legal aspects of the Development Management 

plan are unclear and the expenditure of council 

money on the development is (in my opinion) a 

complete waste. There has been no call for a 

"Business Park" on the "Fishers Farm" and 

"Bayhorne Farm" sites. There have been attempts to 

develop the site in the past (viz 1. use as a Football 

Club; 2. use for a Hotel and 3. use domestic 

housing). All these proposals have been rejected 

due to the flooding risk and state of the ground. It 

would be better as an Ice Rink or a large swimming 

pool!!

No Yes

solve the problems of flooding and drainage on the site 

which occupies "Bayhorne Farm" and "Fishers Farm". 

The flooding farmland (to be occupied by the proposed 

"Business park" floods every winterevery year. On the 

basis of 25 years experience of the flooded field (to be 

used by the Business Park) it floods without fail every 

winter. The local area has a very high water table with a 

clay foundation. Whilst some flooding water drains to 

the River Mole, the Mole itself cannot absorb the 

flooding as it is flooded itself!! In the summer you can 

put a shovel into the ground and watch the water rise 

to the surface. Even Wellingtons will sink into the land 

very quickly! To demonstrate the amount of flood water 

on the Bayhorne and Fishers Farm sites there is a video 

which shows a motorboat on the water and people 

swimming in the floodwater.
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Yes HOR9 Mid Sussex District Council (MSDC) welcomes the 

opportunity to respond Reigate and Banstead Borough 

Council’s (RBBC) consultation on their Regulation 19 

Development Management Plan (DMP).

MSDC is currently updating its Economic Development 

Strategy, which sets out a number of priority themes, to 

realise our vision for a vibrant and growing Mid Sussex. 

The draft Mid Sussex District Plan 2031 allocates 25 ha 

land for employment uses, and a further site has been 

identified to deliver a Science and Technology Park, 

which will deliver 100,000 sq m employment space to 

the west of Burgess Hill.

In this context, MSDC wishes to comment specifically on 

the proposed strategic employment site allocation at 

Horley.

MSDC notes that the DMP provides the detailed policies 

and site allocations to deliver the policies set out in the 

RBBC Core Strategy 2014. Both Plans cover the period 

to 2027.

No
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Yes HOR9 Policy HOR9 of the DMP allocates land to the north east 

of Gatwick, west of Balcombe Road, for a strategic 

employment site allocation, on a site of 83 hectares. 

The policy requires that a new, dedicated, direct access 

onto the M23 spur will be provided. 5 ha new, high 

quality public open space, including parkland and 

outdoor sports facilities should also be provided.

The evidence base which supports the DMP draft 

allocation identifies that the site could accommodate 

up to 200,000 sq m B class uses. MSDC notes that RBBC 

has entered into a joint venture to deliver this 

allocation.

MSDC is supportive of the principle of the proposed 

allocation in this highly accessible location, which could 

provide a significant amount of high quality 

employment. The site is located in the heart of the 

Coast to Capital Local Economic Partnership and in the 

Gatwick Diamond economic area and there is significant 

sub-regional support for the principle of development 

for employment uses on this site, which is highly 

accessible and has good connectivity to existing urban 

and rural centres.

The Chilmark study, ‘Economic and Market Impact 

Analysis’ (September 2017), a key part of the evidence 

base for the proposed allocation, notes that:

MSDC supports the proposed uses of the site, which 

would complement the employment offer in Mid 

Sussex, which focuses on Science and Technology, 

office and quality industrial uses.

However, we note that the Chilmark Study also 

states that:

‘the final form of economic impacts could vary 

appreciably from the pre-development assessments 

provided as part of this Report.’

While we accept that that there could be changes to 

the final balance of uses on the site, and therefore 

to the economic impacts associated with the 

scheme, MSDC urges RBBC to ensure that the 

principle of predominantly B1a, with some other B 

class uses, will be maintained. The requirement of 

Policy HOR9 to prepare and agree a masterplan 

requiring comprehensive development in line with 

the principles set out in the policy provides the 

opportunity, we suggest, to ensure that the uses as 

proposed are delivered on the site.

An effective masterplan which sets out guiding 

principles for the development will be particularly 

important as the development is likely to take many 

years to deliver.  

No

‘a commercial development scheme of this size would 

be a major transformational project, with economic 

impacts far wider than the Reigate and Banstead local 

economy’.

MSDC concurs with this finding. A new, purpose built 

development of this size is likely to impact on the sub 

regional area, and on Mid Sussex District in the 

following ways:

existing businesses in Mid Sussex and causes them to re-

locate to Horley;

potentially re-locating to Mid Sussex, which then decide 

to move instead to Horley; and

and other roads in Mid Sussex such as the A264 

through commuting to work.

MSDC would like to make the following observations, 

set out below.

Uses on the site

The Chilmark study, ‘Economic and Market Impact 

Analysis’ notes that the report has been prepared on 

the assumption that 200,000 sq m core business space 

and 10,500 sq m non-core floorspace would be 

provided.

The DMP Policy HOR 9 states that:

‘

We note that much of the unmet need identified is 

generated outside Reigate and Banstead District and 

we are concerned that the proposed development 

would lead to relocation of existing businesses in 

Mid Sussex. We would welcome an opportunity to 

continue to work with RBBC, to understand whether 

this continues to be the case, and to work together 

to address this issue jointly. MSDC is concerned that 

a development of this scale will inevitably increase 

congestion on the highway network, and lead to 

increased delays in the local road, if not properly 

mitigated. We suggest that, for a development of 

this scale, a full Transport Assessment should be 

prepared, which assesses the entire impact of the 

proposed allocation, even if the development is 

delivered in phases. This will enable a proper 

understanding of when certain development 

thresholds are reached, and specific highways 

schemes are required.

MSDC is currently commissioning transport 

consultants to assess the impacts of proposed 

development in the District on the highway 

network. We would be happy to work with RBBC 

officers to share information, to ensure that both 

the MSDC modelling work and the transport 

assessment for the proposed development 



The predominant use of the site should be for B1a 

purposes, with limited B1b, B1c and non B class uses. 

Complementary uses could include on-site catering, 

limited retail provision, a gym, crèche and medical 

services and similar provision.’

MSDC supports the proposed uses of the site, which 

would complement the employment offer in Mid 

Sussex, which focuses on Science and Technology, office 

and quality industrial uses.

However, we note that the Chilmark Study also states 

that:

‘the final form of economic impacts could vary 

appreciably from the pre-development assessments 

provided as part of this Report.’

While we accept that that there could be changes to the 

final balance of uses on the site, and therefore to the 

economic impacts associated with the scheme, MSDC 

urges RBBC to ensure that the principle of 

predominantly B1a, with some other B class uses, will 

be maintained. The requirement of Policy HOR9 to 

prepare and agree a masterplan requiring 

comprehensive development in line with the principles 

set out in the policy provides the opportunity, we 

suggest, to ensure that the uses as proposed are 

delivered on the site.

at HOR 9 are fully aware of the cumulative impacts 

of planned growth in the respective districts and in 

the sub region, to inform both pieces of work and to 

ensure that the impacts of development are 

considered strategically. MSDC supports this 

approach. The impact of such a scale of 

development is clearly going to be significant for 

neighbouring districts, including Mid Sussex. The 

proposed development will provide a strong focus 

for B1 employment in the sub region, and is likely to 

be highly attractive to businesses moving into the 

area.

We have already met RBBC officers to discuss this 

proposal, and future meetings are planned. We 

would welcome the opportunity to continue to work 

with RBBC and neighbouring authorities as the plans 

for the site evolve. This will enable all parties to be 

fully aware of the plans for the site, and to identify 

opportunities if they arise for providing employment 

facilities which complement the proposed 

allocation, to provide an attractive offer across the 

sub-region for inward investment.  we do have 

concerns about;

An effective masterplan which sets out guiding 

principles for the development will be particularly 

important as the development is likely to take many 

years to deliver.

Supply and Demand

The RBBC Core Strategy 2014 identified a need for 

approximately 46,000 sq m employment land in the 

District between 2012 and 2027.

However, paragraph 3.138 of the Chilmark study 

‘Supply and Demand Evidence’ concluded that there is 

strategic demand potential in Reigate and Banstead for 

between 183,200 sq m and 213, 640 sq m employment 

land up to 2035. This need consists of up to 80,000 sq m 

strategic local need, 106,000 sq m unmet need from 

Crawley and 10,000 -26,000 sq m relocation demand 

potential. Clearly the proposed allocation of 200,000 sq 

m employment land at Horley would meet this 

significantly higher level of need.

The draft Mid Sussex Economic Development Strategy 

notes the need for high quality employment premises, 

and modern office accommodation in the District.

We note that much of the unmet need identified is 

generated outside Reigate and Banstead District and we 

are concerned that the proposed development would 

lead to relocation of existing businesses in Mid Sussex. 

between Policy HOR9 and what is actually delivered 

on the site, and the importance of an effective 

masterplan to ensure that the uses of the site are as 

set out in Policy HOR 9;

comes from a wider area than Reigate and Banstead 

and therefore is likely to lead to movement of new 

and existing businesses from Mid Sussex and other 

districts to Horley;

development of this size, the attendant delays and 

congestion which could result if proper mitigation 

measures are not put in place; and

ensure that neighbouring authorities are kept fully 

appraised as plans for the site develop, to ensure 

awareness of opportunities and risks associated with 

the proposed development.

We would welcome an opportunity to continue to work 

with RBBC, to understand whether this continues to be 

the case, and to work together to address this issue 

jointly.

Highways Impacts

MSDC is concerned that a development of this scale will 

inevitably increase congestion on the highway network, 

and lead to increased delays in the local road, if not 

properly mitigated.

We note the requirement in Policy HOR 9 that any 

development on the site is supported by a Transport 

Assessment or Transport Statement. The NPPF Glossary 

states that a Transport Statement is:

‘A simplified version of a transport assessment where it 

is agreed the transport issues arising out of 

development proposals are limited and a full transport 

assessment is not required.’

We suggest that, for a development of this scale, a full 

Transport Assessment should be prepared, which 

assesses the entire impact of the proposed allocation, 

even if the development is delivered in phases. This will 

enable a proper understanding of when certain 

development thresholds are reached, and specific 

highways schemes are required.

MSDC is currently commissioning transport consultants 

to assess the impacts of proposed development in the 



District on the highway network. We would be happy to 

work with RBBC officers to share information, to ensure 

that both the MSDC modelling work and the transport 

assessment for the proposed development at HOR 9 are 

fully aware of the cumulative impacts of planned 

growth in the respective districts and in the sub region, 

to inform both pieces of work and to ensure that the 

impacts of development are considered strategically.

Cross boundary working

Paragraph 4.8.60 of the DMP notes that:

‘given the large scale and strategic nature of this site, 

ongoing dialogue with strategic partners, including 

cross boundary cooperation, will be important to 

achieve the good planning, delivery and success of the 

Business Park in economic, transport, social and 

environmental terms.’

MSDC supports this approach. The impact of such a 

scale of development is clearly going to be significant 

for neighbouring districts, including Mid Sussex. The 

proposed development will provide a strong focus for 

B1 employment in the sub region, and is likely to be 

highly attractive to businesses moving into the area.

We have already met RBBC officers to discuss this 

proposal, and future meetings are planned. We would 

welcome the opportunity to continue to work with 

RBBC and neighbouring 

authorities as the plans for the site evolve. This will 

enable all parties to be fully aware of the plans for the 

site, and to identify opportunities if they arise for 

providing employment facilities which complement the 

proposed allocation, to provide an attractive offer 

across the sub-region for inward investment.

Next Steps

In summary, MSDC supports the identification of the 

site at Horley for a strategic employment site, which we 

recognise would provide accessible employment space 

in the heart of the Gatwick Diamond and the Coast to 

Capital Local Enterprise Plan area, for which there is an 

established demand.

However, we do have concerns about;

Policy HOR9 and what is actually delivered on the site, 

and the importance of an effective masterplan to 

ensure that the uses of the site are as set out in Policy 

HOR 9;

comes from a wider area than Reigate and Banstead 

and therefore is likely to lead to movement of new and 

existing businesses from Mid Sussex and other districts 

to Horley;

development of this size, the attendant delays and 

congestion which could result if proper mitigation 

measures are not put in place; and

ensure that neighbouring authorities are kept fully 

appraised as plans for the site develop, to ensure 

awareness of opportunities and risks associated with 

the proposed development.
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The policy HOR 9 is totally unsound.    1.  There is 

absolutely no need for a business park to be built on 

this site.    It's half a mile from Manor Royal BID which 

has ample world class business space   with 

multinational business's already in situ.    It doesn't 

have a main client to anchor the HOR 9 development,   

this is standard practice in the property development 

business.    This means that no end of taxpayer money 

is tied up in land purchase, building costs, interest fees  

and eventually maintenance costs, while they search for 

a client.    There is only so long that a proper 

commercial business can bear genuine business loans  

and interest rates but doesn't have the advantage of 

living off the property bonds from the DMO   paid for 

by taxpayers.     The council are also dangerously 

investing in retail parks at a time when there are mass 

bankruptcies in physical retail due to Amazon, E bay 

and numerous other new online retailers.    Witness the 

empty retail space in Horley that Reigate and Banstead 

have demanded to be built in the last few years.    They 

imagine that they can charge business rates that will be 

over and above the interest   on the loans from the 

DMO or whatever taxpayer dept. they are borrowing 

from  to fund the repayments

The policy HOR 9 is totally unsound.    1.  There is 

absolutely no need for a business park to be built on 

this site.    It's half a mile from Manor Royal BID 

which has ample world class business space   with 

multinational business's already in situ.    It doesn't 

have a main client to anchor the HOR 9 

development,   this is standard practice in the 

property development business.    This means that 

no end of taxpayer money is tied up in land 

purchase, building costs, interest fees  and 

eventually maintenance costs, while they search for 

a client.    There is only so long that a proper 

commercial business can bear genuine business 

loans  and interest rates but doesn't have the 

advantage of living off the property bonds from the 

DMO   paid for by taxpayers.     The council are also 

dangerously investing in retail parks at a time when 

there are mass bankruptcies in physical retail due to 

Amazon, E bay and numerous other new online 

retailers.    Witness the empty retail space in Horley 

that Reigate and Banstead have demanded to be 

built in the last few years.    They imagine that they 

can charge business rates that will be over and 

above the interest   on the loans from the DMO or 

whatever taxpayer dept. they are 

No Yes I wish to have my points 

put forward to people 

that will actually answer 

a question

. This only works if business's can afford high rents and 

business rates.    They have never implemented article 4 

on any of the existing office properties in Horley   

choosing to turn them into residential instead while 

they push forward with new unoccupied  structures.    

This only highlights the junior level they are operating 

at and reminds me of when they put a large sum of 

council ( taxpayer ) money into Icelandic banks when 

real business's had removed their deposits some 

months before.    

https://www.getsurrey.co.uk/news/local-news/councils-

back-portion-icelandic-banks-4811519    Does RBBC 

meet the Teckal requirements    2.  Surrey County 

Council’s Transport Development Planning Team has 

stated that the development will significantly worsen 

the existing traffic situation in terms of safety and 

capacity.    As we  already know SCC have openly stated 

that they don't back the M23 Spur road for the   

business park, ( cost 20 million pounds ) citing that the 

pollution and congestion levels are already far to high 

for the area, which is very true.    This futile plan is 

being pushed forward by the  LEP,  Gatwick Diamond  ( 

which RBBC donate 10K Pa too ) and Coast to Capital 

with their lobbying partners  http://www.nmcdllp.com/ 

Steven Norris.    Gatwick airport obviously comes on 

stream again for the second runway in 2019  they are 

continually bragging about 44 

borrowing from  to fund the repayments. This only 

works if business's can afford high rents and 

business rates.    They have never implemented 

article 4 on any of the existing office properties in 

Horley   choosing to turn them into residential 

instead while they push forward with new 

unoccupied  structures.    This only highlights the 

junior level they are operating at and reminds me of 

when they put a large sum of council ( taxpayer ) 

money into Icelandic banks when real business's had 

removed their deposits some months before.    

https://www.getsurrey.co.uk/news/local-

news/councils-back-portion-icelandic-banks-

4811519    Does RBBC meet the Teckal requirements    

2.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.    As we  already know 

SCC have openly stated that they don't back the 

M23 Spur road for the   business park, ( cost 20 

million pounds ) citing that the pollution and 

congestion levels are already far to high for the area, 

which is very true.    This futile plan is being pushed 

forward by the  LEP,  Gatwick Diamond  ( which 

RBBC donate 10K Pa too ) and Coast to Capital with 

their lobbying partners  http://www.nmcdllp.com/ 

Steven Norris.   

million passengers a year , unfortunately they come by 

car  and then spent their money abroad, in the mean 

Gatwick give RBBC some funding for air quality control 

implementation and guess what ?      RBBC are looking 

into some electric car charging points !    The 

Government have already admitted that pollution levels 

in our area are out of control,  why on earth would we 

be adding to them by wiping out the last remaining 

area of green   space between Gatwick and Horley and 

adding another 2000 daily journeys.    RBBC say it will 

be great for Horley for employment, we don't need it !   

We already have one of the lowest rates in the country.    

Reigate and Banstead also state that the HOR 9 project 

will bring added prosperity to Horley  allowing people 

to shop in Horley.    People more likely will walk a few 

hundred yards into the airport and buy their lunch 

there.    Witness the empty retail space in Horley that 

Reigate and Banstead have demanded to be built in the 

last few years.    Reigate and Banstead also hold the 

unenviable position of being anti nature.    Westvale 

park has been totally scrubbed (one tree left) while the 

Acres development  had numerous listed trees cut 

down, where do the creatures go ?    Now 170 acres of 

the last green must be relived of animals so the council 

can waste money  on a dreadful vanity project on a 

flood plain !                              

 Gatwick airport obviously comes on stream again 

for the second runway in 2019  they are continually 

bragging about 44 million passengers a year , 

unfortunately they come by car  and then spent 

their money abroad, in the mean Gatwick give RBBC 

some funding for air quality control implementation 

and guess what ?      RBBC are looking into some 

electric car charging points !    The Government have 

already admitted that pollution levels in our area 

are out of control,  why on earth would we be 

adding to them by wiping out the last remaining 

area of green   space between Gatwick and Horley 

and adding another 2000 daily journeys.    RBBC say 

it will be great for Horley for employment, we don't 

need it !   We already have one of the lowest rates 

in the country.    Reigate and Banstead also state 

that the HOR 9 project will bring added prosperity to 

Horley  allowing people to shop in Horley.    People 

more likely will walk a few hundred yards into the 

airport and buy their lunch there.    Witness the 

empty retail space in Horley that Reigate and 

Banstead have demanded to be built in the last few 

years.    Reigate and Banstead also hold the 

unenviable position of being anti nature.    Westvale 

park has been totally scrubbed (one tree left) while 

the Acres development  had numerous listed trees 

cut down, where do the creatures go ?   



 Now 170 acres of the last green must be relived of 

animals so the council can waste money  on a 

dreadful vanity project on a flood plain !                              

The policy HOR 9 is totally unsound.    1.  There is 

absolutely no need for a business park to be built on 

this site.    It's half a mile from Manor Royal BID 

which has ample world class business space   with 

multinational business's already in situ.    It doesn't 

have a main client to anchor the HOR 9 

development,   this is standard practice in the 

property development business.    This means that 

no end of taxpayer money is tied up in land 

purchase, building costs, interest fees  and 

eventually maintenance costs, while they search for 

a client.    There is only so long that a proper 

commercial business can bear genuine business 

loans  and interest rates but doesn't have the 

advantage of living off the property bonds from the 

DMO   paid for by taxpayers.     The council are also 

dangerously investing in retail parks at a time when 

there are mass bankruptcies in physical retail due to 

Amazon, E bay and numerous other new online 

retailers.    Witness the empty retail space in Horley 

that Reigate and Banstead have demanded to be 

built in the last few years.    They imagine that they 

can charge business rates that will be over and 

above the interest   on the loans from the 

DMO or whatever taxpayer dept they are borrowing 

from  to fund the repayments. This only works if 

business's can afford high rents and business rates.    

They have never implemented article 4 on any of 

the existing office properties in Horley   choosing to 

turn them into residential instead while they push 

forward with new unoccupied  structures.    This 

only highlights the junior level they are operating at 

and reminds me of when they put a large sum of 

council ( taxpayer ) money into Icelandic banks 

when real business's had removed their deposits 

some months before.    

https://www.getsurrey.co.uk/news/local-

news/councils-back-portion-icelandic-banks-

4811519    Does RBBC meet the Teckal requirements    

2.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.    As we  already know 

SCC have openly stated that they don't back the 

M23 Spur road for the   business park, ( cost 20 

million pounds ) citing that the pollution and 

congestion levels are already far to high for the area, 

which is very true.    This futile plan is being pushed 

forward by the

    LEP,  Gatwick Diamond  ( which RBBC donate 10K 

Pa too ) and Coast to Capital with their lobbying 

partners  http://www.nmcdllp.com/ Steven Norris.  

Gatwick airport obviously comes on stream again for 

the second runway in 2019  they are continually 

bragging about 44 million passengers a year , 

unfortunately they come by car  and then spent 

their money abroad, in the mean Gatwick give RBBC 

some funding for air quality control implementation 

and guess what ?      RBBC are looking into some 

electric car charging points !    The Government have 

already admitted that pollution levels in our area 

are out of control,  why on earth would we be 

adding to them by wiping out the last remaining 

area of green   space between Gatwick and Horley 

and adding another 2000 daily journeys.    RBBC say 

it will be great for Horley for employment, we don't 

need it !   We already have one of the lowest rates 

in the country.    Reigate and Banstead also state 

that the HOR 9 project will bring added prosperity to 

Horley  allowing people to shop in Horley.    People 

more likely will walk a few hundred yards into the 

airport and buy their lunch there.    



Witness the empty retail space in Horley that 

Reigate and Banstead have demanded to be built in 

the last few years.    Reigate and Banstead also hold 

the unenviable position of being anti nature.    

Westvale park has been totally scrubbed (one tree 

left) while the Acres development  had numerous 

listed trees cut down, where do the creatures go ?    

Now 170 acres of the last green must be relived of 

animals so the council can waste money  on a 

dreadful vanity project on a flood plain !                          

As Above    
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Evidence to support a business park need has neither 

been supported nor demonstrated in recent town or 

council research such as the core strategy in 2014 or the 

town centre vision published in 2015.  Evidence was 

shown to demonstrate the reverse.  Surrey county 

council transport development plan specifically stated 

such development would worsen the current issues 

regards safety+reasonable infrastructure.  Horley is 

currently protected but public open space to prevent it 

merging to the industrial airport, this would remove 

that.  No benefits to Horley have been demonstrated in 

fact the reverse has been shown + supported in local 

government reports.  Large areas of floodplain/regular 

flood areas have been targeted already we have 

evidence as to how this affects our local community.  

This intention contradicts existing policy + is an 

unsubstantiated deviation from the Horley master plan 

or town centre vision.  Aside from the human 

population the effects of this unnecessary development 

will endanger The local wildlife haven  Horley has low 

unemployment in the borough who are you attempting 

to attract? The development indicates no support to 

the town infrastructure or investment, no benefits only 

penalty's.   

HOR9 should be scrapped, the views of many and 

the feedback from others including your own 

government reports should be listened to.

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Id like to object the plans to build a business park in 

Horley. I feel the plans are "unsound" "unneeded" and 

a shame for the local look, feel and reputation of 

Horley.    I have spent many a time enjoying the local 

wildlife throughout the land effected, walking my dog 

through the public footpaths, enjoying the wildlife and 

the "calm" so close to Gatwick is a rarity.    The arrays of 

wildlife is amazing - I regularly see Deer bambing 

around the fields, and in the evening bats are plentiful. 

The birds, trees and large amounts of wildlife need to 

be protected and have their home preserved rather 

than create another concrete jungle which is not 

needed. Locally we see offices turned into residential 

property due to them laying empty - Kingswood legal 

and general site has amazing transport links and is a 

large high spec business park within the same borough 

as Horley which is empty, there appears to be a clear 

lack of evidence to suggest a need. I have seen the  

Core Strategy (2014) as well as the Town Centre Vision 

document August 2015 which stated there was a need 

to protect the grene land between Gatwick and Horley 

and no mention of a need for more commercial 

business spaces, yet only a few months later 

remove the plans to build a business park in Horley. No Yes id like to know the 

outcomes and that our 

views are being listened 

too, rather than shelved.

(September 2015) the plans to build a business park 

were set out? why the sudden change  - this sudden 

diversion and lack of need make this plan unsound.    

The flooding effect this will have, the loss of green 

space, the loss of wildlife, the traffic congestion, the 

lack of need, and the local objection to these plans 

make it unsound in its entirety. 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

firstly, this survey seems to be very difficult for your 

"every day folk" to be able to comment.    Myself and 

my wife [...] would like to formally reject the plans to 

build a business park in Horley.    why? - because there 

is no evidence to suggest it is needed. I personally work 

at Gatwick and often use the public facilities at 

Bayhorne Park / surrounding areas which will be 

effected so I am concerned in an number of areas; 

public open space, the unnecessary need to build on 

every bit of green area we have locally, Gatwick and the 

local areas are already heaving with traffic, and the 

large amounts of magnificent bird life and other wildlife 

known to live in this green space.     Working at Gatwick 

I see this green space as a welcome alternative to the 

hussle and bustle of the airport and neighbouring 

business park - Manor Royal - which doesn't appear to 

be at full capacity as it is and is being changed into 

housing in some areas, making the lack of evidence to 

support the need, makes these plans unsound.     I 

regularly enjoy a stroll from work, down through the 

public footpaths in these effected fields and round the 

lovely green space - the amount of wildlife which would 

be effected is catastrophic for an unnecessary amount 

of concrete, making these plans unsound.  

remove the plans to build a business park in Horley 

entirely. 

No Yes to be kept informed 

   My other concerns also cover traffic, the business park 

covers an extremely large area (83h!!!) the increased 

traffic is something we would not be able to cope with 

whatever way I can see the access may or may not be 

introduced would still result in a massive increase in 

cars on the Balcombe road and/or the Gatwick slip road 

/ motorway, making an existing problem even worse, 

making these plans unsound. 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 No No No     The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    - There is a 

clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.  - The total area of the site 83ha is over 

200 acres!!!  - Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  - Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  - Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  - There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  - 

No No

The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.”  - I also refer to 

the comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0166

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Millie 

Elizabeth

Ashby RBBC\Repr

esentor\01
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because  -There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the Town Centre Vision document published in August 

2015  -The total area of the site 83ha is over 200 acres  -

Surrey council transport development planning team 

has stated that the development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation in terms of safety 

and capacity  -Horley would lose the Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick.  The Gatwick Open 

Space setting was created to protectHorley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport  -Large areas of the 

site are floodplains - What are the benefits to Horley? 

They have not been demonstrated  -There has been a 

sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g. 

Horley Master Plan 2004 and the Town Centre Vision 

2015  -

The Core Strategy published in July 2014 says that 

the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land - that land is there and has not 

been reused or intensified - that needs to happen 

for this to be sound

No No



 The Core Strategy published in July 2014 says that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. The Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley  -Comments on 

pages 671-710 of the Consolation statement have not 

yet been responded to

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Survey 

Monkey

Mr Tommy 

George

Ashby RBBC\Repr

esentor\01
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because  -There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the Town Centre Vision document published in August 

2015  -The total area of the site 83ha is over 200 acres  -

Surrey council transport development planning team 

has stated that the development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation in terms of safety 

and capacity  -Horley would lose the Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick.  The Gatwick Open 

Space setting was created to protectHorley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport  -Large areas of the 

site are floodplains - What are the benefits to Horley? 

They have not been demonstrated  -There has been a 

sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

The Core strategy published in July 2014 says the 

council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land - there are empty units on existing land crying 

out to be utilised 

No No

Policy e.g. Horley Master Plan 2004 and the Town 

Centre Vision 2015  - The Core Strategy published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. The Plans strategy envisages 

no new major commercial development for Horley  -

Comments made on page 671-710 of the Consultation 

have not been responded to

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0168

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Daniel 

John

Ashby RBBC\Repr

esentor\01
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because  -There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the Town Centre Vision document published in August 

2015  -The total area of the site 83ha is over 200 acres  -

Surrey council transport development planning team 

has stated that the development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation in terms of safety 

and capacity  -Horley would lose the Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

-The Core Strategy published in July 2014 says the 

council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land - land is able with empty units

No No

 The Gatwick Open Space setting was created to 

protectHorley from physically joining Gatwick Airport  -

Large areas of the site are floodplains - What are the 

benefits to Horley? They have not been demonstrated  

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Monkey

Mr John Henry Ashby RBBC\Repr

esentor\01
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because  -There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the Town Centre Vision document published in August 

2015  -The total area of the site 83ha is over 200 acres  -

Surrey council transport development planning team 

has stated that the development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation in terms of safety 

and capacity  -Horley would lose the Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick.  The Gatwick Open 

Space setting was created to protectHorley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport  -Large areas of the 

site are floodplains - 

The council has failed to fulfil it's promise and there 

are empty businesses that would be better placed to 

help with employment - the floodplains and wildlife 

need to be considered

No No not wishing to 

participate

What are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated  -There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. Horley Master Plan 

2004 and the Town Centre Vision 2015  - The Core 

Strategy published in July 2014 says that the Council will 

reuse and intensify existing employment land. The 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley  -



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0170

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Joanne 

Maria

Ashby-

Waggott

RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

70

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because  -There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the Town Centre Vision document published in August 

2015  -The total area of the site 83ha is over 200 acres  -

Surrey council transport development planning team 

has stated that the development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation in terms of safety 

and capacity  -Horley would lose the Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick.  The Gatwick Open 

Space setting was created to protectHorley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport  -Large areas of the 

site are floodplains - What are the benefits to Horley? 

They have not been demonstrated  -There has been a 

sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g. 

Horley Master

You need to consider the floodplains, the Town 

Centre Vision 2015 and the open space that must 

remain to keep Horley separate from Gatwick.  

There are plenty of empty businesses that would 

better benefit from utilisation than this proposed 

business park 

No No

 Plan 2004 and the Town Centre Vision 2015  - The Core 

Strategy published in July 2014 says that the Council will 

reuse and intensify existing employment land. The 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley  - also refer to the comments 

made on pages 671-710 of the consultation statement 

which have not been responded too

RBBC\Repr
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Monkey

Mrs Richard ashton RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because    it does not 

substantially maintain the Gatwick Open Setting, a vital 

area separating Horley from Gatwick Airport, the airport 

is subject to continue development and expansion 

therefore maintaining the  Gatwick open setting has 

never been more important. Previous developments 

have been refused planning permission on the grounds 

of maintaining the Gatwick open Setting.  The impact 

on our already diminishing and threatened local wildlife 

with 160 acres of green open space being taken for 

commercial/mixed development will be catastrophic 

and permanent  there are currently significant green 

areas being absorbed for local residential development 

i.e. new homes, which is already having a devastating 

effect on our local wildlife and loss of open areas   the 

existing 600 acre manor royal commercial park is only a 

10 minute commute for Horley residents, in which 

there are a significant number of vacant buildings and 

plots available for re development which will have a 

minimal impact within an existing mixed employment 

area.  Employment levels in Horley Crawley and 

surrounding areas are extremely high and above the 

national average, we do not need an additional 160 

acres of commercial/mixed employment facilities.  

No

The inclusion of a town park in the development will 

only provide insignificant benefits to residents and no 

real significant alternative habitat for our already 

endangered wildlife.  the policy states the inclusion of 

the proposed town park will provide public access to an 

area which at present is limited, how does this in any 

shape of form replace the devastation the development 

will cause to wildlife, plants trees etc.  The vast majority 

of the proposed development area is at significant risk 

of flooding  Any real benefits to Horley have not been 

demonstrated  comments of the regulation 18 stage of 

consultation have been ignored and archived in a 700 

page consultant statement, no actual changes were 

made as a result of the representations of regulation 

18.  there is no clarity and transparency being provided 

to the public, those directly and indirectly affected by 

the proposed development  the need for a business 

park is not supported in the core strategy (2014) or the 

town centre vision document published in 2015, in fact 

the core strategy of 2014 states the council will re use 

and intensify existing employment land. The plans 

strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.  



Why are brown field sites not being significantly re used 

for commercial development, there are significant 

examples where existing commercial sites are being re 

developed for residential use whereas maintaining 

commercial use would minimise the need for 

new/green commercial developments, a typical and 

significant example being the old legal and general site 

in Kingswood, 43 acres, 275,000 square feet of existing 

office/commercial space. Significant existing 

commercial /office space in Horley town centre which 

has now been converted to residential.  Why are the 

outcomes of  the Horley master plan 2005 & town 

centre vision 2015 not being supported now ?

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Joanna ashton RBBC\Repr

esentor\01
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because    it does not 

substantially maintain the Gatwick Open Setting, a vital 

area separating Horley from Gatwick Airport, the airport 

is subject to continue development and expansion 

therefore maintaining the  Gatwick open setting has 

never been more important. Previous developments 

have been refused planning permission on the grounds 

of maintaining the Gatwick open Setting.  The impact 

on our already diminishing and threatened local wildlife 

with 160 acres of green open space being taken for 

commercial/mixed development will be catastrophic 

and permanent  there are currently significant green 

areas being absorbed for local residential development 

i.e. new homes, which is already having a devastating 

effect on our local wildlife and loss of open areas   the 

existing 600 acre manor royal commercial park is only a 

10 minute commute for Horley residents, in which 

there are a significant number of vacant buildings and 

plots available for re development which will have a 

minimal impact within an existing mixed employment 

area.  Employment levels in Horley Crawley and 

surrounding areas are extremely high and above the 

national average, we do not need an additional 160 

acres of commercial/mixed employment facilities.  

No

The inclusion of a town park in the development will 

only provide insignificant benefits to residents and no 

real significant alternative habitat for our already 

endangered wildlife.  the policy states the inclusion of 

the proposed town park will provide public access to an 

area which at present is limited, how does this in any 

shape of form replace the devastation the development 

will cause to wildlife, plants trees etc.  The vast majority 

of the proposed development area is at significant risk 

of flooding  Any real benefits to Horley have not been 

demonstrated  comments of the regulation 18 stage of 

consultation have been ignored and archived in a 700 

page consultant statement, no actual changes were 

made as a result of the representations of regulation 

18.  there is no clarity and transparency being provided 

to the public, those directly and indirectly affected by 

the proposed development  the need for a business 

park is not supported in the core strategy (2014) or the 

town centre vision document published in 2015, in fact 

the core strategy of 2014 states the council will re use 

and intensify existing employment land. The plans 

strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.  

Why are brown field sites not being significantly re used 

for commercial development, there are significant 

examples where existing commercial sites are being re 

developed for residential use whereas maintaining 

commercial use would minimise the need for 

new/green commercial developments, a typical and 

significant example being the old legal and general site 

in Kingswood, 43 acres, 275,000 square feet of existing 

office/commercial space. Significant existing 

commercial /office space in Horley town centre which 

has now been converted to residential.  Why are the 

outcomes of  the Horley master plan 2005 & town 

centre vision 2015 not being supported now ?
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Monkey

Mr Troy Attlee RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There has been a distinct lack of evidence to support 

that a business park is required.  In fact there have 

been recent governmental research reports that have 

identified the contrary (Core Strategy 2014/Town 

Centre Vision 2015).  These offices have identified this 

space to be specifically protected with the intention of 

maintaining the boundary between Horley town and 

the Airport.     Surrey County Council have identified 

within their transport development planning that such 

development would exacerbate the already extreme 

traffic issues for the town causing potential threat to 

safety and simple matters of infrastructure.   This 

proposed employment/industrial area would back on to 

existing homes.  There has been an uncomfortable 

silence concerning plans and intention have not been 

made public to the people it will directly affect.   This 

area currently protects Horley from becoming one with 

the airport, we are a residential area, with families and 

considerations for health and well being for the 

community human and flora/fauna, this proposal takes 

none of our interests into consideration, and 

disrespects the town folk that live in the area and 

potentially endangers lives human and certainly 

wildlife.  No benefits to Horley as a town have been 

demonstrated or that we have in the area? 

The proposal of HOR9 should be scrapped it is 

unsound, supported by your own research, no viable 

benefits to the town have been identified.  Our 

feedback should be listened to, it is disappointing to 

learn that previous comments concerning this 

development have been shelved/ ignored/ filed/ 

disregarded - I understood that this is not how a 

democracy works and this is not how the elected 

representatives for our town should perform.  It is a 

concern that there are some many interconnected 

individuals, who potentially stand to gain from this 

development.  However we are the local 

community/residents and we should be listened to.  

How can a decision be made without a genuine 

consultation?  

No No

identified, in many cases the proposal has been 

contradicted in the local government reports.  It has 

been suggested that it would bring employment to the 

area, Horley already has a very low unemployment.  

The proposal cites the large areas of floodplain/regular 

flood areas, from the areas already targeted for 

development much of the residents in Horley are only 

too familiar with the issues of flooding and how this 

affects our local community.  The proposal contradicts 

existing policy, in the Town Centre Vision it made no 

reference to a need for a business development and in 

the Core Strategy it was stated that there was no need 

for additional developments, this deviation is 

unsubstantiated compared to the Horley Master plan.  

The council have contradicted their own guidelines, 

having turned down development due space or flood 

risk to then suggest a development of this size in the 

similar area.    

This proposed development has identified no benefits 

to Horley only penalties to the town, the residents, the 

community and our families within - Even your own 

Councillors have been unable to offer justification.   

There are other 'brown' areas for development within 

the borough (such as within Manor Royal or Kingswood 

L&G site) that have appropriate access and 

infrastructure in place, why are these not being 

targeted rather than paving over every last haven of 

green 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

1 DAY TO GO!  This is your last chance to have your say 

on Reigate and Banstead Borough Council's DMP 

document.   We need to act now to prevent them 

changing the Local Plan to include the business park.    

If the business park is in the local plan IT WILL BE BUILT 

in one form or another! The land will change from rural 

green space to concrete!    Once its gone its gone 

forever.    The deadline is Friday 23/2/18 by 5pm.    Fill 

in the Council's online survey now: 

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/RBBCREG19    

Please see our suggested answers below:    4. To which 

part(s) of the Development Management Plan does this 

representation relate?  Paragraph:4.9.7  Policy: HOR9    

5. Do you consider the Development Management Plan 

to be legally compliant?  -Don't know    6. Do you 

consider the Development Management Plan to be 

sound?  -No    7. Do you consider the Development 

Management Plan to comply with the Duty to 

Cooperate?  -Don't Know    8. Please give details of why 

you consider the Development Management Plan is not 

legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with 

the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or 

soundness of the Development Management Plan or its 

compliance with the duty to cooperate, please also use 

this box to set out your comments.    

No

What to say:    The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    - 

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015. Shocking that councillors are 

ignoring this.   - The total area of the site 83ha is over 

200 acres!!!  - Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity. It takes 

me over an hour to drive from Horley to Reigate or 

Horley to Crawley in the mornings, the state of the 

roads and density of traffic is currently horrendous. This 

will guarantee it gets worse. In addition, the pollution 

that additional traffic will create will be potentially 

dangerous to the residents of Horley.  - Why not use 

spare Horley and use some lovely green so are in 

Reigate? This would never happen, Horley has always 

been under invested and ignored by the R and B.  - 

Ethical. I believe that there may be a conflict of interest 

by those councillors  leading the campaign and that 

they may be doing so for personal financial benefit.   - 

Horley would lose the Public Open Space that separates 

Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was 

created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport.  - 

Environmental factors are of huge importance to me. I 

have myself witnessed the vast quantify of natural 

wildlife, flora and fauna that live on the land, many of 

the creatures returning year after year such as deer, 

bats, owls, birds of prey, newts, foxes, just to name a 

few. I am appalled that in a modern age where natural 

and environment is such a huge consideration, that 

Reigate and Banstead would be behaving like They are 

in the dark ages and wanting to concrete and build 

homes on just about any spare land.   - Large areas of 

the site are floodplain. The area already suffers from 

flooding, drainage issues, especially on that area of 

land.   What are the benefits to Horley? They have not 

been demonstrated.  -  Many of the claims are 

unjustifiable. The 'thousands of jobs' that will be 

created are unlikely to be attractive to Horley residents, 

with unemployment rates being so low, the likelihood is 

that workers will have to commute to Horley from out 

of town.   - There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’.  - The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”  - 



Please also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 

of the Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  - I find that this survey is deliberately 

difficult to read and understand, not set out to address 

the public in lay man terms and is very intimidating. I 

have also attended meetings run by Reigate and 

Banstead where I feel my opinions have been belittled. 

the surgery should be run by an independent company, 

and I feel that my previously submitted opinions should 

also be considered. again it's like it is being made a 

difficult as possible for objections to be communicated 

to you.    

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0180

Email Ms Lianne Baker RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I'm emailing to say I object to the business park. I do 

not want to see another piece of Horley's green space 

gone and I also do not see a need for it. There are 

plenty of " to let" signs in manor royal. 

Object HOR9 No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0181

Email Ms Veronica Ballard RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

81

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I should like to comment against the proposal

Lack of consultation with residents...not democratic.

Green belt land which floods easily.

Empty units on manor royal...i.e. not needed

Increase in traffic on an already busy road which us 

unsuitable for large vehicles.

Object HOR9 No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0185

Letter Mrs Mary Barnett RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

85

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Don't know No Don't know There is a lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park. Offices, both sides of Consort Way have 

been converted to flats, so why the need for more? 

Horley has a low employment rate. Green land should 

not be used for this business park. Surely it is better to 

use brown sites e.g. the site of Legal and General at 

Kingswood. What are the benefits to Horley? We lose 

the natural public open space, the wildlife and the 

benefits of protection for Horley. I have seen deer, 

while walking my dogs, up near Horley station. There 

are badgers on the site and it is the home to Herons. 

We should be protecting these open spaces. The 

"Gatwick Open Setting" was created to protect Horley 

from Gatwick. It was created as a sound buffer and its 

use today has not changed. The new plans are 

inadequate. Instead of taking away our green spaces, 

that helps to clean the air of Gatwick pollution, we 

should plant more trees. Pollution and noise from 

Gatwick are big issues for residents. The business park 

will cause more pollution by the increase of traffic. 

No No

RBBC\Repr
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Monkey
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No No With reference to the Horley business Park proposal; A 

development of this scale needs to come about from a 

genuine and real need. Instead, the borough council 

have seen an opportunity to try and shoe-horn a 

business park into a site which is neither suitable 

(environmentally and logistically), and contradicts many 

of the council's own policies put in place to protect the 

town.  It doesn't take a genius to work out that there 

are motives behind this venture that are not in the 

public's best interests.    With vehicular access to the 

proposed site coming from the M23 only there is little 

benefit benefit to Horley in terms of passing trade. Also, 

quite correctly, there shouldn't be access from the 

Balcombe road side due to the insufficient road 

network.     Approximately 2,500 homes have just been 

built to the north of Horley, plus the fairly new Acres 

estate to the north east. The towns infrastructure is not 

setup for this increase, let alone the footfall of an 

additional business park, e.g. doctors surgeries, 

water/sewerage requirements.    A public footpath 

passes through the open land of the Bayhorne/Fishers 

farm site. This is enjoyed by many people including dog 

walkers and those commuting by foot to the 

airport/manor-royal each day

The HOR9 policy is not sound for a whole list of 

obvious reasons. The council needs to consider 

making use of alternative valid sites. Using the Legal 

& General building in Kingswood as an example. 

This was high quality office space in a prime 

location. The borough council were within their 

rights to prevent this site being sold to housing 

developers. Another example is the former Philips 

Research facility in Salfords which was demolished 

10 years ago and has a sat as empty land throughout 

this whole process. Salfords is listed in the town 

plan as a desired area for development. The 

council's logic doesn't add up and the council are 

doing little to offer sound reasoning or reassurance.

No No

. There has been no information on how this public 

facility will remain, if at all.    The Bayhorne/Fishers 

farm area is a historic farm and currently home to a 

thriving equestrian centre. This is in use constantly by 

many many local residents. It's probably not 

appreciated how many horses reside here and I doubt 

the council has bothered to ask. Re-homing this many 

horses is not as easy as you may think and it is entirely 

possible that many may need to be put-down as part of 

the process.    
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Ref: NHE1 Par2 - The original spatial designation, 

between Horley and Gatwick Airport ensures that a 

physical rural break is retained between the two 

settlements. The Business Park will indeed be 

swallowing up this rural gap, if there are buildings, 

roads and concrete there, how can this be maintained, 

no matter what is designed in, a row of trees, a mound 

of earth, will not maintain this division. Especially with a 

junction on to Balcombe road, this will add to the 

merge of Gatwick to Horley.     4.9.8 - Although the plan 

is to not directly allow cars in via the Balcombe road 

junction, surely there would still be a considerable 

increase in local traffic going along the A23 possibly all 

the way from Redhill as most people will local workers 

trying to access Gatwick. The A23 is getting increasingly 

busier due to the growth of housing in the area, so 

additional travellers will just add to this increasing 

problem especially in the run through Horley to 

Gatwick.   

Build the business park elsewhere, not in Horley! No No

  With the removal of this rural land, trees etc., and a 

replacement with a business park will without a doubt 

reduce air quality there will be more noise pollution 

and increased traffic jams adding further strain on the 

health of Horley residents.

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The Hor9 Policy is not sound for the following, inter 

alia, reasons:    The impact of implementing the policy 

has an irreversible, detrimental affect on Horley with no 

shown benefit to Horley and the surrounding area.    

The existing traffic infrastructure is woefully inadequate 

and unable to support any increased load both from a 

safety and a capacity viewpoint.  This has been 

recognised by Surrey County Council's Transport 

Development Planning Team.    The 2104 Core Strategy 

stated that the Council will reuse existing land and saw 

no new major commercial development for Horley.  

This is contra to the aims of HOR9 which also is at 

variance to the stated aims of the Horley Master Plan 

2005 and the Town Centre Vision 2015.    The plan 

shows total disregard to the Gatwick Open Setting 

concept.    The plan provides no evidence that there is 

any need for any of the proposed building; Horley and 

the adjacent areas provide more than adequate 

resources of the types proposed.    There seems that 

there is a general reluctance to provide details on the 

interested parties and project expenditure as shown by 

the denial of RFI requests.  

I am of the opinion that there are no changes to 

HOR9 plan that could make it sound.  It should be 

scrapped.

No No

There is also the lack of response to the previous 

comments made (pp 671-710 of the Consultation 

document).  Overall there seems that there is a 

concerted effort being made to withhold/make difficult 

to find, information about the plan and the backers of 

the plan.    The proposal to build on a site where large 

areas are recognised as floodplan appears foolhardy 

and there does not seem to be any consideration of the 

possible affect on adjoining areas.



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0189

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Sandra Bass RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

89

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No No Details why plan is unsound.    Core Strategy of 2014 

identified the need for a green open area between 

Horley and Gatwick Airport which will be lost to the 

areas detriment.    No need for a business park as 

offices built in Horley were not occupied and have been 

restructured for residential flats.  We have a gym and 

swimming pool.   The Chequers Hotel is going to be 

reopened as well as plenty of hotels at the airport and 

Crawley.    The plan and map identifies an area of 84 ha 

but the plan put forward for the area east of Balcombe 

Road is only 32 ha, this is not sound as it is inconsistent 

with the plan.    This development is totally out of order 

with the Core Strategy 2014, Horley Master Plan 2005 

and the Town Centre Vision 2015 and not necessary or  

sound as it is not protecting the character of the town.    

The planned area is known to be a flood plain and 

regularly floods to the detriment of the surrounding 

areas.    The Core Strategy of 2014 set out that there 

were no plans envisaged for new major commercial 

development for Horley.    The traffic situation on the 

Balcombe Road will be intolerable as it is only a B road 

and Surrey County Council Transport Planning Team are 

very concerned.    Access to the site from the 

roundabout on Airport Way Junction 9a appears not to 

be a viable proposition due to 

Scrap the whole development, stop spending so 

much of the rate payers money and be more open 

with the local residents.

No No

the elevation of the surrounding land  and cost.    

Reigate and Banstead Borough Council and Gatwick 

Diamond Initiative Ltd is a conflict of interest as the 

Chief Officer is a Director of this registered company 

which is lobbying for this development.   This is not 

sound and really very worrying.    An amount of 

£450,000 has been spent on this project so far but no 

detailed account of this expenditure is forthcoming - 

again not sound and very worrying.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0193

Email Mr Peter Beardall RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

93

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No There is not the infrastructure to deal with all the extra 

road traffic that will be generated if this development is 

allowed to go ahead. The Balcombe Road, (B2036) is 

not large enough and the road surface is breaking up 

and has been for years. If there is to be no access from 

the Balcombe Road, then how will this development 

benefit the town of Horley as all of the extra traffic will 

be by-passing Horley to get there. This will mean a lot 

of extra traffic on the M23, the A23, the A217 and the 

A264 all of which are already very congested.

The trading estates of Manor Royal and City Place both 

of which are less than two miles away and next to 

Gatwick Airport, seem to negate the need for more 

industrial buildings in the area, given that both areas 

have substantial amount of properties un-used and 

empty.

Most of the people working at this new trading estate 

will not be from Horley or Crawley but will have to be 

imported from further afield thus causing even more 

traffic in this area. The local transport system will not 

be able to cope. This will Gridlock Horley whose 

residents will not see any benefits, only negatives.

If this development is allowed, then many acres of 

valuable flood plain will be concreted over. The area to 

the west and  to the railway line is 

Remove HOR9. No



under water a lot of the time, even after only a short 

wet spell (just ask the people in the Fishers Farm area) 

with dwellings on the margins of this plain having to use 

pumps to keep their houses dry.

In a wet spell, which are becoming more frequent, 

where will the rain water go? The river Mole cannot 

take any more flood water, the Gatwick stream, 

Haroldslea Stream and Pir brook were never meant to 

drain the whole area and will not be able to.do so.

As with schemes of this sort, there are probably too 

many standing to make too much money without taking 

into account the wishes and needs  of local residents 

whose flood insurance premiums will rise and the value 

of their homes will decrease.

The question is, from whom can Horley residents claim 

recompense when the town floods, because I, for one, 

will be seeking legal advice before it is too late.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0204

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Dameon Brannigan RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

04

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will 

Remove this policy in the plan No No

reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”   Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to.  

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0205

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Graham Brash RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

05

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  •	this 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity. This has 

already been stated by Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team.  •	Public Open 

Space that separates Horley from Gatwick would be 

lost. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  •	The 

business park is not mentioned in the Core Strategy 

(2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published 

in August 2015. There is no justification of  the need for 

such a business park  •	Flooding in Horley and 

surrounding areas has long been a problem, which will 

only worsen as large areas of the business park site are 

on a floodplain.  •	benefits to Horley have not been 

demonstrated.  •	There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  •	The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will 

Remove HOR9. No No

reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0206

Email Ms Sheila Bray RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

06

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am emailing regarding the proposed development of a 

Business Park 'Airport City' in the area between Gatwick 

and Horley. I have concerns regarding this development 

on the following grounds:

• The development is too large and extensive

• It will take away the public green space buffer 

between Horley and the Airport and lead to an eventual 

joining up of Horley and Gatwick and indeed Gatwick 

and Crawley, which has already begun to take place 

with the development at Forge Wood. 

• There is no need for a business park development as 

there is currently much vacant space in Horley itself 

(which includes previous developments that have never 

been fully filled) and this is also the case for Crawley 

and Manor Royal.

• A development of this size would significantly 

increase the surrounding traffic situation, which the 

roads currently struggle to cope with. Even if the 

development had an access route from the motorway a 

significant proportion of the traffic would use the local 

roads for access. 

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0208

Email Mr Mike Brennan RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

08

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am a resident of Haroldslea Drive. I object to the 

proposed building of the Horley Business Park to the 

south of our residence. This did not appear on any 

searches when we purchased the property 4 weeks ago 

and it seems that this park is due to be built on the 

flood plains that keep Haroldslea Drive clear of water. 

What mitigations are to be put in place? 

I formally lodge my objection to this construction. 

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0209

Email Ms Alison Brice RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

09

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 1. A need for the Park has been asserted but no 

evidence has been presented. Local industrial estates 

such as that in Crawley are half empty, so there is over 

capacity in evidence. The headlines are full of well-

established firms closing and cutting back, having been 

hit by the decline in sterling against the dollar and Euro. 

There is likely to be further recession given Brexit, 

further reducing demand while trade agreements are 

established, a process likely to take decades.

2. A business park is not mentioned in the Core Strategy 

(2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published 

in August 2015, so was not seen as a priority for the 

area. However, the setting up of a joint venture by 

Reigate and Banstead Council, Millhill Properties and 

Berwick went from proposal in the autumn of 2015 to 

reality in April 2016. This could be very poor planning 

or a lack of transparency completely at odds with the 

ethical and other standards we might expect from a 

public body. Development should follow planning not 

vice versa.

3. The FAQs put out by the consortium say the Council 

have a 50% share, presumably of both liabilities and the 

dream of eventual profits. The 

Objects to HOR9 allocation. No



financial figures are not given as they are commercially 

sensitive but this prevents proper oversight of a public 

body. Taxpayers did not agree to their council taking 

this role, to this expenditure of their council tax, or that 

the officers and councillors had appropriate 

qualifications and experience for this task. In a time of 

austerity, taxpayers may well have chosen to spend this 

money to maintain waste services, continue street 

lighting, house the homeless or reduce council tax for 

the needy, well-defined council roles. Where was the 

opportunity for consideration and rival bids by 

appropriate competitors? Such a process might well 

have brought the council greater income than taking 

such a role itself.

4. Anyone who has ever used the Balcombe Road in 

rush hour will attest to crawling traffic. Adding to the 

jam is likely to reduce job opportunities in Horley as 

people are even less able to get to work or reach the 

town for shopping or business. I understand that Surrey 

County Council’s Transport Development Planning 

Team has stated that the development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation in terms of safety 

and capacity. 

5. The FAQs document put out by the consortium also 

talks of the travel links for the proposed park, citing rail 

and M23 links. Both close junctions for the M23 are 

congested and Horley is often gridlocked now by 

incidents on 

the M25 and M23, so these statements are completely 

unrealistic. Work has started to turn the M23 into a 

'smart' motorway between J8 and J10 just to cope with 

current flow.

6. There will be no benefit to the local area in terms of 

employment as claimed. Workers at Gatwick come from 

all over the south east and beyond, partly because of 

the need for specialist skills but also because the local 

jobs market is so buoyant. There are no unskilled 

workers for care agencies to employ and there will be 

none for a business park. Firms will not move to an area 

where staff are expensive or unobtainable.

7.  Horley would lose the Public Open Space that 

separates Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open 

Setting’ was created to protect Horley from physically 

joining Gatwick Airport. This is not just to provide a 

footpath, as suggested by the Consortium FAQs, though 

that is a valid right in itself. It also improves the security 

of Gatwick as unusual presence can be easily identified, 

gives space for evacuation and improves air quality, 

though the regular breaking of required air quality 

limits is still a big issue in the town. More people will 

literally be killed by increasing pollution here.

8. Anyone who has ever followed the footpaths 

in the area, or driven past, will know that there is 

flooding there. Building on the substantial parts of the 

proposed ground that are flood plain is going to 

increase the risks of property damage in the town. Like 

Gatwick did in the last floods, the park may well divert 

the problem onto others but the damage is still paid for 

financially and in terms of health somewhere.

9. The Gatwick plain is being explored for oil. It is 

estimated to have enough to supply the UK for three 

years. There is a certain sick humour about sinkholes 

being planned under an established international 

airport but adding a business park to the target area 

shows a complete lack of joined up thinking.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0211

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Tony Brookes RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

11

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 No No Yes Horley 9 is wrong. Where is the evidence for the need 

for a Business Park ? I always thought that there was a 

firm commitment to leave open spaces between Horley 

and the Airport. Do flood plain have any meaning to 

RBBC ? It is a very bad area for flooding which would be 

made even worse by hard surfacing the current open 

spaces.

Remove HOR9. No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0213

Email Ms Alison Brunt RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

13

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I strongly disagree with the proposed Airport City 172 

acre business park. This will destroy a valuable wild life 

area. I regularly drive past and see birds of prey , foxes 

& deer on this green belt land.

It would also increase traffic & pollution in an already 

busy area.

No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0214

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Susan Buggins RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

14

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the Town Centre Vision document 

published in August 2015.    Surrey County Council's 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.    Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick.  The Gatwick Open Setting was created 

to protect Horley from Gatwick Airport.    Large areas of 

the plan are flood-plain.    The benefit to Horley has not 

been demonstrated    There has been a sudden 

unjustifiable deviation from existing policy (Horley 

Master Plan 2015 and the Town Centre vision 2015.    

The "Core Strategy" published in July 2014 says the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land.  This strategy envisages no new major 

Not applicable No No

commercial development for Horley.    There has been 

huge and significant business and housing development 

in Crawley and Gatwick area and further development is 

therefore not required in Horley

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0216

Email Mr Stuart Burbidge RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

16

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I wish to register my objection to the Horley Trade Park, 

I cannot see any benefits to the local area, the 

inconvenience and loss of open space will be excessive, 

the strain on the already poorly maintained 

infrastructure will be unacceptable

Key Points of Objection:

Flood plain – any building on this area will be to the 

detriment to other landowners and properties

Green & Open space and Airport separation:

These plans completely disregard the accepted Surrey 

County Council Noise and Green space area. Similar 

plans were refused almost 20 years ago and nothing has 

changed, the loss of green and open space is 

unacceptable, the objections to such plans by Reigate 

and Banstead Council are still current so I cannot see 

how the same council want to spend our council tax 

money to propose such a development.

Unfounded demand for Business Park:

Local Offices are all being converted into private 

accommodation – no need for extensive 

Remove HOR9. No

office or Trade Park now or in the future – vast amounts 

of the Manor Royal Industrial Estate are empty and 

constantly being rebuilt but offices still empty. This is 

also the case in neighbouring towns such as Reigate and 

Redhill.

I believe the council are behaving with very little 

integrity , these plans (not that there are any real plans) 

more over this idea has had comprehensive local 

objection from business and residents alike already by 

many polls. Why are more funds being requested to 

“study” this proposal. Surely that is enough objection to 

such a trade park as well as being a waste of time and 

money. 

Our Horley Local Town Council object to these plans, 

surely they are best placed to know what Horley needs



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0217

Email Mr Robert Burbidge RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

17

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I wish to register my objection to the Horley Trade Park, 

I cannot see any benefits to the local area, the 

inconvenience and loss of open space will be excessive, 

the strain on the already poorly maintained 

infrastructure will be unacceptable

Key Points of Objection:

Flood plain – any building on this area will be to the 

detriment to other landowners and properties

Green & Open space and Airport separation:

These plans completely disregard the accepted Surrey 

County Council Noise and Green space area. Similar 

plans were refused almost 20 years ago and nothing has 

changed, the loss of green and open space is 

unacceptable, the objections to such plans by Reigate 

and Banstead Council are still current so I cannot see 

how the same council want to spend our council tax 

money to propose such a development.

Unfounded demand for Business Park:

Local Offices are all being converted into private 

accommodation – no need for extensive 

Remove HOR9. No

office or Trade Park now or in the future – vast amounts 

of the Manor Royal Industrial Estate are empty and 

constantly being rebuilt but offices still empty. This is 

also the case in neighbouring towns such as Reigate and 

Redhill.

I believe the council are behaving with very little 

integrity , these plans (not that there are any real plans) 

more over this idea has had comprehensive local 

objection from business and residents alike already by 

many polls. Why are more funds being requested to 

“study” this proposal. Surely that is enough objection to 

such a trade park as well as being a waste of time and 

money. 

Our Horley Local Town Council object to these plans, 

surely they are best placed to know what Horley needs

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0218

Email Mr Andrew Burbidge RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I wish to register my objection to the Horley Trade Park, 

I cannot see any benefits to the local area, the 

inconvenience and loss of open space will be excessive, 

the strain on the already poorly maintained 

infrastructure will be unacceptable

Key Points of Objection:

Flood plain – any building on this area will be to the 

detriment to other landowners and properties

Green & Open space and Airport separation:

These plans completely disregard the accepted Surrey 

County Council Noise and Green space area. Similar 

plans were refused almost 20 years ago and nothing has 

changed, the loss of green and open space is 

unacceptable, the objections to such plans by Reigate 

and Banstead Council are still current so I cannot see 

how the same council want to spend our council tax 

money to propose such a development.

Unfounded demand for Business Park:

Local Offices are all being converted into private 

accommodation – no need for extensive office or Trade 

Park now or in the future – vast 

Remove HOR9. No



amounts of the Manor Royal Industrial Estate are empty 

and constantly being rebuilt but offices still empty. This 

is also the case in neighbouring towns such as Reigate 

and Redhill.

I believe the council are behaving with very little 

integrity , these plans (not that there are any real plans) 

more over this idea has had comprehensive local 

objection from business and residents alike already by 

many polls. Why are more funds being requested to 

“study” this proposal. Surely that is enough objection to 

such a trade park as well as being a waste of time and 

money. 

Our Horley Local Town Council object to these plans, 

surely they are best placed to know what Horley needs

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0219

Email Mr & Mrs Ian & 

Philippa

Burbidge RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I wish to register my objection to the Horley Trade Park, 

I cannot see any benefits to the local area, the 

inconvenience and loss of open space will be excessive, 

the strain on the already poorly maintained 

infrastructure will be unacceptable

Key Points of Objection:

Flood plain – any building on this area will be to the 

detriment to other landowners and properties

Green & Open space and Airport separation:

These plans completely disregard the accepted Surrey 

County Council Noise and Green space area. Similar 

plans were refused almost 20 years ago and nothing has 

changed, the loss of green and open space is 

unacceptable, the objections to such plans by Reigate 

and Banstead Council are still current so I cannot see 

how the same council want to spend our council tax 

money to propose such a development.

Remove HOR9. No

Unfounded demand for Business Park:

Local Offices are all being converted into private 

accommodation – no need for extensive office or Trade 

Park now or in the future – vast amounts of the Manor 

Royal Industrial Estate 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0222

Survey 

Monkey

Mr David Burton RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

22

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.   Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.   Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.   Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.   What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.   There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’   The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages 

no new major commercial development for Horley.”    

Please also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 

of the Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to. 

the roads are totally unable to sustain what is 

planned, i challenge you to ride this road, yesterday 

driving my car towards Crawley on the Balcombe 

Road and hit ruts grooves holes and debris  which 

has been there weeks and that's trying to avoid 

traffic coming the other way doing the same in 

reverse. the lose of Green space trees and air is 

more important as unnecessary development is not 

needed with empty premises around the area shows

No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0225

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Pierre Cagnon RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

25

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages 

no new major commercial development for Horley.”   

Please also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 

of the Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.

Remove HOR9. No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0226

Email Mr Richard Cameron RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

26

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No Appalled at the Council's drive and determination to 

see this project proceed (let alone to fund it). Reading 

between the lines (and working day-to-day as a 

solicitor), I get the sense that this project is already very 

much a "done deal" from the Council's perspective. 

Having lived on [...] for 2.5 years until the summer of 

2016, and having walked my dog daily in the fields that 

will become part of the supposed business park, I would 

like to know what the rationale is for having this park. 

What's wrong with Manor Royal? Have you witnessed 

the flooding in the fields next to the rail line? Do you 

really think Horley should be directly connected to the 

airport? Admittedly I am a relative newcomer to Horley 

having lived here for c.4 years, but I struggle to see the 

commercial sense or necessity for this park. I could 

write at length about the projects and services that the 

Council should be offering, but I suspect it will make no 

difference. This project is a nonsense and an utter 

waste of taxpayers money. If it proceeds, I'm sure I 

won't be the only person to leave Horley. 

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0233

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Lucy Carey RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

33

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    - There is a 

clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.  - The total area of the site 83ha is over 

200 acres!!!  - Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  - Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  - Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  - There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  - The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.

Remove HOR9. No No
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Monkey

Miss Jenny Cassin RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.  Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity. Also, 

what with the trains, airport, motorway, the Oakwood 

school, many bus routes and busy roads anyway, the 

pollution this business park could cause is astronomical!   

Horley would lose the Public Open Space that separates 

Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was 

created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport.  Large areas of the site are floodplain.  

What are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley”    Last time I checked, Redhill 

has a very empty block of offices near the train station, 

and a half started now derelict site of what used to be 

liquid and envy. Instead of ruining a perfect piece of 

green land and killing off wildlife, why not finish the job 

you started there and fix the eyesore. I see no demand 

for any business park in Horley, I certainly wouldn’t 

want to work there, and I know but plenty of people 

who both won’t want to work there nor will be 

returning to Horley once the building commences.    

Just don’t build it. It will never be made sound if it is 

built where it is planned to be built. Find 

somewhere else for it or don’t do it. You’ll lose 

more money than you earn, 

No No

I checked, Redhill has a very empty block of offices near 

the train station, and a half started now derelict site of 

what used to be liquid and envy. Instead of ruining a 

perfect piece of green land and killing off wildlife, why 

not finish the job you started there and fix the eyesore. 

I see no demand for any business park in Horley, I 

certainly wouldn’t want to work there, and I know but 

plenty of people who both won’t want to work there 

nor will be returning to Horley once the building 

commences.    

Bayhorne has been part of many lives for years and 

years. It has become my second home in the last year 

[...]. Building on Bayhorne is being done purely for the 

money, and if the council actually read this, and the 

many other surveys against this, they will realise there 

are other sites that are far better built on, and quite 

frankly will look far nicer! I certainly wouldn’t want to 

work somewhere where my only view is the airport, 

motorway and the train line! 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Georgina Catanach RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’   The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages 

no new major commercial development for Horley.”   

No



RBBC\Repr
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Monkey

Mr Peter Chapman RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No No I am very concerned that R & BBC have failed to 

respond to the public comments and consultation 

results regarding this proposed development.   I am 

also extremely concerned and worried by the fact that R 

& BBC have entered into a JV company to develop this 

site PRIOR to any public consultation and the fact that 

R& BBC have committed many hundreds of thousands 

of pounds of our (public council tax payers) money to 

this JV company without producing any evidence that 

this development is either wanted or supported by the 

local population.  R&BBC have refused all requests as to 

how the JV partners were selected and by which legal 

process they used to either short list them or select 

them. Nor have R&BBC responded to requests as to 

how either the JV company or its partners going to 

provide "best valve" for either the Council or its Council 

Tax payers.  R&BBC have confirmed that they have NOT 

used "article 4" directions nor are they protecting 

current business space within the borough and are 

actively granting planning permission to convert 

existing (and viable) office space, especially in Horley, 

into residential properties.  I am also concerned with 

R&BBC have a huge number of public comments 

opposing this development which still need to be 

answered and resolved.  R&BBC need to explain 

why they have spent hundreds of thousands of 

pounds on the JV company prior to any public 

consultation taking place.  R&BBC need to explain 

and justify the need for this development and also 

why they confirmed there was no need for new 

"green belt" commercial developments as recently 

as July 2014. What has changed and where is the 

proof of demand especially as R&BBC are granting 

permission for wholesale conversion of office space 

into residential units in Horley and throughout the 

borough.

No Yes R&BBC need to be held 

accountable for their 

actions and refusal to 

take on board the 

hundreds of objections 

to this development or 

why they are going 

against recently stated 

assurances that "no new 

green field commercial 

development is 

envisaged"

the make up of the JV Company as checks reveal the 

outside directors have a very chequered history and 

their directorships are via other limited companies with 

very limited capitalisation. These are most certainly not 

well capitalised companies and some of these directors 

have a history of insolvency in the property 

development market.   It is also noted that there is a 

clear conflict of interest between R & BBC and the JV 

company directors if their past directorships are 

examined.  With specific regard to HOR9  1) R& BBC 

have refused all FOI requests to demonstrate there is a 

viable need for this development and also R&BBC are 

actively granting planning permission for wholesale 

conversions of existing office space to residential use. 

R&BBC have also failed to use the "article 4" directive.  

2) R&BBC have failed to comply with the "duty to 

cooperate" by refusing to take on board the previous 

consultation and the many hundreds of public 

comments opposing this development.  3) The R&BBC 

HOR9 plan can't be legal given the refusal of R&BBC to 

correct the huge error in the land specified. The plan 

shows a proposed area of some 40H but the stated 

development area is over 80H.   R&BBC have refused to 

either explain or correct this discrepancy. Where is the 

extra 40H of proposed development to take place?  4) 

Refusal of R&BBC to either openly discuss the results of 

the previous consultation or the many hundreds of 

public comments objecting this proposal. Also the 

refusal of R&BBC to publically state how the concerns 

raised at the earlier public consultation have been 

addressed.  Where is the evidence of the need for this 

development and if it exists why has it not been 

mentioned in either the "Core strategy 2014" or the 

Horley Town Centre Vision documents as HOR9 will 

have a dramatic effect on the Horley Town and its 

residents.  5) R&BBC have confirmed that they are 

already very short of "PUBLIC OPEN SPACES" as defined 

in the existing development plan yet now seek to take 

even more of our open space and convert into an 

industrial estate.  Why have R&BBC failed to provide 

the "Public open spaces" that have been identified as 

needed in the earlier development plan? Where are the 

replacement "Public Open Spaces" to be located?   6) 

R&BBC have refused to state what, if any, benefits this 

development will have for Horley Town and its 

residents.  7) R&BBC have refused to explain the need 

for this sudden deviation from the established, and 

accepted, Horley master plan 2005 and the later Horley 

Town Centre Vision 2015 even though this proposal will 

dramatically alter Horley.  8) R&BBC "Core Strategy July 

2014" states that R&BBC will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land and goes on to state it 



"envisages no new major commercial development for 

Horley" yet without any explanation or demonstration 

of need we now have HOR9 thrust upon us proposing 

over 80H on new "green field" commercial 

development.  9) R&BBC have yet to respond to the 

public comments detailed from page 671 to page 710 of 

the consultation statement.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Survey 

Monkey

Mr John Chisholm RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Yes No Don't 

Know

No

RBBC\Repr
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Survey 

Monkey

Mr PaL Chohan RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No No It is not legal to build upon the last bit of green land 

surrounding Horley, without consultation of the public. 

This has been mishandled very badly by the Council, it's 

disgraceful.

Stop building on the last bit of green land in Horley. 

Don't build the business park.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Survey 

Monkey

Mr james christie RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There does not seem to be any need for a business park 

here, Crawley/Gatwick already have excess industrial 

and office space making any development here on a 

flood plain surplus to requirement.  The development 

would also severely increase traffic congestion.    The 

whole Horley area is on a flood plain and this proposed 

area is particularly prone to flooding - thus forming an 

area where excess water can go and protecting the local 

houses from flooding themselves.  Horley would lose 

the open space that separates Horley from Gatwick and 

would end up losing it's identity and merging with 

Gatwick area. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.    There appear to be no benefits for Horley or 

the local population.    The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plan's strategy 

envisages no new major commercial development for 

Horley.”  

Remove HOR9. No No

RBBC\Repr
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Monkey

Mrs rosemary christie RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  •	The need and 

justification for a business park has not been 

demonstrated and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.      •	Horley would end up 

integrating with Gatwick and lose the space between, 

leaving Public Open Space. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ 

was created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport.    •	It has been stated by Surrey County 

Council’s Transport Development Planning Team that as 

a result of the development the existing traffic situation 

will get worse in terms of safety and capacity.    •	The 

proposed site is mostly a flood plain, the fields flooding 

on a regular basis during the winter months, essential 

as a natural balance for the environment.    •	There 

seem to be no benefits for Horley whatsoever – none 

have been highlighted.    •	There has been a sudden 

unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley 

Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’    

•	The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.”    •	 Please also 

refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  

Remove HOR9. No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0247

Email Mr & Mrs M  Cobley RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

47

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 We write with regard to the above proposed 

development and to object vociferously.  It seems that 

Horley residents opinions are yet again being ignored 

and not one person we have spoken to can see any 

justification to developing this green site, which is 

primarily there to act as a barrier between Gatwick and 

Horley.  As you know, Horley has never received any 

financial benefit from the proximity of the airport, yet 

still suffers all the noise, air pollution and traffic 

congestion.  Why, therefore, are you planning to join 

Horley Town with Gatwick?

A Surrey County Council traffic study has already 

highlighted the development will significantly increase 

traffic levels to local roads, which will cause already 

congested roads to have greater volumes of traffic 

adding to the noise and pollution in this area.

In addition, apart from losing open green space, this 

site already sits on a flood plain and a development of 

this size will only cause further flooding problems to 

local residents - in particular those houses off the 

Balcombe Road.  As you will recall, these properties 

suffered extensive flood damage as recently as 

Remove HOR9. No

December 2013 - and this was before the housing 

development in Haroldslea Drive - and huge ongoing 

development in the Meath Green area......all built on 

the River Mole/Burstow Stream floodplain.  Surely the 

flood plains are there for a reason and to continue 

building on them will obviously cause problems in the 

future.

On another point.....there seems to be a number of 

vacant premises on the Crawley Industrial Estate so 

what is the justification for building another huge 

commercial development in the same area?

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Survey 

Monkey

Mr Nick Coler RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Reasons why the master plan is not sound.    The policy 

HOR 9 is totally unsound.    1.  There is absolutely no 

need for a business park to be built on this site.    It's 

half a mile from Manor Royal BID which has ample 

world class business space   with multinational 

business's already in situ.    It doesn't have a main client 

to anchor the HOR 9 development,   this is standard 

practice in the property development business.    This 

means that no end of taxpayer money is tied up in land 

purchase, building costs, interest fees  and eventually 

maintenance costs, while they search for a client.    

There is only so long that a proper commercial business 

can bear genuine business loans and interest rates.  

Most of them don't have the advantage of living off the 

property bonds from the DMO   paid for by taxpayers.     

The council are very proud of their investments in retail 

parks, unfortunately there are mass bankruptcies  

appearing in physical retail due to Amazon, E bay and 

numerous other new online retailers.  Investing in a 

waning business is not good business practice .    

Witness the empty retail space in Horley that Reigate 

and Banstead have demanded to be built in the last few 

years.    The imagination that they can charge business 

rates that will be over and above the interest   on the 

loans from the DMO or whatever taxpayer dept they 

are borrowing from   to 

Reasons why the master plan is not sound.    The 

policy HOR 9 is totally unsound.    1.  There is 

absolutely no need for a business park to be built on 

this site.    It's half a mile from Manor Royal BID 

which has ample world class business space   with 

multinational business's already in situ.    It doesn't 

have a main client to anchor the HOR 9 

development,   this is standard practice in the 

property development business.    This means that 

no end of taxpayer money is tied up in land 

purchase, building costs, interest fees  and 

eventually maintenance costs, while they search for 

a client.    There is only so long that a proper 

commercial business can bear genuine business 

loans and interest rates.  Most of them don't have 

the advantage of living off the property bonds from 

the DMO   paid for by taxpayers.     The council are 

very proud of their investments in retail parks, 

unfortunately there are mass bankruptcies  

appearing in physical retail due to Amazon, E bay 

and numerous other new online retailers.  Investing 

in a waning business is not good business practice .    

Witness the empty retail space in Horley that 

Reigate and Banstead have demanded to be built in 

the last few years.    The imagination 

No Yes I would like to have my 

views heard as RBBC 

make a great point of 

ignoring any questions 

or FOI requests ever 

asked of them.  



fund the repayments only works if business's can afford 

high rents and business rates.  again witness the current 

bankruptcy levels and empty premises.    They have 

never implemented article 4 on any of the existing 

office properties in Horley   choosing to turn them into 

residential, while they pushed forward with new 

unoccupied  structures for higher rents.    This only 

highlights the junior level they are operating at and 

reminds me of when they put a large sum of council ( 

taxpayer ) money into Icelandic banks when real 

business's had removed their deposits some months 

before.    https://www.getsurrey.co.uk/news/local-

news/councils-back-portion-icelandic-banks-4811519    

Does RBBC meet the Teckal requirements as layed out 

in 2011 Localism act.    2.  Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.    As we  

already know SCC have openly stated that they don't 

back the M23 Spur road for the   business park, ( cost 20 

million pounds ) citing that the pollution and congestion 

levels are already far to high for the area, which is very 

true.    This futile plan is being pushed forward by the  

LEP,  Gatwick Diamond  ( which RBBC donate 10K Pa too 

) 

that they can charge business rates that will be over 

and above the interest   on the loans from the DMO 

or whatever taxpayer dept they are borrowing from   

to fund the repayments only works if business's can 

afford high rents and business rates.  again witness 

the current bankruptcy levels and empty premises.    

They have never implemented article 4 on any of 

the existing office properties in Horley   choosing to 

turn them into residential, while they pushed 

forward with new unoccupied  structures for higher 

rents.    This only highlights the junior level they are 

operating at and reminds me of when they put a 

large sum of council ( taxpayer ) money into 

Icelandic banks when real business's had removed 

their deposits some months before.    

https://www.getsurrey.co.uk/news/local-

news/councils-back-portion-icelandic-banks-

4811519    Does RBBC meet the Teckal requirements 

as layed out in 2011 Localism act.    2.  Surrey County 

Council’s Transport Development Planning Team has 

stated that the development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation in terms of 

safety and capacity.    As we  already know SCC have 

openly stated that they don't back the M23 Spur 

road for the   

and Coast to Capital with their lobbying partners  

http://www.nmcdllp.com/ Steven Norris.    Gatwick 

airport obviously comes on stream again for the second 

runway in 2019  they are continually bragging about a 

through put of 44 million passengers a year ,   

unfortunately they mainly come by car creating  even 

more pollution and congestion,  they then fly out and 

spend their money abroad.    RBBC will not back Horley 

against the proven unlawful overflight of Route 4    

Gatwick airport give RBBC some funding for air quality 

control implementation.      RBBC are looking into some 

electric car charging points !     The Government have 

already admitted that pollution levels in our area are 

above the legal limits and out of control,  why on earth 

would we be adding to them by wiping out the last 

remaining area of green   space between Gatwick and 

Horley and adding another 2000 daily journeys.    RBBC 

say HOR 9 will be great news  for Horley re 

employment, it’s unnecessary.  We already have one of 

the lowest unemployment rates in the country.    

Reigate and Banstead also state that the HOR 9 project 

will bring added prosperity to Horley town  bringing 

more people in to shop or eat there.   

business park, ( cost 20 million pounds ) citing that 

the pollution and congestion levels are already far to 

high for the area, which is very true.    This futile 

plan is being pushed forward by the  LEP,  Gatwick 

Diamond  ( which RBBC donate 10K Pa too ) and 

Coast to Capital with their lobbying partners  

http://www.nmcdllp.com/ Steven Norris.    Gatwick 

airport obviously comes on stream again for the 

second runway in 2019  they are continually 

bragging about a through put of 44 million 

passengers a year ,   unfortunately they mainly come 

by car creating  even more pollution and congestion,  

they then fly out and spend their money abroad.    

RBBC will not back Horley against the proven 

unlawful overflight of Route 4    Gatwick airport give 

RBBC some funding for air quality control 

implementation.      RBBC are looking into some 

electric car charging points !     The Government 

have already admitted that pollution levels in our 

area are above the legal limits and out of control,  

why on earth would we be adding to them by wiping 

out the last remaining area of green   space between 

Gatwick and Horley and adding another 2000 daily 

journeys.   

 People who will be working in HOR 9 will be far more 

likely to walk the few hundred yards into the airport 

and buy their lunch there.  Or if they come into town 

they’ll come by car ( adding to the pollution) as there is 

no provision for a cycle path.  Exactly the same issue as 

Westvale park, another council run scheme.  Plus RBBC 

are talking about building on the Horley car parks.    

Reigate and Banstead also hold the unenviable position 

of being anti nature.    Westvale park has been totally 

scrubbed (one tree left) while the Acres development  

had numerous listed trees cut down along with 

scrubbing, where do the creatures go ?    Now 170 acres 

of the last green space must be relived of animals so 

the council can waste money  on a dreadful vanity 

project built on a flood plain !      The policy HOR 9 is 

totally unsound.

1.

There is absolutely no need for a business park to be 

built on this site.

It's half a mile from Manor Royal BID which has ample 

world class business space 

with multinational business's already in situ.

It doesn't have a main client to anchor the HOR 9 

development, 

this is standard practice in the property development 

business.

 RBBC say HOR 9 will be great news  for Horley re 

employment, it’s unnecessary.  We already have one 

of the lowest unemployment rates in the country.    

Reigate and Banstead also state that the HOR 9 

project will bring added prosperity to Horley town  

bringing more people in to shop or eat there.    

People who will be working in HOR 9 will be far 

more likely to walk the few hundred yards into the 

airport and buy their lunch there.  Or if they come 

into town they’ll come by car ( adding to the 

pollution) as there is no provision for a cycle path.  

Exactly the same issue as Westvale park, another 

council run scheme.  Plus RBBC are talking about 

building on the Horley car parks.    Reigate and 

Banstead also hold the unenviable position of being 

anti nature.    Westvale park has been totally 

scrubbed (one tree left) while the Acres 

development  had numerous listed trees cut down 

along with scrubbing, where do the creatures go ?    

Now 170 acres of the last green space must be 

relived of animals so the council can waste money  

on a dreadful vanity project built on a flood plain !  



This means that no end of taxpayer money is tied up in 

land purchase, building costs, interest fees

and eventually maintenance costs, while they search for 

a client.

There is only so long that a proper commercial business 

can bear genuine business loans and interest rates.

Most of them don't have the advantage of living off the 

property bonds from the DMO 

paid for by taxpayers. 

The council are very proud of their investments in retail 

parks, unfortunately there are mass bankruptcies

appearing in physical retail due to Amazon, E bay and 

numerous other new online retailers.

Investing in a waning business is not good business 

practice .

Witness the empty retail space in Horley that Reigate 

and Banstead have demanded to be built in the last few 

years.

The imagination that they can charge business rates 

that will be over and above the interest 

on the loans from the DMO or whatever taxpayer dept 

they are borrowing from 

to fund the repayments only works if business's can 

afford high rents and business rates.

again witness the current bankruptcy levels and empty 

premises.

They have never implemented article 4 on any of the 

existing office properties in Horley 

choosing to turn them into residential, while they 

pushed forward with new unoccupied

structures for higher rents.

This only highlights the junior level they are operating 

at and reminds me of when they put a large sum of 

council ( taxpayer ) money into Icelandic banks when 

real business's had removed their deposits some 

months before.

https://www.getsurrey.co.uk/news/local-news/councils-

back-portion-icelandic-banks-4811519

Does RBBC meet the Teckal requirements as layed out 

in 2011 Localism act.

2.

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.

As we  already know SCC have openly stated that they 

don't back the M23 Spur road for the 

business park, ( cost 20 million pounds ) citing that the 

pollution and congestion levels are already far to high 

for the area, which is very true.

This futile plan is being pushed forward by the  LEP,  

Gatwick Diamond  ( which RBBC donate 10K Pa too ) 

and Coast to Capital with their lobbying partners  

http://www.nmcdllp.com/ Steven Norris.

Gatwick airport obviously comes on stream again for 

the second runway in 2019

they are continually bragging about a through put of 44 

million passengers a year , 

unfortunately they mainly come by car creating  even 

more pollution and congestion,

they then fly out and spend their money abroad.

RBBC will not back Horley against the proven unlawful 

overflight of Route 4



Gatwick airport give RBBC some funding for air quality 

control implementation.  

RBBC are looking into some electric car charging points 

! 

The Government have already admitted that pollution 

levels in our area are above the legal limits and out of 

control,

why on earth would we be adding to them by wiping 

out the last remaining area of green 

space between Gatwick and Horley and adding another 

2000 daily journeys.

RBBC say HOR 9 will be great news  for Horley re 

employment, it’s unnecessary.

We already have one of the lowest unemployment 

rates in the country.

Reigate and Banstead also state that the HOR 9 project 

will bring added prosperity to Horley town

bringing more people in to shop or eat there.

People who will be working in HOR 9 will be far more 

likely to walk the few hundred yards into the airport 

and buy their lunch there.

Or if they come into town they’ll come by car ( adding 

to the pollution) as there is no provision for a cycle 

Exactly the same issue as Westvale park, another 

council run scheme.

Plus RBBC are talking about building on the Horley car 

parks.

Reigate and Banstead also hold the unenviable position 

of being anti nature.

Westvale park has been totally scrubbed (one tree left) 

while the Acres development

had numerous listed trees cut down along with 

scrubbing, where do the creatures go ?

Now 170 acres of the last green space must be relived 

of animals so the council can waste money

on a dreadful vanity project built on a flood plain !

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0250

Email Ms Vanessa Collins RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

50

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am writing to you to lodge my letter of concerns 

regarding the possible application to build a business 

park on the Balcombe road thus joining Horley and 

Gatwick

I object to this for several reasons 

We have a business park in crawley which many offices 

and retail spaces which are empty and it looks 

horrendous

The proposed area where you want to build is a 

floodplain

There is already too much traffic and noise so this 

would add to it

We have the town which should be invested in with all 

the new houses you have built all of a sudden, we have 

no more space, we don’t want to be concreted in

Horley is already overcrowded 

Animals, birds, wildlife would be destroyed thus not 

helping the environment

Businesses that are established you would be knocking 

down and killing off people’s livelihoods

Object HOR9 No



You cannot point blank guarantee the business park 

would be occupied all the time

The proposed park is not right near the places you have 

listed i.e. the airport and. Train station they would be a 

distance 

Roads haven’t been fixed in Horley for a long time, why 

hasn’t this been sorted

We need Horley town regenerated with a lot of great 

shops being invested in before you put this park in

We would have a lot of trouble in the area

There are apparently sightings of crested newts in the 

proposed site, these are a protected species so you 

wouldn’t be able to build

Who is paying for the build, will Residents be made to 

foot the bill by raising council tax?

Pollution from more traffic is a concern

Environmental issues at the forefront 

I await your response

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0252

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Cath Connor RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Not enough evidence to suggest a need for this 

development and the loss of green space between the 

built up areas of Horley Gatwick and Crawley would be 

depressing. 

No business park No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0258

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Peter 

Charles

Cox RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

58

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Yes No Don't 

Know

Green fields and woodland are an essential part of a 

healthy environment and help to reduce the pollution 

from road traffic and Gatwick Airport.

Just develop "Brown Field" sites No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0261

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Sarah Craggs RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  - There is a 

clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.  - The total area of the site 83ha is over 

200 acres!!!  - Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  - Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  - Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  - There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  - The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”  - Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to.    

The only way to make this Development 

Management Plan 'sound' is to abandon all 

proposals to develop this land, for all the reasons 

stated above.  PLEASE DO NOT BUILD ON YET 

ANOTHER AREA OF RURAL SUSSEX!!!  Leave it to the 

wildlife, walkers and equestrians and keep this little 

part of England's green and pleasant land GREEN, 

not CONCRETE!!

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0262

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Tessa Craig RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

62

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport. Horley 

residents have voted in the past overwhelmingly to be 

separated from Gatwick.  Large areas of the site are 

floodplain. The vast majority of the floodplain in the 

area has already been built on; with additional building 

and tarmacing on the W Sussex side of the Gatwick slip 

road, there will be no where for rain and surface water 

to go.   What are the benefits to Horley? They have not 

been demonstrated. The plan that access to the 

business park would be via the M23 only serves to 

reinforce that there will be no benefit to the town. It 

looks like the business park will in addition be self 

sufficient, with retail, leisure etc. facilities.   

This policy should be excluded from the business 

plan.

No No



There is no need to develop such a large 'employment 

site' in this location - we have such low unemployment 

here, that the majority of employees would have to 

come from elsewhere, increasing traffic and continuing 

to overload our infrastructure. There is no justifiable 

business need for this park in this part of the county.   

There has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from 

existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the 

‘Town Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core Strategy’ 

published in July 2014 says that the Council will reuse 

and intensify existing employment land. “the Plans 

strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”   Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0611

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\06
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The Wilky 

Group

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

12

N/A Mr Simon Fife Savills RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0086

Yes 4.8.55 HOR9 South Yes Yes Yes 1 Introduction

1.1 This representation is submitted on behalf of The 

Wilky Group (TWG), which has had a long-standing 

interest in the provision of employment land within the 

Boroughs of Reigate and Banstead and Crawley (RBBC 

and CBC). It relates specifically to proposed Policy HOR9 

of the pre-submission Development Management Plan 

(PSDMP), which proposes a strategic employment site 

and related uses on land extending to about 31 ha west 

of Balcombe Road, Horley.

1.2 TWG own about 60.3 ha (149 acres) situated to the 

east of Gatwick Airport and to the north and south of 

the M23 spur road between Junctions 9 and 9a. The 

land south of the M23 spur road (about 47.3ha / 117 

acres) is 'Safeguarded Land' for the Gatwick Airport 

second runway landside facilities and falls within an 

Area of Search for a Strategic Employment Location 

(SEL) in the adopted Crawley Borough Local Plan 2015 

(CBLP). The land north of the spur road falls within an 

area identified by RBBC for ‘employment land in Horley’ 

(business park). TWG is therefore a significant 

stakeholder in relation to the provision of future 

employment land and development in the 

Crawley/Gatwick/Horley area.

Yes Yes The Wilky Group owns a 

significant parcel of land 

to the east of the HOR9 

proposed allocation,

which forms part of the 

larger ‘employment land 

in Horley’ proposal 

being promoted by 

Reigate

and Banstead Borough 

Council outside the Local 

Plan. As such, The Wilky 

Group is a key

stakeholder with an 

interest in the 

promulgation of the 

Horley Strategic 

Business Park allocation

via the Development 

Management Plan.

1.3 The Horley Strategic Business Park proposed under 

Policy HOR9 forms the western part of the ‘employment 

land in Horley’ proposal. The ‘employment land in 

Horley’ is the subject of a Joint Venture between the 

Council and a developer, and an in-principle approval to 

advance Compulsory Purchase Procedures to facilitate 

its delivery1.

1.4 Since the publication of the Reregulation 18 DMP, 

the Council has undertaken a significant amount of 

further investigation into the employment 

requirements of the Borough to 2027 and beyond to 

2035, and focused on the demand for office uses. The 

work adds significant new evidence to the previous 

work2. Based on the 2014/2016 Regulation 18 evidence 

base, TWG raised concerns in its previous 

representations on the site selection process relating to 

Policy HOR9. However, in the light of the new evidence 

contained in the Strategic Employment Site Economic 

Assessment (SESA) by Chilmark Consulting that looked 

at likely demand up to 2035, TWG accepts that the need 

for the HOR9 proposed allocation. It is therefore 

acknowledged that there is significant demand and 

need for employment floorspace in the 

Crawley/Gatwick/Horley area, which the Council’s 

evidence base confirms is focused on the provision of 

high-quality office space.

2 Borough-wide employment requirements

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1478/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


2.1 The Strategic Employment Site Economic 

Assessment (SESA) reviews the availability of B1 office 

space and to identify any shortfall in the context of the 

proposed strategic employment site at Balcombe Road, 

Horley, under Policy HOR9. The findings of the SESA 

were published in September 2017.

2.2 The SESA (Task 1) report has adopted the 

Government guidance on providing for economic 

development needs as set out in NPPG (Para: 030 ID: 2a-

003-20140306) and represents a robust assessment of 

the local and Subregional economic drivers and the 

need for economic infrastructure to meet future 

employment requirements.

2.3 Based on the analysis in the SESA, the following 

requirements for employment floorspace are identified 

(page 7, Executive Summary), to which has been added 

a notional land requirement (based on a typical plot 

ratio for a business park of 0.4: 4,000 sqm / ha3) – Table 

1 [table included in rep].

2.4 The data indicates that in relation to the need for 

B1 floorspace, there is a current requirement for at 

least 20 ha, which increases to 47 ha if the unmet needs 

arising from Crawley are taken into account. This 

increases to 54 ha through the addition of needs arising 

from FDI and national expansion and relocation.

2.5 The baseline requirements for floorspace and land 

to meet strategic need are therefore significant and 

support the allocation of the land both east and west of 

Balcombe Road as proposed in the Horley Business Park 

plan approved by the Council in October 2015 referred 

to at paragraph 1.4 of this representation and shown on 

the plan at Appendix 1.

2.6 Against this requirement, the Housing and 

Economic Land Availability Assessment (HELA, 

December 2017) identifies a net supply of floorspace of 

only 2,399 sqm leaving an unmet or residual 

requirement of 211,234 sqm. The Horley Business Park 

west and east of Balcombe Road could address this 

need.

2.7 The evidence in the SESA (Task 1) indicates that the 

longer term demand for B1 office space is significant. 

This includes demand associated with the expansion of 

Gatwick Airport to 43 mppa under a single runway 

scenario based on airport growth assumptions from 

2014 (para 3.118).

3 The economic potential at the ‘Heart of the Gatwick 

Diamond’

3.1 Gatwick Airport Ltd (GAL) has recently reviewed the 

expansion potential of the airport and concluded that 

the passenger throughput could be higher owing to 

larger aircraft and other operational changes. GAL is 

therefore 

proposing expansion up to 50 mppa, and would be 

significantly higher with a second runway. The potential 

in this context is referenced in representations to the 

Airports National Policy Statement (ANPS) by TWG 

(December 2017) attached at Appendix 2. In addition, 

there is evidence of greater demand associated with 

increased international business, inward investment, 

trade and connectivity as a result of Britain’s changing 

global trade arrangements: such potential is referred to 

in TWG’s representations on the ANPS. TWG is 

therefore proposing the opportunity for a wider review 

of an economic proposition around Gatwick Airport 

including a more mixed-use approach to development – 

An Airport City similar to the approach taken at many 

European airports and successfully being delivered in 

the UK around Manchester Airport.

3.2 The spatial planning and land use implications of 

future economic growth requires a more co-ordinated 

approach which will require collaborative policy-making 

between the local authorities that cover the heart of 

the Gatwick Diamond (Crawley/Gatwick/Horley). This 

could be delivered through a joint approach, with an 

evidence-based analysis of an Airport City proposition 

in the context of regional / sub-regional economic 

policy from the Local 



Authorities, the Coast to Capital LEP, Gatwick Diamond 

initiative, and GAL and landowners. TWG has called for 

such an approach in response to the Government’s 

Airport National Policy Statement consultation 

(Appendix 2)

4 Transport and access

4.1 The IDP identifies several schemes related to the 

Horley Business Park, namely the proposed access spur 

off Junction 9a; improvements for emergency vehicles 

and public transport from the site to Balcombe Road; 

capacity improvements to Gatwick rail station, and 

improvements to pedestrian and cycle infrastructure 

links between the site and Gatwick train station and 

Horley Town Centre. The IDP notes the need for details 

to be confirmed through the Transport Assessment 

work for the site and for Highways England approval to 

the access to J9a.

4.2 Whilst connectivity to Junction 9a of the M23 

remains a matter for detailed assessment, it is 

encouraging that the Coast to Capital LEP has identified 

a significant capital contribution to “unlock” the site 

and act as a catalyst for

private sector investment. The M23 Smart Motorway 

Scheme, which is under construction on behalf of 

Highways

England and due for completion in 2020, will also play 

an important part in delivering additional capacity in 

the

Gatwick area. The precise access arrangements and 

how the impacts on the wider highway network are to 

be

mitigated are under investigation by the promoters of 

the HOR9 proposed allocation.

4.3 Whilst the scale and extent of Investment by GAL in 

road and rail infrastructure and services is under 

review,

there is clear commitment to enhancing capacity to 

reflect growth in the area. This is evidenced in the 

Gatwick

Growth Board Connectivity Study published in July 2017 

which identifies the employment growth corridors and

transport connectivity to facilitate development. This 

illustrates the critical synergies between the various

employment sites, including Gatwick Airport and Horley 

Business Park in delivering the necessary infrastructure.

5 Policies Map – South

5.1 TWG propose that the Policies Map (South) should 

show the wider Horley Business Park site both west and 

east

of the Balcombe Road as proposed in the approved 

report of Reigate and Banstead Council in October 2015 

and

shown on the plan at Appendix 1.

5.2 The Gatwick Open Setting extending over the 

southern part of the HOR9 proposed allocation - Policy 

NHE1

(Landscape Protection) - requires that

 proposals for development must ensure that the 

separation of Horley and

Gatwick Airport is maintained though retaining and 

strengthening tree and hedgerow boundaries and 

providing a

landscaped buffer.

5.3 The Gatwick Open Setting also extends across the 

land east of the HOR9 allocation (east of Balcombe 

Road)

across almost all the area identified as part of the wider 

Horley Business Park proposal and over land in the

ownership of TWG. TWG acknowledge the need to 

maintain a green buffer to respect the setting of the 

airport,

but it is considered that a reasonable and landscape-

planning response to this objective suggests that the 

extent

of the current designation across HOR9 could be 

reduced. It is therefore suggested that the depth of the 

Gatwick

Open Setting designation across allocation HOR9 be 

reduced from about 80m to an average of about 50m to

reflect an appropriate landscape buffer strip to achieve 

the desired outcome. In the context of identifying the 

full

Horley Business Park proposal put forward by the 

Council in 2015, a similar approach to the extent of the 

Gatwick

Open Setting would need to be adopted.

6 Conclusion



6.1 The Council has updated its economic evidence 

base through the SESA, which sets out a quantitative 

and

qualitative case for the HOR9 proposed allocation based 

on demand from within the RBBC area, the unmet 

needs

of Crawley and needs associated with FDI/relocation 

demand and the growth of Gatwick Airport. The SESA 

sets

out the strength of the demand for employment 

development up to 2035, focused principally on office 

uses. The evidence addresses the concerns raised by 

TWG in its representations in the Regulation 18 DMP 

relating to the

site selection process – based on the qualitative, 

quantitative and spatial evidence in the SESA, TWG 

supports

the proposed allocation west of Balcombe Road in the 

PSDMP. The future demand / needs of the area 

therefore

justify the allocation of the Horley Strategic Business 

Park under Policy HOR9.

6.2 The proposed HOR9 site is located in an area 

subject to significant development pressure with 

consequent

demands on highway and public transport capacity. The 

infrastructure and mitigation required to meet the 

needs

of a major new employment site in this location will 

need to be assessed in the wider context of existing, 

and emerging strategic highway and public transport 

projects.

6.3 In this representation, TWG support the allocation 

of the HOR9 site, but would suggest that the nature of 

the

landscape buffer should be amended and the site area 

should reflect the actual area allocated in the plan of 31

ha, not the 83 ha noted in Policy HOR9. The capacity 

assumptions for the development should be reviewed 

in

this context.

6.4 The demand analysis undertaken in the SESA 

identifies the need for over 210,000 sq m of B1 

floorspace and

Policy HOR9 proposes an additional 10,500 sq m of 

support facilities. When the landscape buffer proposals

(Gatwick Open Setting) and flood risk constraints are 

taken into account, there is likely to be a net 

developable

area within the HOR9 site of about 18 ha. Based on the 

commonly used plot ratio of 0.4, the HOR9 site has

potential to accommodate about 72,000 sqm of B1 

development, which is significantly less than the 

200,000 sq

m and 10,500 sq m of community facilities identified as 

the capacity in para 4.8.55 of the DMP. TWG therefore

suggest that the full Horley Business Park proposal as 

approved by Reigate and Banstead Council in 2015 and

subject to the resolution of the Council to progress by 

way of a joint venture should be allocated to meet this 

level

of demand.

6.5 TWG has responded to Government’s latest 

National Policy Statement consultation on Airports and 

Aviation and

requested the Government consider a more ambitious 

development plan around Gatwick in response to a 

range

of wider and international economic considerations, 

introducing similar principles to an Airport City type

development at the centre of the Coast to Capital 

economic area.

Appendices included in rep:

1 site plan

2 response to consultation on revised draft 
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Survey 

Monkey

MR ANDREW CRUSE RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

67

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No No Crawley has a business park - that is not at capacity   

Local traffic would not cope  There needs to be a 

boarder between Horley and Gatwick  Flood risk area 

and more hard standing will cause more issues 

potentially

Do not use the current green space boarders No No
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esentation\
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Survey 

Monkey

Mr Ray Cunningha

m

RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

70

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Yes Yes Yes There is clear evidence that there is a need for a 

business park and will greatly benefit Horley and its 

residents.     The current green space is not utilised to 

its full potential and adding the business park would 

really go a long way to fulfil this.    In fact having 

reviewed the proposals this will not only greatly 

improve the current under used space but also help to 

regenerate Horley Town as a whole. Horley requires 

plans of this magnitude in order not to fall further 

behind its neighbouring towns of Crawley and redhill 

where they offer great facilities to workers and 

residents.  Horley already has great transport links - 

when southern rail decides to run ! It is ideas like this 

that will help turn Horley around and bring much 

needed investment into the area.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Survey 

Monkey

Mr clive dall RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

73

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy 2014 or the town centre vision doc published 

Aug 2015

Please refer to the comments made pages 671-710 

of the  Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to

No Yes Large areas of the site 

are floodplain

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0274

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Katie Dalling-

Cobley

RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

74

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0278

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Debbie Davies RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

78

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages 

no new major commercial development for Horley.”  

Please also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 

of the Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0279

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Victor John Davies RBBC\Repr

esentor\02
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Yes No Yes The Council should take the local residents comments 

more seriously not what has occurred in the Horley 

Area with regard to 'The Horley Master Plan'.

Modifications are necessary to make sure that 

existing local residents views are properly accepted. 

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0284

Email Ms Emma Dickinson RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

84

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Please take this as an objection to the proposed 

expansion in the Horley area along with the proposed 

business park. I am objecting for the following reasons:

1) This is more flood plain which has already been 

reduced with recent building which will cause serious 

environmental issues in the area.

2) The infrastructure can not cope with the increase in 

population . The roads can not manage the traffic, the 

trains can not be relied upon and the service is poor. 

This causes more congestion and pollution.

3) Surrey County Council have failed to provide 

adequate services for the expanding population in 

Horley. Not enough school places, road maintenance is 

awful, policing has been reduced, East Surrey is not 

being funded in line with the rise in population.

Objects HOR9 No

4) Reigate and Banstead have awarded building 

contracts but then failed to ensure these companies 

have completed all works as expected.  They have been 

slow at keeping the contractors to account.  Also 

monies linked to the expanding building and population 

have not been spent in the Horley area. Few benefits 

have been forthcoming from the local council. This 

concerns me that the expansion is not being closely 

monitored and the financial gain to the council is at a 

cost to the Horley especially in regards to the 

environment and pollution. 
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Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Jane Downs RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

86

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  •	There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  •	Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  •	Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  •	Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  

Remove HOR9. No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Monkey

Mr Matt Duggan RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

88

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No Hor9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

3 DAYS to go!  This is your last chance to have your say 

on Reigate and Banstead Borough Council's DMP 

document.   We need to act now to prevent them 

changing the Local Plan to include the business park.    

If the business park is in the local plan IT WILL BE BUILT 

in one form or another! The land will change from rural 

green space to concrete!    Once its gone its gone 

forever.    The deadline is Friday 23/2/18 by 5pm.    Fill 

in the Council's online survey now:  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/RBBCREG19    

Please see our suggested answers below:    4. To which 

part(s) of the Development Management Plan does this 

representation relate?  Paragraph:4.9.7  Policy: HOR9    

5. Do you consider the Development Management Plan 

to be legally compliant?  -Don't know    6. Do you 

consider the Development Management Plan to be 

sound?  -No    7. Do you consider the Development 

Management Plan to comply with the Duty to 

Cooperate?  -Don't Know    8. Please give details of why 

you consider the Development Management Plan is not 

legally compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with 

the Duty to Cooperate. Please be as precise as possible. 

If you wish to support the legal compliance or 

soundness of the Development 

Remove HOR9. No No

Management Plan or its compliance with the duty to 

cooperate, please also use this box to set out your 

comments.    What to say:    The policy HOR9 is not 

sound because:    - There is a clear lack of evidence to 

justify the need for a business park and it is not 

mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town 

Centre Vision’ document published in August 2015.  - 

The total area of the site 83ha is over 200 acres!!!  - 

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  - Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  - Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  - There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’  - The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. 

“the Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”   - Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to.  



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0295

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Joanne Emmerson RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

95

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    - There is a 

clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.  - The total area of the site 83ha is over 

200 acres which is excessive and vast   - it’s Home to our 

local deer and other amazing wildlife   - Surrey County 

Council’s Transport Development Planning Team has 

stated that the development will significantly worsen 

the existing traffic situation in terms of safety and 

capacity.  - Horley would lose the Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open 

Setting’ was created to protect Horley from physically 

joining Gatwick Airport.  - Large areas of the site are 

floodplain so there is likely a negative impact to the 

park its self and the neighbouring properties. The latter 

have already suffered the food plain consequences and 

do not wish to be further impacted.  What are the 

benefits to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  - 

There has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from 

existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the 

‘Town Centre vision 2015’  - The ‘Core Strategy’ 

published in July 2014 says that the 

No No

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.”  - Please also 

refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0298

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Oliver Faircliff RBBC\Repr

esentor\02

98

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Yes No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages 

no new major commercial development for Horley.”

Remove HOR9. No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0301

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Joyce Feist RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

01

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Policy HOR9 is not sound because there is a clear 

evidence of no requirement for further business 

premises in the area as proven by empty offices and 

buildings already in surrounding towns.   The traffic 

situation is already dire on the Balcombe Road and can 

only become more congested and dangerous whilst the 

town centre will gain no benefit from the proposals.  

Horley has a green PUBLIC open space to prevent it 

becoming an adjunct to Gatwick Airport and this should 

remain.  Large parts of the projected site are proven 

floodplain as shown in frequent past years. This can 

only be made far worse by putting the area under 

concrete, and any flood defences installed would 

merely cause problems for properties nearby.  There 

has been an unjustifiable deviation from the existing 

Horley Master Plan 2005 and the Town Centre Vision 

2015.  The Core Strategy published July 2014envisaged 

no new major commercial development for Horley.  

Please also refer to comments made pages 671-710 of 

the consultation statement which have not been replied 

to.  Horley is a small town and does not need a large 

business park which can only be detrimental to its 

residents.    

Remove HOR9. No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0311

Email Mrs Julia Frampton RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

11

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No I am a long term resident of Horley (over 55 years).  I 

work locally and brought up two children in the area. 

One of our enjoyments has been access to the green 

fields to the East and South of Horley; green open space 

with hedgerows of blackberries and wild flowers, birds, 

farm and wild animals.  Provides families with space to 

exercise and to become educated on the changing 

seasons.

 I wish to record my opposition to plans for a large 

business park to be built on Area 68Ha.

• There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for 

a business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.

• Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. 

• 172 acres of open space will be lost and Horley would 

lose the Public Open Space that separates it from 

Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.

• Large areas of the site are floodplain and if built on 

could impact on drainage for existing residential areas 

(some of which have already experienced flooded 

houses).

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0312

Email Mr Richard Frampton RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

12

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No I am a long term resident of Horley (over 48 years).  I 

have worked locally, raised a family and one of our 

enjoyments has been access to the green fields to the 

East and South of Horley; over many years I have run 

over these fields for the betterment of my personal 

health and wellbeing.  As a family we have also walked 

around the fields and like our neighbours have enjoyed 

this amenity.

 I wish to record my opposition to plans for a large 

business park to be built on Area 68Ha.

• There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for 

a business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.

• Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. 

Remove HOR9. No

• 172 acres of open space will be lost and Horley would 

lose the Public Open Space that separates it from 

Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.

• Large areas of the site are floodplain and if built on 

could impact on drainage for existing residential areas 

(some of which have already experienced flooded 

houses).

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0313

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Lisa Freeland RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

13

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy(2014) or the Town Centre Vision document 

published in August 2015.  Surrey County Council's 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The Gatwick Open Setting was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport. 

Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the 

benefits to Horley?   They have not been demonstrated. 

There has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from 

existing policy. E.g. Horley Master Plan 2005 and the 

Town Centre Vision 2015.  The core strategy published 

in July 2014 says that the council will reuse and 

intensify existing employment land. The plans strategy 

envisages no new major commercial development for 

Horley.  

No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0315

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Margaret Frosztega RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

15

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I do not think there is supporting evidence that justifies 

the construction of a business park on open space 

between Horley and Gatwick. The report acknowledges 

that Horley residents think that we should have more 

open spaces but the document on the environment and 

open space seems to think we have enough. Perhaps 

the council should walk in some of the very wet, muddy 

areas in the winter to make a judgement on whether 

the space we do have is accessible all year round.  We 

need to keep the open space between Horley and 

Gatwick rather than become the northern part of a 

complete urban area from Horley to Horsham.     

Neither do I think that there is sufficient account taken 

of the impact on air quality of additional cars going to 

work there. We already suffer from very poor air due to 

the proximity of Gatwick and the M23. 

Put in the proposed park in the area, improve the 

footpath and cycle access esp to adjoining streets 

but do not proceed with concrete and buildings. 

No No

The congestion of traffic through Horley at peak times is 

already substantial and this proposal will only make the 

traffic on the A23 and A217 worse. The Longbridge 

roundabout cannot cope.    There is no clear statement 

and evidence on the benefit to Horley people of the 

development. With unemployment rates very low in 

this area, and office apace sitting empty, why build 

more. Once lost green space is never restored. People 

in eastern Horley will lose through loss of open space.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0322

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Theresa Gibson RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

22

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No No There not enough evidence to prove the need for a 

business park. It is not mentioned in the Core Strategy 

(2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published 

in August 2015.  - This is yet another large area of 

'green' land we will lose.  - Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  - Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  Surrey is a beautiful county - let's keep it that 

way.  No benefit to Horley has been demonstrated. 

I am against the development altogether. No No

 This is a sudden deviation from existing Policy e.g. : 

‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 

2015’  - The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says 

that the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.”

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0324

Survey 

Monkey

Mr David Glennister RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

24

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

No evidence to support that Horley needs this business 

park.  The traffic situation will considerably worsen if 

built.  Lack of separation between Gatwick and Horley.  

The site is based on a flood plain.  Further demands will 

be place on local infrastructure which is already 

struggling to cope

Not be built at all.  If it is to be built the scale should 

be reduced significantly with the site located nearer 

Gatwick and away from Horley so to preserve the 

divide between the two.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0325

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Reg Goddard RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

25

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy(2014) or the Town Centre Vision document 

published in August 2015. Surrey County Council 

transport development planning team has stated the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  the 

traffic is already horrendous in the mornings and early 

afternoons plus the pollution this will bring. Horley 

would loose the public open space that separates 

Horley from Gatwick.  The Gatwick open setting was 

created to protect Horley from Gatwick.  The Gatwick 

Open Setting was created to protect Horley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large areas of the 

site are floodplain, many of us have already suffered 

from horrendous flooding so what happens if this 

development goes ahead.  No one has demonstrated 

the benefits to Horley.  There has been a sudden 

unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g. Horley 

Master Plan 2005 and the Town Centre Vision 2015.  

Remove HOR9 No No



The Core Strategy published in July 2014 says the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. The Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.  Also refer to the 

comments made pages 671 710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to.  What 

about all the other office blocks that have been built 

and still remain empty why on earth do we need to 

spend millions on more for them to remain empty.  

Horley's infrastructure cannot cope as it is, you cannot 

get into schools or Doctors.  Employment in Horley is 

good so this cannot be used as a good reason.  All of 

our green space has gone to 1000s of houses etc. for 

gods sake let us keep this last space.  

What about the wild life and the 40 odd horses on the 

land, this seems to be something that the council does 

not care a dam about.  Nobody who lives locally wants 

this.  If there is a problem with the M23 the 

surrounding roads are grid locked as happened the 

other night taking many local people 5 hours to get a 

few miles.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0326

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Steve Grace RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

26

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No No No There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.  Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.   Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  Large areas of the site are floodplain.  

Remove HOR9 No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0328

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Chris Greenaway RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

28

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:        There is a 

clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.      Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.      

Horley would lose the Public Open Space that separates 

Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was 

created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport.      Large areas of the site are 

floodplain.      What are the benefits to Horley? They 

have not been demonstrated.      There has been a 

sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g. : 

‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 

2015’      The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says 

that the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.”       Please 

also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  

Remove HOR9 No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0329

Email Ms Jean Greenaway RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

29

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I very strongly object to creation of a huge Business 

park adjacent to Balcombe Road which will effectively 

join Horley to Gatwick

My main reasons are:

Increased risk of flooding in this already extremely wet 

area. A couple of years ago many houses in Horley 

(including Haroldslea Drive) were flooded causing huge 

expense to owners and Insurers.

Since then more land has been built on to create 

Thomas Walters Way off Haroldslea Drive.

When I moved [...] in1967 I was able to work in my 

garden throughout most of the year. Now, due to 

building and concreting of drives (latter at last 

discouraged) my garden is totally waterlogged for most 

of the winter. My fruit trees have died and the situation 

continually gets worse. As I write on 9th February I look 

out on lakes not lawns. More building will make this 

much worse.

When Gatwick was built as I understand it we were 

guaranteed to maintain our open spaces and never be 

joined to Gatwick.

Large areas of the site in question are Flood Plain.

The building of a huge business park will mean a vast 

increase in traffic in this area and in particular on 

B2036. a narrow already congested road. Turning out of 

Haroldslea Drive is already a difficult task, requiring 

time and much patience!

The proposed development was not mentioned in the 

Core Strategy (2014) or the Town centre Vision 

document 2015

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0335

Email Mr Leonard Haggis RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

35

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Please resister may objection to any proposed building 

on the Horley Open Space due to the many reasons put 

forward by the residents of Horley

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0342

Email Ms Denise Hart RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

42

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Please NO MORE development of this nature for 

Horley.  It is already struggling with the development in 

Meath Green area.   PLEASE  leave us some 

countryside.    I lived in Horley for 27 years and when I 

come back to visit .... my heart just sinks at all the areas 

that are now gone. PLEASE...ENOUGH IS MORE THAN 

ENOUGH.    

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0345

Email Mr Tony Head RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

45

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I would like to record my objections to the outline plans 

for a Horley Business Park situated north of the airport.

My reasons for doing so are;

1. There is no evidence to suggest a demand for this 

type of development, there are numerous unoccupied 

units available locally.

2. Such a development would physically connect Horley 

town with the airport leaving little or no green space 

separating them.

3. Significant increased road traffic volumes would add 

further congestion to the area and in particular to the 

single carriageway Balcombe Road.

4. The area is well documented as a significant flood 

plain, such a development would only increase the 

flood risk to local properties which are already 

susceptible to flooding.

5. Neighbouring properties general outlook would be 

severely compromised with property values reduced 

significantly.

Object HOR9 No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0348

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Michael Heseltine RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

48

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

HOR 9 is unsound due to:    ·       There is a clear lack of 

evidence to justify the need for a business park and it is 

not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town 

Centre Vision’ document published in August 2015.    ·      

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.    ·      Horley would lose 

the Public Open Space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.    

·      Large areas of the site are floodplain.    ·      Please 

also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.

concrete to create a business park would worsen the 

flooding, all local business parks have many empty 

buildings - no need in this area and traffic will get 

worse

No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0350

Letter Mrs J Higgins RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

50

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am writing to express my objections to your proposed 

planning application in respect of the Harley Business 

Park.

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park so close to the existing Crawley Business 

Park, Harley Residential Homes and Harley Town 

Centre.

Large areas of the proposed site are floodplain as 

clearly established in previous building applications. 

Ditches are inadequate as they drain into the River 

Mole which continually overflows. This will also have an 

impact on the sewage capacity.

This application will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic and congestion in terms of safety and capacity, 

during and after the construction.

Noise and pollution will be significantly increased, 

which is far from ideal at the moment, anyway.

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0352

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Joseph Hillary RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

52

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No The proposed industrial site which would link Horley to 

Gatwick airport is not needed - the are numerous 

empty buildings at Manor Royal. 2) Traffic congestion 

throughout Horley is already a concern. The proposed 

development will serve only to make this considerably 

worse. 3) The resulting increase in traffic will bring 

about road accidents, endangering lives. 4) The 

proposed development further erodes greenbelt.

Remove HOR9 No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0353

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Roger 

Charles 

Frederick

Hind RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

53

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 - Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I believe the Development Management Plan to be 

unsound because. Surrey County Council Transport 

Development Team state that the development will 

make the current traffic situation significantly worse in 

terms of safety and capacity. Large areas of the the 

proposed site are floodplain and as such are an 

important natural feature contributing to the safety and 

wellbeing of Horley. Benefits to Horley have not been 

demonstrated. Horley is poorly served when it comes to 

‘open spaces,’ and would lose the vitally important 

open and beautiful natural public open space which 

separates Horley from Gatwick Airport. The ‘Gatwick 

Open Setting’ was create d to protect Horley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport. The current 

proposals are a sudden and unjustifiable deviation from 

existing policies as stated in the Horley Master Plan of 

2005 and the Town Centre Vision of 2015. The 

development is not mentioned in the Core Strategy of 

2014 and evidence of the need for, and justification of 

such a development has not been produced. The ‘core 

strategy’ of 2014 says ‘ it envisages no new major 

development for Horley.’

Remove HOR9 No Yes I am a Horley resident 

and have lived at the 

heart of the proposed 

development area for 

thirty six years. I would 

like to represent the 

views of like minded 

residents opposed to 

the development.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0360

Email Ms Mary Howden RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

60

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am writing regarding the above and the proposals to 

turn Horley into a business park. Please do not do this. 

This is beautiful countryside full of wildlife and history. 

You will be uprooting people who have lived there all of 

their lives ,and will destroy wildlife .There are more 

than enough business parks in Crawley. This is not 

needed or justified. Please rethink.

Remove HOR9. No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0362

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Megan Hurst RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

62

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.  Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”    It would also destroy and 

existing local business that benefits many Horley 

residents and would also take away many children’s 

opportunity to participate in outdoor exercise. There 

are no other equestrian centres in Horley and it would 

be a significant disadvantage to remove this part of the 

community. 

Do not build a business park on an already thriving 

family business. 

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0363

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Graham Hutchings RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

63

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No No Lack of consultation with impacted residents. Proper consultation process. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Monkey

Mr Tim Jarrett RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

• There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for 

a business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.  • Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  • 

Horley would lose the Public Open Space that separates 

Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was 

created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport.  • Large areas of the site are 

floodplain.  • What are the benefits to Horley? They 

have not been demonstrated.  • There has been a 

sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g. : 

‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 

2015’  • The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says 

that the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.”  •  Please 

also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.   

Ensure that existing planning policy is not changed 

and that public open spaces are fundamentally 

protected for the health and well being of the 

public.

No No

 It appears that the council can suddenly change 

planning policy to meet the interests of joint ventures 

the council or the council’s members wishes to 

participate in.  However it enforces the rules in a 

draconian manner on others.  This is therefor a 

fundamentally inequitable approach to governing the 

borough and not representative of the values of British 

democracy.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I have lived in Horley since 1976 and noted the 

evolution of the town over this time, some good and 

some not so.

There are numerous reasons why any development 

here should be rejected out of hand.

For all but the blinkered, these are basic and obvious to 

those sensible to the situation.

Considering the effect on traffic alone will show that, 

with the slightest problem, the local roads become 

gridlocked in existing conditions. To suggest increasing 

the load to this situation shows complete disregard and 

neglect of the local community. Apart from the 

inconvenience to road users, because of the narrow 

roads in the area, the emergency services are unable to 

pass traffic in these conditions which could put lives at 

risk.

The condition of the road surfaces in Horley is already 

appalling. The Highways department can't manage the 

upkeep in present conditions, therefore more attention 

should be paid to correcting this problem than adding 

to it by increasing the traffic.

Remove HOR9. No

The fact that the proposed site is also a flood plain, 

somehow appears to have escaped the attention of the 

advocates.

To drain this run off into the River Mole would 

inevitably produce problems downstream. Water needs 

to soak away naturally in these areas.

Connecting Horley to Gatwick as this development 

inevitably would, should be avoided at all costs. The 

next step would be joining Horley to Crawley, both an 

appalling prospect.

Losing such a greenfield site would be a great loss. 

Once gone lost forever. They contribute more to society 

in many ways than it seems is realised by some who 

should know better.

I am personally dismayed at the irresponsibility of those 

concerned, spending public money, (some of which I 

unavoidably contribute) on such a very obviously flawed 

proposal.

There are plenty of industrial sites in the area. Clearly 

those concerned with this proposal can't see past the 

extra revenue that would be obtainable from more 

property rating.

I hope all those concerned take care to appraise the 

situation properly and when they do, that common 

sense will prevail and no more of our money will be 

spent against our best interests, threatening the quality 

of life for local inhabitants.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Hello, I have tried to complete the online survey in 

relation to the Business Park proposal in Horley 

however the way it is set out / questions do not seem 

to be very user friendly and perhaps purposely difficult 

to understand / complete in order to put people off 

having their say? Instead please accept this email as a 

formal rejection to the plans to build a business park in 

Horley from myself. Although all the policy’s and 

documentation was very difficult to follow and 

understand, again I wonder if this a deliberate tool you 

have used, I wanted to make mine, and my 

friends/families thoughts on the Horley Business Park (I 

believe it is Paragraph:4.9.7 of Policy: HOR9 of the 

Development Management Plan) know, and logged on 

file. I was very shocked to hear of the plans to build a 

business park of such a large scale in Horley when 

commercial buildings in many local towns, including 

Horley are regularly being changed from offices to 

Houses – the town itself has seen this, as well as Manor 

Royal and the very large Legal and General site in 

Kingswood which is unoccupied and due to be changed 

into housing developments there is no evidence to 

suggest that there is any need for this type of 

development, they are not wanted by the local 

residence, or residents in neighbouring towns. These 

plans are 

Remove HOR9. No

unnecessary and also a complete change in direction to 

what the local council and borough councillors have 

said about the Gatwick buffer and green public open 

space in previous years, making these plans unjustified 

and unsound. Myself and my family have spent many 

years using the facilities at Bayhorne Farm and have 

enjoying the public open space, the footpaths and the 

large arrays of wildlife – Bayhorne in particular is 

heaving with wildlife, deer, heron, adders, bats, 

badgers, to name just a few, as well as the green open 

space, oak trees and the rural feel of the land which 

must be protected. Without this green open space, 

these large quantities of wildlife would live where 

exactly – 83h is a very large shameful sizes of green 

area to concrete over, with no sound evidence to 

suggest it is needed, wanted or even viable The traffic 

congestion from Redhill, down through Horley and all 

the surrounding areas of Gatwick is unable to cope at its 

current level, no matter where you put the access 

to/from the site the sheer levels of increased traffic 

would cause horrendous congestion and we would not 

be able to cope with the backlog, which is something 

that Horley Towns own transport division have said the 

plans are unsound in terms of traffic management. 

Myself and the named people above request that the 

plans to 

place a business park in Horley are scrapped altogether 

on the grounds it is not needed, not wanted, the wild 

life would be effected, the green space would be 

removed, the buffer between Horley and Gatwick 

would be lost, the traffic would be effected within all 

the local towns surrounding it and it appears to be a 

very quick deviation on Horley towns own policy and 

Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ 

document August 2015 where no need was highlighted

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Monkey

Mrs Rosemary Keen RBBC\Repr

esentor\03
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I do not think there is a need for a business park in 

Horley when there seems to be plenty of room in 

Crawley.  Building this park will vastly increase the 

already overstretched traffic in the area, will eliminate 

the green space required between Horley and Gatwick, 

will be on a flood plain which will affect the nearby 

properties, and will provide no benefit to Horley.  

Horley now consists of blocks of flats and new estates, 

which in themselves will worsen the traffic condition.  I 

was told in 2016 that there is a financial connection 

between the council and the Gatwick Diamond Group, 

so I assume that the interest in the park is money, and 

nothing to do with benefitting Horley.

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No Unfortunately the online survey was regarding the DMP 

was far too complex for me to get to grips with so 

please accept this email as my formal objection to the 

Horley Business Park plans: (Paragraph:4.9.7 of Policy: 

HOR9 of the Development Management Plan) 

The plan is unsound on many basis, such as the loss of 

green open space between Gatwick and Horley - the 

buffer should always remain to prevent Horley 

becoming part of the Gatwick hustle and bustle, the 

traffic congestion in and around Gatwick would not be 

able to cope, the damage to the local wildlife - (Deer, 

badgers & some protected species such as Bats, 

Herons), the flooding risks, the lack of evidence to 

support the need, and the lack of the local communities 

support.

I have recently seen MP Sam Gyimah's letter and video 

posted on his social media and would hope that you 

would follow his recommendations and the local 

communities  (and widers) thoughts that this is an 

unnecessary waste of much needed green open space 

which should be protected and remain as it is - if there 

is such need for a business park perhaps the Legal and 

General site could have been utilised? 

Remove HOR9. No

This area, and Bayhorne Farm in particular has been a 

long standing feature of Horley and the green space 

needs to remain as it is. There is no sound evidence to 

suggest we need or want ANOTHER business park when 

Gatwick and Manor Royal prove it is unneeded locally 

(look at the empty units or ones being changed into 

residential properties) 

I hope the council act in good faith, and take these 

comments forward, please see pages 671 - 710 of the 

consultation statement where comments were 

previously submitted and not responded too. 

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

1.   I fail to see why there is a need for another business 

park when there are adequate facilities all around the 

Crawley and Horley area.  There is a lack of evidence to 

justify the need for this business park and it is not 

mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the Town 

Centre Vision document published in August 2015.    2.  

Large areas of this site are floodplain which is worrying 

to those who live so close to this area.  Totally 

unacceptable when there is clearly no requirement or 

need to use the land in this way.     3.  I do not want to 

feel like I live 'in' Gatwick airport.  Horley will lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick.  

The 'Gatwick Open Setting' was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport so how is 

it that this can now be ignored?    4.  Surrey County 

Council's Transport Development Planning Team has 

stated that the development will significantly worsen 

the existing traffic situation in terms of safety and 

capacity.  New housing in the area is bringing in much 

higher volumes of traffic already, the railway station is 

extremely busy at peak times, with most trains being 

full, along with the car park being full which results in 

people parking in local streets which will add to the 

safety and capacity issue.  

Remove HOR9 No No

This also brings increased noise and much busier roads.   

I do no want to see my property devalued by this.    5.  

The benefits to Horley have not been demonstrated at 

all.  Surely this must be the first consideration, and 

again no reassurance that this will not have a negative 

affect on house prices in the area.      6.  There has been 

an unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy - the 

'Horley Master Plan 2005' and the 'Town Centre vision 

2015'.    7.  The 'Core Strategy' published in July 2014 

says that the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. The Plans Strategy does not see new 

major commercial development for Horley.    8.  Why 

has there been no response to the comments on pages 

671-710 of the Consultation statement?  
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.   Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.   Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.   Large areas of the site are floodplain.   What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.   There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’   The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”    Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to. 

Remove HOR9 No No

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

HOR9 is not sound because:  The lack of evidence to 

justify the need for yet another business park. 

Especially when we have plenty of empty office space 

available already. We can't fill the office space we 

already have with viable businesses, let alone building 

another business park which has no guarantee of being 

fully occupied and has no supporting evidence to 

support it's need in Horley.  It is not mentioned in the 

core strategy 2014 or the town centre vision document 

which was published in August 2015.  The impact of 

traffic that will ultimately travel through/via Horley 

town, rush hour traffic is already bad ... can this small 

town cope with a greater volume of traffic. According to 

Surrey county council's transport development team it 

can't and they have raised concerns about the safety 

and capacity issues.  Horley's public open space would 

be lost, the Gatwick open setting was created to keep 

Horley separate from the airport.  A large amount of 

the proposed land is floodplain, if you keep building on 

floodplain where is all this water going to go!   No 

benefits to Horley and the community have been 

demonstrated.  HOR9 has been kept very quiet from 

the public giving people little time to respond. 

Remove HOR9 No No

 The existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and 

the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’ have had a sudden 

unjustified deviation.   A very interesting piece of 

information published in the core strategy July 2014 

says the council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.”  In 1989 a 

proposed business park was turned down by RBBC 

Flood.  So why is HOR9 being proposed for the DMP?  

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0384

Survey 

Monkey
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No 1. The business park proposed  is not justified when 

there are large areas of empty office space in adjacent 

boroughs

2. A huge business park is under construction at London 

Gateway Port  on the north bank of the Thames at 

Thurrock .This has good rail, road, sea  and airport links 

and is sized at 800 acres. It is a much more attractive  

proposition  than Horley.

3. The area proposed is a natural flood plain. Building 

on this flood plain will increase the probability of 

flooding elsewhere.

4.This HOR 9 business park is not mentioned in the Core 

strategy of 2014 or the Town Centre Vision of August 

2015.

5. This development will cause a significant increase in  

road traffic in the area which local roads are unable to 

accommodate.

6. The area is currently public open space and provides 

a separation between Horley and Gatwick Airport. This 

will be destroyed by the development.

7. The area contains a working farm and many animals 

and plant life which will be destroyed by the 

development.

8. Massive disruption will occur to the already 

congested  local roads whilst the necessary mains 

utilities are installed to serve the new business park.

Delete HOR9 from the DMP. No Yes

9. Construction traffic generated during the building of 

the development will further damage local roads 

already in poor condition, and increase traffic 

congestion.

Please therefore delete this area from the Development 

Management Plan.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

1. The infrastructure  The reports I have read state that 

there are excellent transport links to Horley - because it 

is close to the airport and the motorway. I agree that 

Horley is close to these links, but the roads leading to 

the proposed site, including the A23 and Balcombe 

Road are already heavily congested. If you travel to 

either Redhill or Horley/Balcombe/Crawley during peak 

hours these roads are gridlocked, and any additional 

traffic would create an unbearable journey for any 

resident or worker trying to access the area.    2. 

Employment  The reports state that the business park 

would bring much needed investment and jobs to the 

area. I don’t disagree with this, but at what cost? 

Currently Horley has an employment rate of 1%, so 

obviously the jobs would go to people outside the area, 

and the funds would go to the council. How about 

investing in the town centre itself, such as retail 

development? We already have a vast business park at 

Manor Royal, with many empty premises. This proposal 

sounds like a selfish way of generating money for the 

council without any regard for anyone else.    3. Green 

Remove HOR9 No No

Land  Like many of the residents in Horley, I chose to 

live there because of it’s rural feel, and green 

landscape. I didn’t choose to live next to an industrial 

park, so would feel completely violated if this proposal 

was to go ahead. I believe all the hard work I have done 

to improve my home will have gone to waste - as 

property prices in Horley will drop due to the demise of 

the landscape and area.    4. Wildlife  I’m not that 

informed about local wildlife, but it’s common sense to 

realise that by removing the green buffer between 

Horley and Gatwick will have a detrimental affect on the 

local wildlife.    5. Health and Well being  As a father of 

two children, who both attend schools in Horley - I 

believe the proposed development will also have a 

detrimental affect on the air quality and pollution 

levels. Has anyone thought about this? We are already 

exposed to aircraft pollution, by both noise and air, why 

should we be exposed to more?    6. Power to evict  I 

understand the council has agreed to use it’s powers to 

remove residents if they object to selling their property. 

I think this is a disgrace. I could understand it if it was 

for a major engineering project such as rail, motorway 

etc. - but an unwanted business park, I think this 

extraordinary. 



   7. Junior / Secondary Schools  Following on from 

point 3, I am amazed, and so very annoyed that the 

council treats such a selfish 'money making' scheme 

with such regard, when all of it's junior schools are over-

subscribed and in need of investment, and the 

secondary school is in such dis-repair - it's a disgrace! 

Get your priorities straight Surrey County Council, and 

invest in your schools and infrastructure, before lining 

your pockets. Truly shameful.

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 I am writing to you to express my firm opposition to the 

Horley Business Park proposal announced in the press 

and via your website.

As a resident of Horley for more than 10 years, I feel I 

am in the best position to raise a number of concerns to 

you and your advisers:

1. The infrastructure

The reports I have read state that there are excellent 

transport links to Horley - because it is close to the 

airport and the motorway. I agree that Horley is close to 

these links, but the roads leading to the proposed site, 

including the A23 and Balcombe Road are already 

heavily congested. If you travel to either Redhill or 

Horley/Balcombe/Crawley during peak hours these 

roads are gridlocked, and any additional traffic would 

create an unbearable journey for any resident or 

worker trying to access the area.

2. Employment

The reports state that the business park would bring 

much needed investment and jobs to the area. I don’t 

disagree with this, but at what 

Object HOR9 No

cost? Currently Horley has an employment rate of 1%, 

so obviously the jobs would go to people outside the 

area, and the funds would go to the council. How about 

investing in the town centre itself, such as retail 

development? We already have a vast business park at 

Manor Royal, with many empty premises. This proposal 

sounds like a selfish way of generating money for the 

council without any regard for anyone else.

3. Green Land

Like many of the residents in Horley, I chose to live 

there because of it’s rural feel, and green landscape. I 

didn’t choose to live next to an industrial park, so would 

feel completely violated if this proposal was to go 

ahead. I believe all the hard work I have done to 

improve my home will have gone to waste - as property 

prices in Horley will drop due to the demise of the 

landscape and area. 

4. Wildlife

I’m not that informed about local wildlife, but it’s 

common sense to realise that by removing the green 

buffer between Horley and Gatwick will have a 

detrimental affect on the local wildlife.



5. Health and Well being

As a father of two children, who both attend schools in 

Horley - I believe the proposed development will also 

have a detrimental affect on the air quality and 

pollution levels. Has anyone thought about this? We are 

already exposed to aircraft pollution, by both noise and 

air, why should we be exposed to more?

6. Power to evict

I understand the council has agreed to use it’s powers 

to remove residents if they object to selling their 

property. I think this is a disgrace. I could understand it 

if it was for a major engineering project such as rail, 

motorway etc. - but an unwanted business park, I think 

this extraordinary.

 

7. Junior / Secondary Schools

Following on from point 3, I am amazed, and so very 

annoyed that the council treats such a selfish 'money 

making' scheme with such regard, when all of it's junior 

schools are over-subscribed and in need of investment, 

and the secondary school is in such dis-repair - it's a 

disgrace! Get your priorities straight Surrey County 

Council, and invest in your schools and infrastructure, 

before lining your pockets. Truly shameful.

I am genuinely concerned and angered about this 

proposal, including how the the council has acted - 

without any public consultation. I wholeheartedly 

believe this development would be wrong on so many 

levels. I urge you to think again and reconsider.

I look forward to hearing your response and any 

subsequent actions.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is no evidence that a this development is needed.  

If this goes ahead there will be a significant increase in 

traffic in an already overcrowded area.  There is no 

evidence that this development will give any benefit to 

the residents of Horley.  The principal reason for not 

going ahead with this development is FLOODING. The 

events of December 2013 amply demonstrated the 

vulnerability of this area to catastrophic flooding. Since 

then significant developments in Horley and to the 

south of Horley have added more impermeable areas 

and thus the situation is now worse than December 

2013. The inclusion of puny balancing ponds has been 

shown not to be the answer to flooding problems. One 

has only to view the cross section of the River Mole at 

Horley and compare that to the catchment area, 

especially the impermeable areas to realise that the 

river cannot cope in times of heavy rainfall. The 

problem of flooding is a time bomb waiting to go off. 

Please leave some permeable areas to absorb some of 

the run off.

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9 Don't know No Don't know The following is why I consider the Council’s proposal to 

erect a business park on the green fields area to the 

western side of the Balcombe Road in Horley thus filling 

in the corridor which currently separates Horley from 

Gatwick to be unsound.  The area is crossed by the 

Sussex Border Path, another popular walk.  This area 

forms part of Horley’s Public Open Space which is 

meant to separate Horley from Gatwick.  The Gatwick 

Open Setting was created to protect Horley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport.

Horley town centre already has many vacant business 

properties.  Building a business park so far from the 

town centre is not going to benefit the inhabitants of 

Horley and is not going to increase footfall for the other 

shops in the town centre.  The only beneficiaries will be 

Gatwick and the residents of Crawley.  The Council have 

provided no clear evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014)  where it is stated the Council will reuse 

and intensify existing employment land or the “Town 

Centre Vision” document published in August 2015. 

Neither of these Plans envisages new major commercial 

development for Horley. 

No

 There is also no mention of any benefits to Horley 

residents and from what I can see there will be none 

only big disadvantages and it is an unjustifiable 

deviation from the Horley Master Plan 2005 and the 

Town Centre Vision 2015.

I also cannot understand how the council can justify 

destroying what could be used as farmland at a time 

when we are becoming more and more reliant on 

foreign food, not to mention destroying businesses that 

are already there.  If the Gatwick Diamond initiative 

wants to build such a business park, they should first 

consider using the many deserted brown field sites 

already available in Crawley where they have a ready 

catchment of potential employees.  The website for the 

business park (which creates the impression of a 

foregone acceptance of the planning application) talks 

of thousands of new jobs when Horley has a low 

unemployment rate.  Again it will be Crawley residents 

who benefit.  Such a venture will only attract more 

people and traffic to the area where housing and road 

capacity already seems to be stretched to the limit.  

There also appears to have been no consideration of 

transport and infrastructure links.  There are already 

queues in the rush-hour to get into Horley town centre, 

and Balcombe Road has long queues back from the 

traffic lights with Smallfield Road as far as the 

roundabout with Victoria Road and beyond in the rush-

hour.  

The additional  homes being built further down the 

road on the Surrey/Sussex border have already added 

to the traffic on Balcombe Road and will have an even 

greater impact when all 1900 houses have been built.  

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.

Another important aspect and probably the most 

important aspect which the Council seems to be totally 

ignoring is the fact that this area is prone to flooding 

and large areas of the site are floodplain.  Large lakes 

often appear on the land to the west of Balcombe Road, 

the first area up for proposed development, and stay 

for weeks on end.  In fact there was a large lake and 

several other areas of water on this land when I passed 

by in the train on 15th February 2018 and this is 

without our having had an unusual amount of rainfall 

recently.  Building on this land will therefore greatly 

increase the flood risk to houses already built in the 

area.  In winter my garden in Balcombe Road is 

frequently under water, so destroying the fields which 

currently soak up the rainwater and the overflow from 

the streams and river in this area makes no sense at all.  

One only needs to refer 



back to February 2014 to see the flood chaos caused to 

residents in Balcombe Road and adjoining roads where 

some residents had permanently installed pumps for 

many weeks to clear their properties.  The water table 

in this area is very near the surface and the floodplain is 

vital to the safety of homes.

The idea of having a “Town” Park on the very outer 

southern limits of Horley means this park will only be of 

real benefit to the employees of the businesses built 

there, certainly not to the residents of the new 

developments on the northern borders of the town, 

unless it is intended to have a large car parking area 

there so all residents can access the park and therefore 

add to the traffic on Balcombe Road and surrounding 

roads.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0396

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Amy Lewis RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

96

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

(In finance and economics, liquidation is an event that 

usually occurs when a Company is insolvent, meaning it 

cannot pay its obligations as and when they come due)

Carillion springs to mind ..

· RBBC’s Head of Property John Charles Reed and 

Jeremy Andrew Richardson were both directors of the 

same company (until 2009) - Weald Estates Ltd.

· The Chief Executive of RBBC John Jory is also a 

Director of the Gatwick Diamond (a paid lobbying group 

by RBBC) who are supporting/ lobbying for the plans ...

Remember this document from 2 years ago ?

Intended for the owner / occupier of Meadowcroft 

House, Balcombe Road, but delivered to the wrong 

address by mistake .....

Times have moved on, this property and it's land and 

owner are all now part of this very questionable 

proposal of an unwanted block of concrete,

with Manor Royal just a few miles down the road laying 

half empty [...]

I hope you saw the results of an Open Poll from our 

MP, Sam Gyimah 

Horley Town

23 January at 14:15 · 

The poll results (part of the public consultation) that 

include the Horley Business Park have been published 

#horley town

 ....

No No

I feel that RBBC and Mr Gyimah would be very brave or 

very stupid to ignore such a strong local voice .

I objected firmly on the DMP 2016 which I am told was 

just archived along with all others and simply ignored.

This scatter gun use of public money is not what I pay 

my rates for and such financial speculation is not what 

the

Council is in business for.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0400

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Helen Logan RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

00

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park. Horley would lose the Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open 

Setting’ was created to protect Horley from physically 

joining Gatwick Airport. Lastly, large areas of this site 

are floodplain. We have already had major problems 

with flooding. A development of this proposed size 

would increase the probability of flooding. 

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0406

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Louise Lucas RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

06

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  • There is no 

evidence to justify the need for a business park and it is 

not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town 

Centre Vision’ document published in August 2015. 

Other business units in the area are standing empty.  • 

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.   • Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from becoming part of Gatwick Airport.   • Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.   • What are the 

benefits to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.   

• There has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from 

existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the 

‘Town Centre vision 2015’   •

Remove HOR9 No



 The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.”   •  Please also 

refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.   

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0407

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Susan Lunn RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

07

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I am against R and B proposal HOR9 is not sound 

because large areas of the site is floodplain, where will 

the water go? Horley would also lose the public open 

space that separates Horley from Gatwick. The 'Gatwick 

Open Setting' was created to protect Horley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport.  There is a clear lack 

of evidence to justify the need for a business park and it 

is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the 

'Town Centre Vision' document published in August 

2015.Surrey County Council's Transport Development 

Planning team say that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation. Traffic 

in Horley has escalated with the huge new estates being 

built and twice in the last week along, the M23 has 

been closed for various reasons, resulting in total grid 

lock in Horley and the surrounding areas. The Horley 

Master Plan 2005 and the Town Centre vision 2015 did 

not include this development, it has been changed. In 

July 2014 in the Core Strategy it says that the plan's 

strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development in Horley and that the Council will reuse 

and intensify existing employment land. Why is Horley 

being targeted by the Council?  We have had to live 

with the awful possibility of a second runway causing 

huge disruption and much more pollution.  I think that 

a new business park will also increase pollution for our 

area.  

Remove HOR9 No No

The Gatwcik Diamond group seem to be pushing for 

their plans to go forward to the detriment of the towns 

people. As the new housing estates and new builds 

have come to Horley, we have received very little or any 

benefits for our local community, even though it has 

been promised. Our roads are some of the worse in the 

county and we feel we are definitely the poor relative in 

the Council's eyes.  Now we are being threatened with 

a new business park that certainly the people of Horley 

don't want or need.  There are many empty offices and 

businesses in Crawley, still unfilled, it doesn't make any 

sense to build more for the sake of it. We have 

extremely low unemployment in our area and also very 

little green space.  For the number of people in Horley, 

which is being added to daily, our small recreation 

ground is insufficient.  Does this development have a 

major plan for quality open space and recreation 

facilities that will benefit Horley? This has not been 

confirmed by the business developers.  What are the 

benefits to the people of Horley? We want to keep 

Horley Green.  Please make the right decision and say 

NO to the business park HOR9 in Horley.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0408

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Cabby Luxford RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

08

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a lack of evidence as to why we need a park.  It 

is huge! Dreadful impact on the countryside and 

onerous traffic increase. Loss of local green space and 

an amalgamation with Gatwick. Devastating to local 

wildlife.

Remove HOR9 No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0409

Email Mrs Patricia Lynch RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

09

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Be advised that I am firmly opposed to your proposed 

Trade Park in Horley

The build is not required, Horley has a very low 

unemployment count, and I question where you think

people are going to come from to occupy the new 

offices ?

Best I have heard is from existing older and not state of 

the art offices in the area because theirs are 'out of 

date'

at 20-25 years was quoted

What will be the situation for this white elephant when 

it too is 20-25 years old ?

The whole proposal is hidden in a very concerning cloak 

of secrecy and the Council are not being honest and 

open

with the Public, which worries me greatly

Way down the line, will be be seeing a repeat of The 

Acres, where there are perfectly adequate retail units 

lying empty

purely because the Council rates are too expensive

Has that been tested before the concrete jungle is 

attempted ?

Some key people involved, simply do not sit 

comfortable with me, the Public can draw their own 

opinions

· Howard Redhouse of Millhill Properties Horley(the 

Developers, of which RBBC are 50% and therefore 

major Shareholder) has been the director of 3 

Liquidated Companies 

- 

Remove HOR9. Yes

  Vast amounts of the areas included within the plan are 

floodplain which will only worsen the towns flood 

activity which has already been evidently worse over 

recent years. We simply do not have the infrastructure 

to justifiably move forward with this.     There are no 

apparent benefits of this development to the town, it's 

residents or current businesses. It is completely 

unjustified.       

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0411

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Mark Maguire RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

11

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The HOR9 plan will remove the last remaining green 

open space providing a buffer between Gatwick and 

Horley.  The plan lists the site area as 83ha, this does 

not appear to be correct given the map shown in the 

consultation.  The business park does not benefit 

Horley and is not needed by Horley which has low 

unemployment. Gatwick is already serviced by Manor 

Royal which has lots of brownfield space for 

redevelopment.  Many office spaces in and around 

Horley have been converted to residential housing, 

there are still many other brownfield sites in the 

borough that can be redeveloped before greenfield 

sites should be considered. The area has already lost a 

significant amount of green space with the large 

housing estate between Meath Green and the A217, 

the HOR9 plan is removing yet more green space over 

brownfield development.  The "Town centre vision" 

published in 2015 made no reference to the need for 

such a business park and in fact referenced no new 

major commercial development for Horley. If Gatwick 

needs to expand it should expand in Sussex, not Surrey.

The use of existing brownfield sites before 

greenfield land is removed, irreplaceably.

No No

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4389/rbbc_representor_0409


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0412

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Tim Mander RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

12

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    - There is a NO 

CLEAR EVIDENCE TO JUSTIFY a business park  - It is NOT 

PART OF the Core Strategy (2014)  - It is NOT PART OF 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  - Over 200 acres of Green Open Land will be lost  - 

Over 200 acres of land THAT IS SUBJECT TO FLOODING 

will add an INCREASED FLOOD RISK TO BALCOMBE 

ROAD  - Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development WILL SIGNIFICANTLY WORSEN THE 

EXISTING TRAFFIC situation in terms of SAFETY AND 

CAPACITY  - Horley would LOSE the Public OPEN SPACE 

that separates Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open 

Setting’ was created to protect Horley from physically 

joining Gatwick Airport.  - Large areas of the site are 

floodplain.    What are the benefits to Horley? They 

have not been demonstrated.  - There has been a 

sudden UNJUSTIFIABLE DEVIATION from existing Policy 

e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town Centre 

vision 2015’  - The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 

says that THE COUNCIL WILL REUSE AND INTENSIFY 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages 

NO NEW MAJOR COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT FOR 

HORLEY.”  - Please also refer to the comments made 

pages 671-710 of the Consultation statement which 

have not been responded to.

The only recommendation I can suggest is to throw 

this out as:  - It is not of any real benefit to Horley 

(Surrey) but is more of a benefit to Crawley/Gatwick 

(Sussex)  - The existing roads around Horley can 

barely manage rush hour traffic on a daily basis and 

cannot manage it if the M23 is closed. An extra load 

would break the system.  - The project is short-

sighted as the requirements for a business park have 

not been justified. It would appear to be a minority 

(who are probably not residents of Horley) out to 

make a profit from the majority.  - How can the 

project be justified when the new shops in Horley 

cannot be let.  Get Horley to be a vibrant town again 

with all shops let and then think about expanding.     

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0414

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Sara Marchant RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

14

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The uplift of 20% in employment requirement is based 

on an Experian report which has not been made 

available. There is therefore no means to judge if the 

entire basis for this business park is sound or not.    The 

uplift in employment requirement includes a large 

number of Crawley unmet demand. Reigate and 

Banstead residents should not be responsible for 

failings of West Sussex county Council to plan for their 

own employment requirements.    If the business park 

had not been proposed, would the Experien report 

have been commissioned in any case, or would the Core 

Strategy have remained extant as it was due to run to 

2027? It looks very much as though the report was 

commissioned to make the data give the answer that 

was wanted, rather than a need identified which then 

required a solution.    The Core strategy states a 

requirement not to merge Horley with Gatwick. The 

business park plan incorporates a 30m strip of land to 

act as a buffer. We believe this is against the spirit of 

the core strategy and is inadequate.    The plan states 

that only emergency vehicles and public transport 

vehicles will be able to enter the site from Balcombe 

Road. We have seen no surface transport strategy 

explaining how this will be achieved. Balcombe Road is 

a "hotspot" (accepted by the Council). We already have 

vehicles parking on verges, blocking line-of-sight to 

oncoming vehicles and causing an EHS risk. 

A different site should be utilized for the business 

park, using previously developed land and not 

removing the green space between Horley and 

Gatwick.

No Yes Am happy to do so if 

required.

The council has just told us that it has no funds to 

prevent this and the business park will exacerbate it 

many-fold.    Any further injection of traffic onto 

Balcombe Road is unacceptable and will cause 

significant and prolonged disruption and queuing as 

shown by the council's Transport Development 

Planning Team.    The area is a floodplain.    It is stated 

that the site will proved "well-paid jobs". As the site is 

not built and no tenants in place, the council has no 

way of knowing whether the jobs will be well-paid or 

not.



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0416

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Steve Martin RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

16

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No No •There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for 

a business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.  •Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  •Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  •Large areas of the site are a floodplain.  

•What are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  •There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g.: ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  •The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”  •Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which has not been responded to.  

•There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need 

for a business park and it is not mentioned in the 

Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ 

document published in August 2015.  •Surrey 

County Council’s Transport Development Planning 

Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  •Horley would lose 

the Public Open Space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  •Large areas of the site are a floodplain.  

•What are the benefits to Horley? They have not 

been demonstrated.  •There has been a sudden 

unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g.: 

‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town Centre 

vision 2015’  •The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 

2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy 

envisages no new major commercial development 

for Horley.”  •Please also refer to the comments 

made pages 671-710 of the Consultation statement 

which has not been responded to.  

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0417

Email Mr Edward Martin RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

17

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Surrey County Council Proposed 172 acre Business Park

The council, along with their associates - Millhill 

Properties (buying and selling of real estate), and 

Gatwick Diamond, a broad-based Chamber of 

Commerce - intend constructing this "Park"

 on land that forms the Gatwick Open Setting, created 

to form a green barrier between our small town and 

Gatwick Airport.   One must now ask: where do the 

interests of the people whom reside

here and pay their council taxes, figure in all this ? The 

answer is devastatingly simple: they don't.   What is 

being proposed is nothing less than the transformation 

of Horley into a semi-industrial

adjunct to Gatwick Airport. Why ?    Surrey C. Cs. 

Transport Planners speak of a worsening of the existing 

traffic situation.

The Gatwick Open Setting is land that surely lends itself 

to the current vision of what a park should be: areas 

given over to the development of wild life, complete 

with information boards telling us 

of the how and the why; a place of pilgrimage for 

school children.    

As for Surrey County Council, we are left asking 

ourselves:  What is the source of this enigmatic appeal 

of the grandiose project ?

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0420

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Gail Matheson RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

20

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The Policy HOR9 is not sound because:  There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the 'Town Centre Vision' document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Councils Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that  the development will 

significantly  worsen the existing traffic situation the n 

terms of safety and capacity.  Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The 'Gatwick Open Setting' was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large 

areas of the site are flood plain. What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. 'Horley Master Plan 2005' and the 'Town 

Centre Vision 2015'.  The 'Core Strategy' published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. "The Plans strategy 

envisages no new major commercial  development for 

Horley"   Please also refer to the comments made pages 

671-710 of the Consultation statement which have not 

been responded to.  

Remove HOR9 No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0421

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs SUSAN Matthews RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

21

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

No I believe that this business park is totally unneeded and 

unnecessary there are premises left unused /empty 

around Horley and surrounding areas. Horley is losing 

nearly all its green spaces also the flood plane  be 

affected. I would also like to mention the increase in 

heavy lorries and all vehicles causing more accidents 

not to mention the pollution I could go on to mention 

facilities in and around Horley that would be stretched 

to accommodate increased traffic of persons and  

vehicles i.e. hospitals that would  over stretched plus 

health providers that are turning away new patients 

now. 

Remove HOR9 No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0422

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Vanessa Mayes RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

22

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 . Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park. 

Not even mentioned in Core Strategy 2014 or Town 

Centre Vision 2015  A massive 200acres will be 

demolished!  Lots of the areas are intending to be built 

on a flood plain  Horley would lose the Public Open 

Space which divides Gatwick from Horley  Traffic will be 

ridiculous, already busy enough as it is, the Surrey 

County Council Transport Development Planning Team 

have stated this themselves.  A lot of endangered 

wildlife will be destroyed and left homeless.  Cant 

understand how this will BENEFIT Horley town 

residents???  This plan will not give any commercial 

development to Horley.

Remove HOR9 No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0426

Letter Ms Linda McSusuter RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

26

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Although I have already submitted objections to the 

above (Heading: Proposed Business Park, Balcombe Rd, 

Horley) I understand it is necessary to resubmit 

comments before 23rd February. 

I am strongly opposed to the development for the 

following reasons: 

1) There is no justification for a business park in Horley 

as there is no shortage of jobs in the area

2) There is already a large volume of traffic using the 

B2036 Balcombe Road and the proposed business park 

would add significantly to congestion, accidents, noise 

and pollution. The road is poorly maintained and large 

vehicles will increase the risk of dangerous potholes. 

3) There has always been a buffer zone of green space 

between Horley and Gatwick Airport and this would be 

destroyed if the development goes ahead. 

4) The land is on a flood plain and during periods of 

prolonged heavy rain the water is likely to build up and 

flood not only the business park but nearby residential 

properties. 

I believe the proposal is strongly opposed by the 

majority of Horley residents and sincerely hope that the 

Council will not ignore our views. 

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0428

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Andy Middleton RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

28

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I totally object to this planned development on the 

following grounds.    There is a clear lack of evidence to 

justify the need for a business park and it is not 

mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town 

Centre Vision’ document published in August 2015.  

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages 

no new major commercial development for Horley.”   

Please also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 

of the Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.

No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0429

Email Ms Nancy Middleton RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

29

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No I want to register my opposition to the proposed 

industrial site on Balcombe Road. I have already done 

this in the past but I understand that the council have 

chosen to ignore residents’ opinions and we must go 

through the process again. My opposition is based on 

the following:

- The land in green belt which should be respected in 

order to protect the environment for current and future 

generations 

- There is no need for a business centre

- Traffic would increase and put further strain on the a 

road system which is not coping with current levels of 

traffic

- It is highly duplicitous of the council to encourage 

hundreds of families to move into new housing estates 

without informing them of the longer term plan to 

grant permission for industrial developments in the 

area

- Horley residents could be forgiven for believing that 

Reigate and Banstead Council view Horley as a dumping 

ground for the things that more influential and affluent 

residents don’t want in their own part of the borough - 

coincidentally probably the same parts as those where 

the decision makers on the council live

I hope that these concerns, amongst those of my fellow 

residents, will not be ignored as they were in the last 

round of the procedure. 

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0434

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Genevieve Moore RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

34

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Lack of evidence to support the need for a business 

park in Horley.   It is not mentioned in the Core Strategy 

2014 or Town Centre Vision  2015.  Significant impact 

on traffic in local area, this will have safety 

consequences for the residents in Horley and damage 

to the environment by increased pollution in an already 

polluted area.  Loss of public open space and the 

effective merger of Horley and Gatwick area.  The area 

in question is specifically green field to prevent the 

merging of the airport and Horley and to preserve the 

Gatwick open setting.   Significant impact on the 

environment - loss of trees and natural habitat, 

protected species live on the land in question.  In 

addition large areas are currently flood plain and flood 

every year, where will this water go?  No clear benefit 

to Horley or the borough.  We already have significant 

employment in the area and significant over-capacity 

(office and light industrial) in the Manor Royal with 

many units standing empty.     

The business park needs to be completely 

abandoned.  It is clear that there is no need for this 

and the negative impact that this will have on the 

environment, town and local area will be irreparable 

if this was allowed to happen.  

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    - clear lack of 

evidence to justify the need for a business park this 

scale  - not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  - The total area of the (green!) site is huge, 83ha 

is over 200 acres!!! Large areas are also floodplain.  - 

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  - Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport. It should 

be protected.    They benefits to Horley of a business 

park of this size have not been demonstrated.  - Its a 

sudden deviation from existing Policy.... ‘Horley Master 

Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’.  ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”

Above points needs to be addressed, amending 

some aspects to ensure the right balance is struck 

and ensuring the right protection and controls are in 

place as to location/scale/redevelopment of existing 

brownfield sites etc. I am not against all 

development, however it should be sensitive to its 

surroundings. Gatwick open setting was created for 

a reason and likewise floodplain Not be built on for 

reasons we all know to well.

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am disappointed to learn that previous objections to 

this are not being rolled forward. However, I am even 

more disappointed that the opinions expressed by the 

residents of Horley and Reigate and Banstead's own 

data are apparently being ignored.

All of the green areas around Horley are essential to 

counteract the damaging effects of air pollution 

generated by the airport, A23 and M23. By removing 

this natural filter, the business park will directly be 

responsible for reducing the health and well being of 

residents and workers in the area. Moreover, the 

destruction of green areas will adversely affect wildlife 

and fauna in the area. Not only do these contribute to 

the emotional well being of residents and workers, they 

play important (and often undervalued) roles in the 

environment in economic terms by drawing water out 

of the ground and stabilising earth movement. Getting 

rid of these areas will increase the prospect of flooding. 

As stated in Reigate and Banstead's 2012 Strategic 

Flood Risk Assessment, the risk of flooding in Horley is 

elevated in Horley by its situation on a flood plain.

The objections to the business park extend to 

wondering for whose benefit is this proposed business 

park intended to serve? Already, Horley enjoys low 

unemployment; therefore, the argument setting forth a 

claim of stimulating 

Remove HOR9. No

economic activity in the resident population is invalid. 

Rather than regenerating Horley, it will have the effect 

of degenerating Horley, as workers at the business park 

will have to commute from wider areas, which will 

further increase congestion and pollution. 

It's unfortunate that the type or size of business space 

in Horley is not the kind that businesses want, but 

should what businesses desire be placed ahead of 

residents' health, well being and property or that of the 

environment? 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I object to the proposal to use the land adjacent to the 

Balcombe Road for a business park.

That area is a green space which separates Horley from 

Gatwick Airport, and there is no reasonable justification 

for its use as a business park.

Remove HOR9. No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because of the following:  

1. A very major lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

huge business park plus it is not even mentioned in the 

Core Strategy (2014) or the "Town Centre Vision" 

document published in August 2015.  The total area 

would be taking over 200 acres of prime land which 

currently separates Horley from Gatwick Airport.  This 

huge area is home to many animals including deer, 

badgers and protected bats.  2. The Balcombe Road is a 

busy road anyway and Surrey County councils transport 

development team has already stated that the 

development will worsen the traffic situation.  As a 

mother to [...] children I would not want my children to 

face any further danger by the roads becoming busier 

and more congested not to mention the added 

pollution.  3. This land as mentioned before was there 

to protect Horley and keep it separate from Gatwick 

Airport.  Much of the land is a flood plain.  If built on 

where would this flood water go? The actual benefit to 

Horley of this proposed trade park has never really 

been mentioned.  4. A sudden unjustifiable deviation 

from policies that already exist for example

Remove HOR9 No No

 "The Master Plan 2005"  and "The Town Centre Vision 

2015".  Why would you set out policies in the first place 

if they now mean nothing?  5.More examples of 

deviations of policies is "The Core Strategy" published 

in July 2014 states that the council will reuse and 

intensify existing employment land and "The Plans 

Strategy"  can foresee no new major commercial  

development for Horley.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The benefits to Horley have not been demonstrated 

and many question remain about the reason why this 

has been included in the DMP. Not least that the seems 

to be a unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g. 

the Horley Master Plan 2005 and the Town Centre 

vision 2015.    The Core Strategy published in July 2014 

says that the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land and importantly the "plan's strategy 

envisages no new commercial development for Horley." 

Indeed many existing commercial buildings both in 

Horley and the wider Reigate and Banstead are have 

been or are being transformed into residential housing. 

Therefore prime facie there is not need to further 

commercial office development within Horley. If 

commercial space was required in the Borough then 

L&G site at Kingswood should have been retained for 

Commercial use rather than given over to residential. 

Policies within the borough are inconsistent to say the 

least.    Overall there is a clear lack of evidence to justify 

the need for a business park especially as it has not 

been mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the 

Town Centre Vision published in August 2015.     There 

are other concerns . Amongst which are:  * Surrey CC 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will worsen the existing traffic 

situation in terms of safety and capacity.  *

Remove it. No No

 It appears unlikely that the Highways Agency will 

provide funding for any major road upgrades to e.g. link 

to the M23.   *According to the Duty to Cooperate 

statement  (para 3.9) "Although the borough has a high 

quality natural environment, the levels of  

environmental pollution caused by vehicles emissions 

coupled with the increasing  challenges faced relating to 

water supply, sewerage, waste management, and  

overall air quality is a cause for concern. The significant 

pressures for development  in the borough mean that 

retaining the quality of open spaces and the 

countryside,  and protecting the character and heritage 

of the borough’s towns and villages is of  paramount 

importance within this context." Thus, it remains 

unclear how this development can proceed.  *Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The Gatwick Open Setting was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  

*Large areas of the site are floodplain. Thames Water 

according to the Duty to Cooperate statement "Thames  

Water subsequently confirmed that it had not provided 

comments regarding site  HOR9, the strategic 

employment site in Horley. In November 2017, Thames 

Water confirmed that it will consider the sewage 

network and treatment  infrastructure to support this 

site, and will advise the Council in due course." (para 

5.72)/ 

Therefore, it brings into doubt the overall viability of 

this site.  *There are also concerns about the reluctance 

of the council to clarify points raised under e.g. The 

Freedom of Information Act. The whole process seems 

to be clouded by lack of substantive evidence to 

demonstrate benefits to Horley.    There are also 

disquieting public comments made about the 

relationship between the Council and the other 

partners of Horley Business Park LLP , some are of grave 

concern.       
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

• None of the previous plans produced by the Council 

mention the need for a Business Park e.g. the Core 

Strategy (2014), the Town Centre Vision document 

(2015) or the Horley Master Plan (2005). The Council is 

ignoring all its own plans which were produced after 

years of consultation.   • If Horley needed new offices, 

why has the Council not protected existing office sites, 

instead of allowing them to be converted to residential 

properties?   • Nearby Manor Royal already has plenty 

of empty offices, but the Council tells us that multi-

national businesses don't want offices that are 10 years 

old, they only want new ones. So what happens when 

this business park is 10 years old then? It will just be left 

as an abandoned concrete wasteland presumably.   • 

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. They do not believe that 

our local roads will cope with the additional traffic and 

Reigate & Banstead Council's plan involves spending 

millions of pounds of ratepayers' money to build a 

motorway spur.   • Horley would lose its last green 

space. This land was previously declared to be Public 

Open Space and it is crucial in separating Horley from 

Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was also created to 

protect 

No No

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport. The area 

is home to numerous wildlife which would be 

destroyed.   •Large areas of the site are on a floodplain 

so are unsuitable for building anyway.  •What are the 

benefits to Horley? They have not been demonstrated. 

When Reigate & Banstead Council were asked at a 

meeting recently what the benefits of the business park 

would be to Horley, their considered response was 

silence.   •The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 

says that the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.”  • In 1989 

plans for a similar business plan were submitted to 

Reigate & Banstead Council and they turned them 

down because the area is supposed to be protected 

open space. Then last year, plans to build new houses 

in The Close were turned down for the same reason. So 

why have the rules changed?    • The whole process has 

been riddled with incompetence. At various stages the 

amount of land being referred to has continually 

changed (sometimes it includes both sides of Balcombe 

Road, sometimes only one). Last going off, the Council 

claimed that they are talking about an area of 32 

hectares. Yet on their final document, which has taken 

them months to produce and presumably now cannot 

be altered, it states that the area is '83 hectares'. 

When a Councillor was questioned about this they 

replied that it was 'a mistake'.   •Please also refer to the 

comments made on pages 671-710 of the previous 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:        There is a 

clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.      Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.      

Horley would lose the Public Open Space that separates 

Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was 

created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport.      Large areas of the site are 

floodplain.      What are the benefits to Horley? They 

have not been demonstrated.      There has been a 

sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g. : 

‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 

2015’      The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says 

that the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.”       Please 

also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  

Address these issues: The policy HOR9 is not sound 

because:        There is a clear lack of evidence to 

justify the need for a business park and it is not 

mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town 

Centre Vision’ document published in August 2015.      

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.      Horley would lose 

the Public Open Space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.      Large areas of the site are floodplain.      

What are the benefits to Horley? They have not 

been demonstrated.      There has been a sudden 

unjustifiable deviation from existing Policy e.g. : 

‘Horley Master Plan 2005’and the ‘Town Centre 

vision 2015’      The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 

2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy 

envisages no new major commercial development 

for Horley.”       Please also refer to the comments 

made pages 671-710 of the Consultation statement 

which have not been responded to.  

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    Firstly, large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  There is also a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. There is a school nearby 

on the Balcombe Road.  Horley would lose the Public 

Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. The 

‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect Horley 

from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  What are the 

benefits to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  

There has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from 

existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the 

‘Town Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core Strategy’ 

published in July 2014 says that the Council will reuse 

and intensify existing employment land. “the Plans 

strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”   Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to.

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Hor Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The deadline is Friday 23/2/18 by 5pm.    Fill in the 

Council's online survey now:  

https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/RBBCREG19    

Please see our suggested answers below:    4. To which 

part(s) of the Development Management Plan does this 

representation relate?  Paragraph:4.9.7  Policy: HOR9    

5. Do you consider the Development Management Plan 

to be legally compliant?  -Don't know    6. Do you 

consider the Development Management Plan to be 

sound?  -No    :    The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.  Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’ 

No No



 The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.”   Please also refer 

to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 The DMP indicates that Gatwick area requires more 

business sites to provide more employment 

opportunities - surely this area must have one of the 

lowest unemployment numbers in Britain. Will this 

business park create employment for local residents or 

bring workers in from other parts of the country?

There appears to be many vacant business sites in the 

Gatwick area which should be utilised before 

considering this huge development. As an example an 

office block in Horley, Newman House, stood empty for 

two years before it was demolished and redeveloped as 

apartments and shops. It would seem that there was no 

demand for this office space and so far only 2 of the 5 

new shops have been leased out. The Manor Royal 

Industrial Estate, just outside of our Borough, has many 

vacant properties. Surely any unused business premises 

must be considered before concreting over more green 

spaces.

Horley will lose another ‘open space’ to this business 

park and much rich and varied wildlife will be 

destroyed. The development will be situated on a flood 

plain this means there will be an increased risk of 

flooding which will affect surrounding properties.

Already many green spaces have been concreted over 

to build hundreds of new houses to the North of Horley 

and with a business park to the South the town will 

have 

Remove HOR9. No

lost all public open spaces between Reigate/Redhill and 

Gatwick. It seems that Horley will lose more, if not all, 

of its rural nature.

Who will benefit from this development? This plan may 

create more jobs but not necessarily for local residents, 

there will be an increase in numbers of commuters to 

this area not a decrease from it. Wherever access to the 

Business Park may be situated there will be increased 

traffic and disturbance in the area.

In one of the DMP documents I found the comment 

‘The Borough of Reigate and Banstead is a desirable 

place to live’ 

Let us try to keep it like that!
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

This is a huge diversion from from the hourly master 

plan document 2005. It is not justified under this policy. 

my garden backs onto this site and it is regularly  

flooded, this development will add to the flooding 

issue.  There are disturbing connections between surrey 

county councillors and the developers involved that 

should be referred to the ombudsman.

Withdraw the modifications entirely. No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No We wish to object to the proposed business park in 

Horley for the following reasons;

   - There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need 

for a business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the 'Town Centre Vision' document 

published in August 2015.

   - Surrey County Council's Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.

   - Horley would lose the Public Open Space that 

separates Horley from Gatwick. The 'Gatwick Open 

Setting' was created to protect Horley from physically 

joining Gatwick Airport.

   - Large areas of the site are floodplain.

It is appalling that our own local authority would be an 

active participant in this proposal.

Remove HOR9. No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I would like to register my strong objection to the 

proposal to build Gatwick Business Park on land 

adjacent to Balcombe Road, Horley.

My reasons for objecting include:-

• There is no clear evidence to justify the Business Park

• Currently there is empty business unit space in 

existing Business Parks close to the site of this proposed 

development

• This development is not mentioned in planning 

documents – Core Strategy (2014) or ‘Town Centre 

Vision’ (August 2015)

• The Transport Development Planning Team of Surrey 

CC have identified that the development will 

significantly increase the existing safety and capacity 

problems affecting the roads in the area

• Large areas of the proposed development site are 

within the flood plain, and development of this scale 

will overwhelm the drainage in the area significantly 

increasing the risk of flooding

• This development will compromise the ‘Gatwick Open 

Setting’ policy which was created to protect Horley 

from joining up with Gatwick Airport

It appears that the previous large public objections to 

this proposal have been largely ignored. This is 

unfortunately a serious indictment of the planning and 

consultation process that has been undertaken so far.  

Objects HOR9 No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No/Don't 

Know

No •	There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for 

a business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.  •	Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  •	Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  •	Large areas of the site are floodplain.  •	What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  •	There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’   •	The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”  •	 Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to.  

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

I understand that there is a clear lack of evidence to 

justify the need for a business park. There is evidence 

to suggest that the demand is not present, with the 

nearby business park at manor royal consisting of a vast 

amount of vacant premises. Given the basic supply and 

demand model, this would lead to future undesirable 

businesses taking presence within the development 

simply to fill the park.     In addition, this business park 

was not mentioned within the 'town centre vision' 

document that was published in 2015.     Traffic within 

Horley has already got worse with the developments 

added at the edge of Meath Green, and this is currently 

only site traffic, with many properties remaining empty 

at present. With this, SCC's Transport Development 

Planning Team have stated that the business 

development will worsen existing traffic putting safety 

and capacity at a detriment. An infrastructure that the 

town can simply not handle.     In addition, the public 

transport networks are already struggling to deal with 

demand for a town so 

I do not see that it is feasible. Additional flood 

precautions would be required for the entire town, 

must more robust road networks (especially when 

there is a disaster recovery situation at Gatwick) and 

much more.     In addition it would need to assess 

the additional footfall to public transport in the 

area, in particular Gatwick Airport, a location that is 

already under high risk security precautions.     It 

simply has no justification! 

No No I am not seeking 

modification, it simply 

cannot proceed

close to Gatwick. Adding to this will cause further 

security risks to the neighbouring airport, as it will 

encourage more traffic to depart and arrive into their 

train and bus stations. This will ultimately increase 

security risks.    
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I feel that there is a clear lack of evidence to justify the 

need for a business park and it is not mentioned in the 

Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ 

document published in August 2015.     Surrey County 

Councils transport development planning team has 

stated that the development will significantly worsen 

the existing traffic situation, in terms of safety and 

capacity.      The traffic on some days is dreadful, roads 

are too busy in the Horley area and this is made worse 

with problems on the M23 and sometimes M25 which 

spills on to the A roads.  A good example was the road 

closures on 15/02/18 in Horley and Hookwood, which 

caused major tailbacks and problems.    Horley would 

lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick.  The Gatwick Open setting was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.    

Horley is a lovely small town and many residents, 

including myself do not want the town to be joined to 

Gatwick directly!    Large areas of the site are floodplain.     

NO benefits to Horley have been demonstrated, we are 

almost forgotten in the borough compared to other 

areas.    There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing policy e.g. Horley Master Plan 

2005' and the 'town centre vision 2015'   

Explain the deviations from the original plans?    

Prove why Manor Royal and the existing business 

parks are not being filled first?  

No No

 The core strategy published in July 2014 says that he 

council will resuse and intensify existing employment 

land.  The plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.  Why has this 

changed?  What are the proven needs for this?    

Comments have not been responded to from pages 671-

710 of the Consultation statement? Why not?     

Crawley and Manor Royal, have many large units being 

built and that remain empty.  Why are these not being 

filled first?      There are not enough schools, doctors or 

dentists to deal with the current amount of residents.         

I have completed the online survey about the 

Development Management Plan and I also submitted 

my original comments back in October 2016 

I've been following the campaign and I have the same 

questions as many others.  I feel that there is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015. 

Surrey County Councils transport development planning 

team has stated that the development will significantly 

worsen the existing traffic situation, in terms of safety 

and capacity.  

The traffic on some days is dreadful, roads are too busy 

in the Horley area and this is made worse with 

problems on the M23 and sometimes M25 which spills 

on to the A roads.  A good example was the road 

closures on 15/02/18 on both motorways due to serious RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0482

Email Mr & Ms Kate and 

Michael

Raggetti & 

Woodlands

RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

82

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No I am emailing on behalf of myself and  my partner [...] 

in relation to the proposal to build a business park in 

Horley. I would have completed the online survey but I 

felt that it was not very user friendly with the questions 

and perhaps purposely difficult to understand unless 

you work within the council / planning divisions 

However, myself and my family all feel very strongly in 

regards to these plans, especially as we all feel there is 

no NEED for such, making the plans unsound.

I believe the Horley Business park plans come under the 

Paragraph:4.9.7 of Policy: HOR9 of the Development 

Management Plan which is what I would like to object 

to. The plans to build a business park seem ludicrous as 

there is no need for it – Manor Royal serves that 

purpose- on our doorstep, and as we have seen 

recently some of the units have recently been changed 

from commercial buildings into residential, we have 

also seen this very thing happen within our own town – 

Horley town centre has seen a number of business lets 

changed from commercial to residential – highlighting 

the fact there is no need for such a large scale business 

park, making the plans themselves unneeded, 

unwanted and unsound, and questionable as to why 

the local residents, and beyond, views are not being 

listened to. 

Remove HOR9. No



The council even reflected the views of the residents 

when you look back at the Core Strategy (2014) or the 

‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015 where there was no mention of any need – 

actually they highlighted the need to protect the green 

space / public open space and the buffer between 

Gatwick/Horley to remain – why the sudden 

unjustifiable deviation from policy from August 2015 to 

September / October 2015 when the plans were first 

made public knowledge via the local media?

83h of site is a substantial sized area – especially as a 

large area of it is flood plains, and the home to many 

different specifies, some protected, of wildlife.

Horley is forever losing its green space, and losing what 

was once known as a semi-rural town to live in. 

The traffic congestion throughout Horley would be a 

complete nightmare – we are already bursting at peak 

times with traffic, and it would appeal that Horley 

Towns own transport division have said the plans are 

unsound in terms of traffic management.

I, along with many others, do not want these plans to 

be approved, forever losing green space that should be 

protected, especially as policy HOR9/Business park 

development plans seem  to be a very quick change in 

direction for the council themselves, unjustified, 

unsustainable, and unsound in many areas.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Spatial 

Planning 

Team

Ms Katharine Harison Surrey 

County 

Council

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0089

Spatial 

Planning 

Team

Yes HOR9 Evidence - 

SHAR

PolicyHOR9 states that development will be subject to a 

number of requirements including, "A secondary access 

from Balcombe Road, to be limited to public transport 

and emergency services use.” The proposal for a 

secondary access from Balcombe Road has previously 

been accepted by the County Highway Authority. 

However, it has recently been bought to our attention 

that the highway network assessment, undertaken by 

the developer's transport consultant, identifies that a 

proportion of local site related traffic should be routed 

to the site via Balcombe Road, to avoid unnecessary 

trips using the strategic road network. This would be 

contrary to Policy HOR9 and, furthermore, the strategic 

highway assessment and modelling work that has been 

undertaken by the county council is based on the 

assumption that the business park will be accessed via a 

new arm on the J9a roundabout of the M23. Therefore 

access via Balcombe Road has not been considered in 

our assessment work. The County Highway Authority 

has concerns regarding the use of Balcombe Road as an 

access route to the site, even for local traffic, with the 

exception of buses and emergency vehicles. Further 

modelling work would need to be undertaken to 

understand the impact that this would have on the local 

highway network.

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I write with respect to the proposed Horley Trade Park.

Horley over the past number of years has seen a huge 

increase in traffic mainly due to the ongoing 

development of the Horley Master Plan and increased 

flights and 'human' traffic through Gatwick airport. In 

an area such as we live in most households have a least 

two cars very often more as children grow up and start 

to drive. The Meath Green development is now 

underway and will be a further 9 years in completion; 

not one of us can predict the amount of traffic that will 

use the A23, A217 and all surrounding areas within the 

town when this development is finished. Everybody 

knows the impact that cars have on the environment 

but the truth is getting people out of cars unfortunately 

just isn't going to happen anytime soon.

Motorway traffic has also increased dramatically and 

when an incidence occurs on either M23 or M25 the 

impact on the roads in and around Horley is 

horrendous; trying to get to work, take children to 

school etc. is nigh on impossible. The roads to Redhill, 

Reigate, Crawley and more just come to a standstill. 

Pollution at the Longbridge roundabout 15 or so years 

ago was just within legal European limits 

Remove HOR9. No

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4475/rbbc_representor_0039


I dread to think what it is now, what I do know is that 

there is now a very high incidence of children with 

asthma and related allergies which I know are 

exacerbated by poor air quality.

Gatwick airport will expand one day, I believe this is just 

a matter of time. How on earth will roads cope with the 

increase in traffic that this will bring? There is a 

suggested development at Redhill Aerodrome too of 

some thousands of homes. Just what on earth will we 

end up living in? A town full of traffic and afore 

mentioned pollution and very little else.

The development of a Business Park is just NOT 

necessary when there are empty units sitting just a few 

miles up the road in Crawley! It will bring increased 

traffic, people will lose homes not of course forgetting 

the loss of yet another lump of green space. 

The South East is heavily populated, expensive to live 

in, young people struggle to afford homes and I think 

this business park will just destroy the very little we 

have left here in Horley.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0485

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Sylvia Reader RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

85

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is no evidence to support the contention that 

there is a demand for this type of business 

accommodation. Existing purpose built accommodation 

of this type has recently been converted to residential 

property. Much more of the business envisaged for this 

development is now, consequent on information 

technology development, being outsourced to places 

such as India. The demand for more here has passed.  

Surrey County Council has expressed the belief that this 

development, jf successful, would considerably worsen 

local traffic problems.  Access via the M23 spur road 

roundabout would necessitate re-alignment of the 

roads already feeding that roundabout to enable a safe 

distance for traffic lane changes. The difference in 

altitude between the site and said spur road would 

necessitate large lengths of carriageway occupying a 

considerable amount of the available site area. These 

two factors would also involve very high costs.  

Improving pedestrian and cycle access from Horley and 

Redhill would make a negligible difference to the 

increased traffic flow.  I can see no benefit accruing to 

Horley. New retail accommodation provided at Russell 

Square has resulted in 8 units there remaining   unlet to 

this day, and there are also more empty units just along 

Victoria Road.  

I cannot envisage any change which would make the 

proposal sound.

No No

What has happened to the "Horley Town Centre Vision 

2015" or the "Core Strategy" of 2014 which stated that 

no new major commercial development was envisaged 

for Horley.  The area is shown as not having been 

flooded recently but it is continually waterlogged during 

winter months and making large areas of it 

impermeable would greatly increase the risk of flooding 

to nearby, and also further downstream, residential and 

business properties.  The suggestion that a 30 metre 

space would constitute a "Landscape break" between 

the site and Horley/Gatwick is ludicrous.  I believe that 

all of these considerations  make the proposal unsound.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Regarding the planning policy HOR9. I am very 

concerned at the huge scale industrial development 

planned for Bayhorne Farm in the south of Horley. The 

environmental impact would be far too great in relation 

to the abundance of wildlife in the vicinity and the risk 

to flooding as the area is already prone to this. As 

Gatwick Airport is an immediate neighbour, this could 

impact on this particular international airport with 

repercussions on passenger and businesses. Local 

residents also need this valuable green space for 

recreation and to get away form the pressures of 

everyday life as so much of the northern part of town is 

currently being built on. 

What also needs to be questioned is : Is there a need 

for this large scale development? The site is within two 

miles of Manor Royal where there is ample vacant 

space for urban renewal for industrial development. 

This cannot be a case for providing more employment 

for local people as Crawley and Gatwick has ample 

provision at the moment. Gatwick’s employment mainly 

commute from outside the area and a small percentage 

of this is from the local area currently. 

If you take all the development including that included 

in the Horley Master Plan, the 

No

Bayhorne Farm scheme plus the possibility of a second 

runway, the area will become over developed and this 

part of Surrey will lose its character forever. Please give 

this thought and think of the local residents who will 

have to live with this. 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\
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Survey 

Monkey

Mr Arlo Risby RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

95

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

* Loss of green space separating Horley from Gatwick  * 

Currently a floodplain area. Yes defenses can be built, 

however if that water cannot naturally absorb in to the 

ground it will either be diverted in to local rivers which 

will burst banks more often or shift the flood plain to a 

new area further down. That water needs to go 

somewhere.    * Substantially larger neighbouring 

towns Redhill & Crawley have much better 

infrastructure for business parks. Horley is a small 

residential town, if this goes ahead then it will also set a 

precedent for other projects, where will this end & it 

will change the character of the town forever.   * In 

addition to point above - Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity. Air 

quality is already poor being next to an airport, adding 

traffic to a family area is not acceptable. We can't all 

afford to live in a nice detached house in the country.    

* Lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park, not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the 

‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  * This is a deviation from existing Policy e.g. : 

‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 

2015’  *

Don't know. No Yes For local residents 

opinion to be 

represented 

 The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.”
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Mrs Rosie Robinson RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

98

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    - There is a 

clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.  - The total area of the site 83ha is over 

200 acres!!!  - Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  - Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  - Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  - There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  - The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land.

Remove HOR9 No

 “the Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.”  - Please also 

refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  Use your own words and relate your 

comments to why the decision is not sound.
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Mr Stephen Robinson RBBC\Repr

esentor\04
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The Policy HOR9 is not sound because there is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the core strategy (2014) or 

the 'Town Centre Vision' document published in August 

2015.  We would add that in our surrounding areas 

many business sites are empty and have been so for a 

number of years (Redhill, Crawley Manor Royal, 

Salfords).  Surrey County Council's Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

Development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  In 

recent times it has been increasingly difficult to egress 

onto the Balcombe Road and the infrastructure 

between Redhill and Crawley is inadequate to cope 

with current traffic let alone the increase that is 

inevitable from housing developments.  Additional 

heavy vehicle traffic going north would have only two 

routes; first through Horley via the station which is 

often backed up to the Balcombe Road and second via 

the narrow railway bridge south of the Chequers 

roundabout which is already dangerous.  Traffic lights 

on Bonehurst Road are already creating jams 

southwards.to this roundabout on a regular basis.  

Please take on board the concerns of local residents 

which to date have been totally ignored.  The 

flooding and traffic concerns need to be addressed 

before any future developments are considered.  

We do not want our area to become an extended 

urban car park with empty commercial buildings.  

Despite a dedicated access to the strategic road 

network (M23 spur) and access to the Balcombe 

Road limited, in reality this will not be adhered to. 

Any problems on the M23 or M25 already grind the 

area to a complete halt.  If there are retail and 

leisure activities on the site there is no way they will 

all use the spur off the M23.  With big name retail 

shops around the country closing, what is the point 

anyway.

No No

We foresee that new estate developments will only 

lead to further blockages and make already overloaded 

roads more dangerous and accident prone.  Horley 

would lose the public open space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick.  The 'Gatwick Open Setting' was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  Large areas of the site are flood plain.  As we 

are close to this area we have experienced the 

problems arising from wet winters and increased 

flooding as the water pours off the higher fields into   

drains that cannot cope with the influx now, let alone  

more heavily built on areas that diminish the natural  

run offs.  What are the benefits to Horley?  These have 

not been demonstrated and we can only foresee 

heavier traffic and pollution which can only decrease 

the quality of life for residents.  There has been a 

sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing policy e.g.: 

'Horley Master Plan 2005' and the 'Town Centre Vision 

2015'.  The 'Core Strategy' published in July 2014 says 

that the Council will re-use and intensify existing 

employment land: 'the plan's strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley'.   
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    - There is a 

clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.  - The total area of the site 83ha is over 

200 acres!!!  - Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  - Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  - Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  - There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  - The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I have tried to complete the online survey in relation to 

the Business Park proposal in Horley however the way it 

is set out / questions do not seem to be very user 

friendly and perhaps purposely difficult to understand / 

complete in order to put people off having their say? 

Instead please accept this email as a formal rejection to 

the plans to build a business park in Horley from Myself 

[...] and the rest of my family NAMES, including my nan 

[...]. Although all the policy’s and documentation was 

very difficult to follow and understand, again I wonder 

if this a deliberate tool you have used, I wanted to make 

mine, and my families thoughts on the Horley Business 

Park (I believe it is Paragraph:4.9.7 of Policy: HOR9 of 

the Development Management Plan) know, and logged 

on file. I was very shocked to hear of the plans to build 

a business park of such a large scale in Horley when 

commercial buildings in many local towns, including 

Horley are regularly being changed from offices to 

Houses – the town itself has seen this, as well as Manor 

Royal and the very large Legal and General site in 

Kingswood which is unoccupied and due to be changed 

into housing developments there is no evidence to 

suggest that there is any need for this type of 

development, they are not wanted by the local 

residence, or residents in neighbouring towns. 

No

These plans are unnecessary and also a complete 

change in direction to what the local council and 

borough councillors have said about the Gatwick buffer 

and green public open space in previous years, making 

these plans unjustified and unsound. Myself and my 

family have spent many years using the facilities at 

Bayhorne Farm and have enjoying the public open 

space, the footpaths and the large arrays of wildlife – 

Bayhorne in particular is heaving with wildlife, deer, 

heron, adders, bats, badgers, to name just a few, as well 

as the green open space, oak trees and the rural feel of 

the land which must be protected. Without this green 

open space, these large quantities of wildlife would live 

where exactly – 83h is a very large shameful sizes of 

green area to concrete over, with no sound evidence to 

suggest it is needed, wanted or even viable The traffic 

congestion from Redhill, down through Horley and all 

the surrounding areas of Gatwick is unable to cope at its 

current level, no matter where you put the access 

to/from the site the sheer levels of increased traffic 

would cause horrendous congestion and we would not 

be able to cope with the backlog, which is something 

that 



Horley Towns own transport division have said the 

plans are unsound in terms of traffic management. 

Myself and the named people above request that the 

plans to place a business park in Horley are scrapped 

althoughter on the grounds it is not needed, not 

wanted, the wildlife would be effected, the green space 

would be removed, the buffer between Horley and 

Gatwick would be lost, the traffic would be effected 

within all the local towns surrounding it and it appears 

to be a very quick deviation on Horley towns own policy 

and Core Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ 

document August 2015 where no need was highlighted.

RBBC\Repr
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Mrs Elizabeth Russell-

Elliott

RBBC\Repr

esentor\05
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The HOR9 policy is not sound because:  1. There is no 

evidence to show the need for a business park in this 

area and it has not been mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the Town Centre Vision document 

published in August 2015.  2. Surrey County Council's 

Transport Development Planning Team has already 

advised that the business park will significantly worsen 

the current traffic situation which is already dangerous 

with speeding and the sheer capacity of vehicles using 

the roads in the area.  3. Horley would lose the Public 

Open Green areas that separate Horley from Gatwick. 

The 'Gatwick Open Setting' was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.   4. 

Having a concrete business Park will increase Gatwick's 

poor environmental pollution record, keeping the green 

spaces and increasing trees and clean air planting 

instead of buildings will improve this.  5. The vast 

majority of the land proposed for the Business Park is 

floodplain, where is this water supposed to go other 

than flooding residential properties.  6. Are there any 

benefits to Horley? They have not been proven.  7. Why 

have there been a sudden unwarrantable deviation 

from existing policy e.g. 'Horley Master Plan 2005' and 

the

Please see my reply as listed for Q8 however I would 

add that the HOR9 policy isn't legally compliant or 

sound as its being proposed in the wrong part of the 

county. There is no benefit to a small town like 

Horley whereas the money could be better spent 

improving employment around Redhill and Reigate 

which have far better infrastructure for such a 

project.

No No

 'Town Centre Vision 2015'.  8. The 'Core Strategy' 

published in July 2014 said the council will re-use and 

intensify existing employment land. "The plans strategy 

envisages no new major commercial development for 

Horley".  9. Please also refer to the comments made 

pages 671 - 710 of the consultation statement which 

has not been responded to.    

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0505

Survey 

Monkey

Ms Rosemary Sanderson RBBC\Repr

esentor\05
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No Don't 

Know

The land is meant to be used for recreation and leisure.  

There are some of the best equestrian facilities around 

on site and amazing wild life.   Offices and factories are 

hard to let in the area.  There are problems with traffic 

in this area which will become worse.    

Should not go ahead at all. No No
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Miss Grace Sanderson RBBC\Repr

esentor\05
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No No Horley is already busy enough as it is, also why would 

you want to replace lovely nature .. FOR CONCRETE?! 

What about all those animals? Public footpaths? 

No
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Mr Paul Saunders RBBC\Repr

esentor\05
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. It is all ready bad   There is 

a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015. There is already one in the 

local area !  Horley would lose the Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open 

Setting’ was created to protect Horley from physically 

joining Gatwick Airport.  It is to be put on a floodplain !  

There will be a large impact on animals who's homes 

are there.   it will disrupt local business, close 

restaurants and make people leave the area  we live 

very close to Gatwick but we don't want Horley to be 

part of Gatwick.   there are plenty of industrial sites. we 

don't need more 

How is this plan legal. it is currently greenbelt land. 

The council wouldn't release other greenbelt land if 

it didn't line their pockets. It is a disgrace and 

shouldn't be allowed to happen. 

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Unsound because:     1.The development plan ignores 

the 2015 plan made by the same council designating 

the land as flood plane and green space. It also ignores 

it's own stated aims to preserve green spaces and to 

"To maintain and enhance the identified character and 

separate identities of the borough’s towns and other 

urban areas."    2. The plan has been proposed due to 

the lack of available land for development in the 

borough of Crawley NOT from an identified need in 

Horley, Reigate & Banstead or even Surrey.  Quote: 

"Crawley is identified as one of the  surrounding local 

authorities with a  clear shortfall of land available to 

meet  forecast employment requirements  and the 

potential HOR9 Strategic  Employment Site is situated at 

the  border with Crawley Borough and  therefore has 

potential to contribute to  meeting unmet employment 

land  needs arising in that Borough."    3. The 

consultation identifies very little benefit to Horley itself, 

some vague mention of supply chain opportunities but 

does mention a possible detriment to the town and in 

fact clearly states that the site will be self sufficient and 

so no benefit to local businesses.  Quote: "Non-core 

activities proposed are  considered to be of a small 

scale to  cater for the needs of the business  park and 

would not be likely to  compete directly with provision 

in  Horley (or indeed Crawley) town  centres."    

The previous (2015) plan that the same council 

made should be honoured. i.e.. the area is green 

space and was identified for future public access.    If 

any development is to go ahead it should be funded 

solely by the developer, including all road access, 

drainage and other infrastructure that is required. 

The town of Horley should solely gain from the 

money raised from the development for 

improvements to the town. It is Horley land that will 

have been sold and lost forever.  It should be legally 

binding that the Balcombe Road is an absolute 

boundary with no access onto the road or ever 

expansion of the business park across it.  Other 

developers should be allowed to bid for the contract 

(including infrastructure) and the winning bid should 

be chosen by Surrey County council not R & B to 

avoid any conflict or favouritism.     

No No

4. The plan is not a joint venture with Surrey County 

Council or the Highways Agency.  Surrey County 

Council's opinion is that the road network is already at 

capacity and another 1750 journeys will be added twice 

a day. They also state there there should be no access 

from the site onto the Balcombe Road. R & B council 

have interpreted this to mean emergency vehicle and 

public transport access to the Balcombe Road which will 

require a new (presumably controlled) junction onto 

that road.  Despite the plan stating that the site has 

good access to the M23, it in fact has no access to the 

M23. The Highways Agency estimates a public cost of 

more than £10 million to provide a new spur road.    5. 

Increase in noise & pollution to the Horley area.    6. 

The area marked on the plan is only phase one of the 

development and only just above the minimal viable 

area for a business park. The text next to the online 

plan clearly states 83ha which is the council's eventual 

aim and was included in the original proposal but has 

been disguised in the wording of this proposal.  

Quote:"• 20-30ha of land is likely to be required to 

provide sufficient “critical mass” for an office/business 

park, 40-50ha would be required for a mixed 

employment area."  Quote: "This will allow effective 

control of the overall development over time and 

ensure future phases (which may be at the end or 

beyond the 



current plan period) can be controlled and permitted 

swiftly. This will also ensure that the impact on the 

surrounding area is properly managed and minimised, 

whilst allowing flexibility for future market changes. 

This will be delivered through a supplementary 

planning document to facilitate the masterplanning and 

subsequent stages in the achievement of the objectives 

and development of the site and to ensure wider public 

engagement in the detailed planning of this important 

site."    7. At least £450,000 of tax payer's money has 

already been spent on a project that has no benefit to 

the population that live or work in Reigate and 

Banstead and therefore provide most of it's funding. 

The council have already promised that further funding 

will be made available. A single developer has already 

been chosen to build the development (a large 

proportion of the land is public owned) with no 

competitive process involved.    8. Even the consultation 

that the council paid for has struggled to identify a 

current demand for the Business Park and indicates that 

it could be a failure or certainly not necessary.     Quote 

"It is essential that the key ingredients  are fully 

embraced and offered  through the potential HOR9 

Strategic  Employment Site scheme to ensure  the site is 

sufficiently differentiated  from existing local and 

Borough-wide  market provision but equally to ensure  

that a quality brand and 

perception is  promoted to the commercial market.  

ULTIMATELY THE SUCCESS OF SUCH  BUSINESS PARK 

SITES IS DEPENDENT ON  THEIR APPEAL TO THE 

MARKET, and in  ensuring that the available offer can  

meet the needs of the local market  and further afield, 

particularly from the  corporate sector.  Flexibility (in 

terms of the ability to  adapt and re-configure buildings 

and  floorspace to meet occupier  requirements) is key 

and this  represents a major advantage and  

opportunity for differentiation for the  proposed HOR9 

Strategic  Employment Site in comparison with  existing 

town centre offices and other  potential 

competitor/comparator  provision."      In summary: 

Flood plane. Green space identified as a need and 

requirement. No benefit to Horley, Reigate & Banstead 

or Surrey. Large public cost. Increase in traffic, pollution 

& noise. Questionable need or requirement even for 

Crawley.     I cannot see anything to support the 

proposal either current or the obvious desire to expand 

the site to the eastern side of the Balcombe Road.    
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Having listened carefully to Keep Horley Green at a 

recent meeting, I'd like to know more about the plans 

under policy HOR9. It is unclear to me what plans there 

are to develop a green field site between Horley and 

Gatwick Airport. Therefore I cannot say at this juncture, 

whether the policy is legally compliant or not, or 

unsound, or fails to comply with the Duty to Cooperate. 

I'm here to find out more about the 'need' for a 

business park, since the office space that I used to 

occupy has been converted into flats. I'm not sure that 

transport implications for local roads have been fully 

taken into account. The loss of this green space would 

effectively mean that Horley would no longer have a 

buffer between it and Gatwick Airport. 

Having listened to the reports about the proposals 

so far, it would appear that what is being proposed 

is at odds with previous 'visions' of development in 

the Horley area. I don't have enough information to 

make an informed decision about what the plans are 

for HOR9. For example, is it possible to explain why 

this change flies in the face of both the Horley 

Master Plan 2005, and the Town Centre vision 2015? 

What would be done to prevent flooding on 

adjacent land - as from what I understand this is part 

of a flood plain? I think some further explanation in 

these areas that would affect local people is called 

for.

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No We write to say that we, residents of Horley for 39 

years are appalled at the thought of a Business Park 

surrounding our house.

There are many empty units in Crawley already and to 

build another monstrosity on the edge of this peaceful 

town , taking all our green fields will be devastating.  

Nobody in Horley wishes this to be built.   There will be 

a terrific impact on Horley, specifically the Balcombe 

road area which is already overused.  There is certainly 

no evidence whatsoever that this will benefit the 

people or the town of Horley.  

Since we have lived here you have already allowed our 

surrounding paddocks containing horses, wild animals 

and birds, to be filled with concrete and houses.  We 

are now both retired and hoping to spend the rest of 

our lives here in peace and tranquillity....not with noise, 

dust etc. Around us. Leave the fields alone.  Give the 

next generation something to remember the 

countryside by.  

To gain access to the Balcombe road is already a 

nightmare at rush hour times.  There will obviously be 

even more traffic to contend with.  This area is a known 

flood plain.  Why make even more problems for the 

surrounding residents.  

We write to say that we, residents of Horley for 39 

years are appalled at the thought of a Business Park 

surrounding our house.

There are many empty units in Crawley already and 

to build another monstrosity on the edge of this 

peaceful town , taking all our green fields will be 

devastating.  Nobody in Horley wishes this to be 

built.   There will be a terrific impact on Horley, 

specifically the Balcombe road area which is already 

overused.  There is certainly no evidence 

whatsoever that this will benefit the people or the 

town of Horley.  

Since we have lived here you have already allowed 

our surrounding paddocks containing horses, wild 

animals and birds, to be filled with concrete and 

houses.  We are now both retired and hoping to 

spend the rest of our lives here in peace and 

tranquillity....not with noise, dust etc. Around us. 

Leave the fields alone.  Give the next generation 

something to remember the countryside by.  

To gain access to the Balcombe road is already a 

nightmare at rush hour times.  There will obviously 

be even more traffic to contend with.  This area is a 

known flood plain.  

No

 Further down the Balcombe road there are already 

building sites taking up our green fields.  Stop this 

nightmare now .  

Listen to the residents.  89 percent of people have 

clearly objected online to this proposed project. We do 

not need or want a Business Park surrounding our 

homes.

Why make even more problems for the surrounding 

residents.   Further down the Balcombe road there 

are already building sites taking up our green fields.  

Stop this nightmare now .  

Listen to the residents.  89 percent of people have 

clearly objected online to this proposed project. We 

do not need or want a Business Park surrounding 

our homes.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages 

no new major commercial development for Horley.”  

I don't think the decision is sound based on the lack 

of notice paid to the opinions of the public and also 

the failure to address the traffic situation

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 For what I remember of the Parking????, the library, 

Community Hall are needed for the people of Banstead. 

We do not need any more retail outlets which would be 

??? to the present one in Banstead. Too many coffee 

shops and restaurants : 3 ??, 3 gents hairdresser, 3 

funeral parlours, 5 ??, 1 Marks and Spencers, 1 

Waitrose, and 1 ?? green grocers plus a few useful 

shops ???.  

No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  •	There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.   •	Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.   •	Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.   •	Large areas of the site are floodplain.   

•	What are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.   •	There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’   •	The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”   •	 Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to.   

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 The background to my comments is that our boundary 

runs [...] of the proposed site. [...] was the unnamed 

access to this house when it stood alone. We have lived 

here since 1972. Of course we have concerns 

surrounding this project given  the 

uncertainty it creates on our ability to downsize, in our 

mid 70+’s, and the current fall in value - but we have 

always recognized that the fields might one day be 

developed. The Horley Master plan relating to this land 

and the overriding objective of the last x years to 

maintain separation from Gatwick is seemingly 

proposed to be overturned. This may not be 

unreasonable given the massive increase in the Horley 

population over the last 30yrs. I make no judgment on 

this. My comments are restricted to the proposals  set 

out, notwithstanding the significant lack of detail. I offer 

thoughts that might offer solutions to the wider Horley 

community in overcoming significant negatives . I avoid 

analysis of Flooding Issues, (except to say that on some 

parts of the site there are issues which may not be 

solvable at an economic cost),  and Transport 

Infrastructure issues, all of  which will have their day. As 

they stand the current proposals seems to offer no 

direct net benefit to Horley. If it is judged that the 

business park effectively breaks the open space 

separation from Gatwick then I believe several issues 

could be addressed.

No

1 Recreation park.

 This sounds positive, but I think the location is far from 

satisfactory. Details are not set out but being close to 

the airport it particularly suffers noise in the summer. 

and families will have trouble making themselves heard, 

especially with eastern departures. In winter it will be 

wet without significant ground works. The  

development of the Smallfield Rd park site, or in that 

area, would seem to be  more appropriate, given the 

very inadequate facilities on the Waites estate, and the 

limited facilities on the Acres.  Furthermore the  

Riverside Chain Park is nearby. Much pedestrian footfall 

would need to 

 cross a busier Balcombe Rd. Access by car adds to the 

Balcombe Rd traffic and parking requirements. It is 

likely that at least two pedestrian crossings will need to 

be installed. One on Balcombe Rd and one opposite 

Limes avenue. This is disruptive to traffic and once 

installed will be used as preferred crossing for going to 

town or railway. The recreation park ,perhaps, has not 

been fully thought through. There has been little  new 

housing nearby, and the separation  from  Gatwick has 

been lost, park or no park.

If the above has logic, then the door is opened 



to perhaps a slightly bigger business park at the 

southern end ( to include  high tech light engineering?) 

and some housing at the northern border/corner of the 

site. This might offer  opportunities for assisted living, 

bespoke care unit or social housing within close ”easy”  

walking distance of Horley Town centre, linked to direct 

access from the business park. Whilst I might be 

underwhelmed by the idea of housing at the northern 

edges/corners, it would seem to be an option to gain 

maximum long term benefit from the site. The 

proposition as it stands may turn out to suffer a 

significant opportunity cost.

2  The Court Lodge fields. 

The fields belong to R&B (but managed by Horley 

Council). They need investment to upgrade to include 

all  weather surface areas and group sports activities in 

a variety of disciplines within close proximity. This 

would include upgrade of the land near the Rugby field. 

The pavilion serving the football is now outdated and 

needs rebuilding in a different location. It is not fit for 

purpose. Making the site suitable for additional  sports 

would create a “Horley Sports Complex”. This 

investment would perhaps assist a  deprived area that is 

in close proximity.

3. Local Authority Management of Horley.

The relationship of the only town council in the 

borough to R&B is unique in the country. 

Having borne the weight of new housing, it should no 

longer be the case that Horley residents pay more 

council tax than the rest of the borough. Residents of 

new areas have difficulty in perceiving benefit for the 

local surcharge,  If the proposals can be a catalyst for a 

shake up in this area it would be 

beneficial for borough management, with Horley on 

equal footing with the rest of the borough.

4 Engineering Sponsorship.

There seems to be an opportunity to create direct links 

between engineering at Gatwick and our Balcombe Rd 

school to enthuse older pupils and to include holiday” 

hands on” training/understanding.

Entry level equipment relevant to aircraft maintenance 

could possibly be introduced into the school to enthuse 

both sexes into engineering carriers. Its visibility could 

help change attitudes further down the school. All the 

above could come together as part of a mix so that all 

Horley has an interest, and can be presented with  

tangible benefits to  overcome any perceived loss of 

amenity. At the same time the proposals avoid putting 

forward projects which could be seen as the 

responsibility of other authorities.

I was not going to bring up employment but feel just a 

word is needed.

Addendum    Employment & Horley Town Centre. 

In the overall scheme of things I see relatively little 

benefit to Horley Town Centre.  Consultants  may 

publish pages of justification but Horley is bordering on 

being a dormitory Town. One has only to  look at the 

Acres to understand the pull of the 7.30 am to London 

and the demand for pre school breakfast requirements. 

Horley seems destined to be constrained by the pull of 

London, Crawley, Redhill. 

Users of the Business park will find all they need in 

Gatwick. Further road traffic may also mean that the 

new NW sector  are more likely to gravitate towards 

Redhill/Reigate. A least line of traffic resistance will be 

sought out.– and what facilities are judged to be 

worthwhile will be assessed against the parking costs. 

This is not to say that there will not be benefits for the 

region and by default Horley residents –   (although 

with what lack of productivity from an overwhelmed 

transport system?)



Change is uncomfortable but we cannot separate 

Horley from the wider economy and the pressures on 

land to come. Lack of information on need, projected 

financial benefits, Budgets, Management Controls and 

responsibilities, Risk assessment etc. limits any overall 

assessment but will no doubt be fully addressed.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No 4.9.7 Hor9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0520

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Aimee Shields RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

20

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

This development does not seem to provide any benefit 

to the people of Horley. It will remove much of the 

existing green space around the town and seems to go 

against every future plan for Horley I have ever read. It 

also removes the buffer between the town and Gatwick 

Airport that was promised.   I also question the need for 

another business park, given its similarity to Manor 

Royal and the fact that Manor Royal is not fully utilised.    

I would also like to add that this questionnaire is 

unnecessarily complicated and almost put me off 

submitting my comments. This is the second time I've 

filled it in and I'm still not confident I have done it 

correctly. It's a shame it isn't more accessible.

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Where is the evidence to justify the need for a business 

park? It is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.    Traffic around Horley is already at saturation 

point. Such a development will worsen the road traffic 

network in terms of safety and capacity.    It is vital to 

keep green space between Gatwick and the 

communities that surround it. These green spaces are 

significant in protecting Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport.  

The Development should not even be a 

consideration.

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

in Horley. There are empty office spaces in Reigate and 

Banstead and the local council is not using its powers to 

prevent these from being converted to residential use. 

At least three office blocks in Horley have been 

converted to apartments and a large office building has 

been demolished and an apartment block has been 

built on the site. Further afield in Kingswood, there are 

plans to use the now empty, very large site of Legal and 

General for housing. On the nearby Manor Royal estate 

in Crawley. West Sussex there are new offices currently 

empty or partially let with the Nexus building 

(completed in 2017) advertising 50% of it s floor space 

available.  Development of a business park was not 

mentioned in the 'Core Strategy' published in 2014 or 

the 'Town Centre Vision' document of 2015 or the 

Horley master Plan of 2005. The Core Strategy 

document states that the Council will reuse and 

intensify existing employment land. The strategy plan 

envisages no new major commercial development in 

Horley.     The policy HOR9 is not sound because:  

Surrey County Council's transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. Horley 

Remove HOR9 No No



is regularly gridlocked by traffic, particularly if there is a 

problem /accident on the M23. They feel the proposed 

development would lead to a significant increase in 

traffic at the Longbridge junction, yet there is not much 

more that could be done to improve safety and capacity 

at this roundabout.   No vehicular access should be 

provided from the site onto Balcombe Road, as this is a 

district distributor road which provides access to 

schools and further residential roads. There is a 

proposal for a possible spur road from the M23 which 

will have a further detrimental impact on the traffic 

situation. It is unclear how this spur road would be 

financed and current projections is that the cost may be 

in the region of £20,000,000.     The policy HOR9 is not 

sound because:  it is not clear what benefits the 

business park will bring to Horley. The proposed 

development plans include a hotel, retail, gym and 

nursery. The developers say that the business park will 

bring trade into Horley town centre but it is difficult to 

see how this will happen if the previously mentioned 

amenities are available within the business park and 

access to the park is via a spur road.    The policy HOR9 

is not sound because:  The developers are making an 

assumption that large employers, currently operating 

from offices in London, will be prepared to move to the 

new business park, 

meaning that commuters would no longer have to 

travel for employment. This has not been the case for 

new office development in Crawley. If local people are 

employed on the business park it will increase local 

traffic problems.   Horley and the surrounding area 

already has a very low unemployment rate so job 

opportunities will attract people from further afield, 

once again increasing the travel problems and 

pollution.      The policy HOR9 is not sound because:   

The proposed development site is a Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick. The rural 

surrounds of Horley relates to an important area of land 

in terms of safeguarding the countryside from 

encroachment and providing the setting for the urban 

area. Previous strategies and town plans have stated 

that development will not be permitted in this area 

unless it is for a use related to the essential needs of 

agriculture, forestry, outdoor sports and recreation.  

Large areas of the site are floodplain and during the 

floods of 2012/2013 many houses in this area were 

flooded causing upset and distress to many residents. 

The area is also home to a wide variety of wild life 

including herons, deer and badgers.     The policy HOR9 

is not sound because:   Senior executives at Reigate and 

Banstead Council have current or recent links with 

Millhouse Properties ( the developers) and the Gatwick 

Diamond group, a paid lobbying group, who are in 

favour of the development. Despite promises of 

consultation the council have kept residents and Horley 

Town Council in the dark saying plans are still in the 

early stages. This despite £450,000 already being spent 

on studies and further money being asked for. From the 

limited information available the studies appear to have 

been set up to prove a need rather than to question IF 

there is a need.    The policy HOR9 is not sound 

because:   It is unclear from the Reg 19 document how 

big the proposed site will be. Different sections of the 

plan show different areas. The total area of the 

Western side of the Balcombe Road is just under 80 

acres/ 32 hectares. The site area listed on page 146 of 

the current Regulation 19 consultation document is 

83ha which is approximately 205 acres, more than 

double the size of the western side of the Balcombe 

Road site.     
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound for the following reasons:  

•	There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for 

a business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.   •	Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.   •	Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.   •	Large areas of the site are floodplain.   

•	What are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.   •	There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’   •	The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”   •	 Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to. 

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.  - There is no evidence of a 

viable need for an industrial park that would cover 200 

acres  - Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  Without clear planning 

and investment in changes to current road layouts the 

pressure on local roads would be unacceptable and 

cause significant delays during rush hours  - Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  This is a key definition between the two areas 

that must not be removed.  - Large areas of the site are 

floodplain.  - There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  - 

Remove HOR9 No No

The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.”  - Please also 

refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  - In the current economic climate and 

with the added economic uncertainty of Brexit Council 

use of funds for this type of development do not 

present good use of taxpayers money, there is no 

evidence of a need for this development nor is there 

any certainty that it will provide any return for the 

council and residents.  
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The Policy HOR9 is not sound because there is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the Town Centre Vision document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Councils transport development 

planning team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  At the moment first thing 

in the morning and early afternoon i gridlocked.  Horley 

would loose the public open space that separates 

Horley from Gatwick, the Gatwick open setting was 

created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport, so why the turnaround. Large areas of 

the site are floodplain, we have all suffered from 

extensive flooding and all this will do is make matters a 

lot worse.  What are the benefits to Horley, they have 

certainly not be demonstrated. There has been a 

sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing policy e.g. 

Horley Master Plan 2005 and the Town Centre Vision 

2015 the Core Strategy in published in July 2014 says 

the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. The plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.  Please also 

refer to the comments made pages 671-710 of the 

Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  

Remove HOR9 No No

There is a massive amount of wildlife including Herons, 

Bats, Deer and many more plus the 40 odd horses that 

are there, where are they supposed to go as all the 

green land is going for development so hardly any 

equestrian facilities now left in the area.  What about 

the fact the Council supports 'leisure facilities' so this is 

only as and when you choose to do so!  This is totally 

wrong and should not be allowed.  

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am  objecting the build on Bayhorne farm. The build of 

a new industrial site which is not needed we all ready 

have one at Manor royal which has plenty of empty 

buildings.

But there is many more different reason why not to 

build 

• We don't want any more traffic around Horley it takes 

me 30 minutes drive to take my daughter to school 

which can take 5 minutes when you are not in rush 

hour traffic and it will only get worse if this happens .

•You would be building on a flood plaine which will 

cause more flooding in other parts of Horley which my 

family house got flooded  a few years ago. Which could 

easily happen again.

• I live[...] to the area where you want to build which 

will cause massive disruption and may devalue my 

house and the area of Horley.

• I have had  horses at Bayhorne farm for years  which 

is a beautiful place not only for the amazing wild life 

which I see on daily basis which we do not want to 

harm for no reason. Also it is a family run  business 

which has been in the family for years.

•We need to think what Horley  really needs like 

Schools  because Horley has a bigger enough 

population all ready with out adding more people.

So please  let's not build this business  park it will be a 

disaster and Horley won't be a small town.

Remove HOR9. No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I have written my opinion, signed petions and voted NO 

to the ridiculously unnecessary Business Park Plan you 

have for Horley yet apparently nons of these have been 

taken into account or have been conveniently 'lost'. 

Now a confusing online questionnaire is to be filled out 

when you know you have made it difficult for people to 

have their say because you know that 89% of people 

that took part originally voted No and you are, I'm 

guessing trying me be awkward and hope people don't 

bother for a third/fourth time.

There are too many reasons to write to vote against this 

gross building plan. 

•The fact Manor Royal has empty buildings for rent

•Peoples livelyhoods, family history and homes

•Horley has already lost so much green to housing 

developments which was actually needed 

To name a few....

I hold no hope that anyone will listen to the people and 

the greedy money hungry morons will go ahead anyway 

but needed to add to air my views.

No

RBBC\Repr
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Monkey

Mr James Squires RBBC\Repr

esentor\05
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I think fair comments/questions have been ignored.  

What is the point in inviting feedback if you aren't going 

to respond to them.   This is an area that already has a 

massive flooding issue and your solution is to cover it in 

a concrete business park.  You suggest that this will 

invigorate Horley town centre, but no one is going to 

drive into the town on their breaks, so this is nonsense.  

There are already empty lots on manor royal and on 

other developments. There isn't a demand for this so 

you'll end up selling this space off cheap to companies 

who like a bargain. This means you won't realise the 

profits/employment targets that you have, so your 

figures are basically made up.  A recent poll by Sam 

Gyimah found 89% of respondents against this 

development. Will this be ignored too?

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Why do we need a Business Park here ? We are 

surrounded by empty offices and shops ? We are 

continually being told that our children are overweight 

couch potatoes who play on phones and computers. 

Why is it wise therefore to build on public open space . 

What about the floodplains ? How many businesses 

would suffer in order to build more businesses? There 

are continual traffic problems without more building 

>people and cars.

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    There is a clear 

lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.  Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  What are the benefits 

to Horley? They have not been demonstrated.  There 

has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from existing 

Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the ‘Town 

Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 

July 2014 says that the Council will reuse and intensify 

existing employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages 

no new major commercial development for Horley.”   

Please also refer to the comments made pages 671-710 

of the Consultation statement which have not been 

responded to.  

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is a lack of evidence that we need a business park 

here. It has not been mentioned in the Core Strategy. 

Everywhere has been!  It will (even more than now) 

worsen the existing traffic situation.  We would loose 

an important Public Open Space separating Horley from 

Gatwick (in another County)  Why are we still building 

on our flood plains?  What benefits would Horley 

accrue from this other than some quick 'bucks'?  Please 

stick to the 'Core Strategy' and Horley Master Plan.  

Please respond to the comments made on pages 671-

710   of the Consultation statement.

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I do not believe policy HOR9 is sound because:  There is 

no clear evidence to justify the need for a business park 

and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.   Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.   Horley would lose the 

Public Open Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. 

The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.   Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.   What are the benefits 

to Horley? The Council have not given any substantive 

evidence of these "benefits".  Horley and the 

surrounding area does NOT have an employment 

problem.    There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’   The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for 

No.  It is not my role to try to justify the actions of 

the Council.  Neither is it right to expect residents to 

understand the jargon that the Council are 

attempting to wrap their actions up in to ensure the 

success of their scheming.

No Yes To help prevent the 

Council "passing" their 

own plot behind closed 

doors

Horley.”   Why has the Council suddenly changed this 

established and sensible policy?  Can the Council name 

the "Major international companies" who are suddenly 

interested in investing in Horley?  Why should this 

sudden interest have convinced the Council to 

disregard previous established policy?  Surely "Big 

Business" hasn't turned the heads of those Councillors 

elected on the basis of that policy?  I also believe it is 

fundamentally wrong for the Council to attempt to act 

in such a blatantly "entrepreneurial" way.  Apart from 

the lack of expertise, this Council has enough to do to 

provide the basic services to the residents of Horley  

RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I wish to comment on this Plan/policy which I truly 

believe it to be unsound.

The affected area lies between where I live in 

Copthorne and Horley.

I regularly shop in Horley and go past this site regularly.

I feel strongly about this because I grew up in Horley, 

visit the town regularly and have an affection for and an 

interest in how things are developing.

With all the housebuilding proposed and ongoing 

locally in the borders between Surrey and West Sussex 

(in the 1000s!!) the traffic is set to grow exponentially 

making the smallest journey more and more 

unpleasant, specifically along the Balcombe Road. We 

should not be adding to this.

- Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has already stated that the development 

will significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.

- Absolutely NO benefits to Horley have been 

demonstrated, quite the opposite.

- There will be a loss of the the Public Open Space that 

separates Horley from Gatwick - the ‘Gatwick Open 

Setting’ which was created to protect Horley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport.

- 

Remove HOR9. No



The total area of this site is 83ha which is over 200 acres 

of what are currently green fields and trees!! These will 

be gone forever.

- Large areas of the site are a floodplain. Even if this is 

managed it just means the water ends up somewhere 

else, probably some-one’s garden.

- There has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from 

existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the 

‘Town Centre vision 2015’

- The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that 

the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.”

- There has been no evidence to justify the need for a 

business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.

Indeed many plots of brownfield, commercial  land and 

buildings already lie empty on the Manor Royal 

commercial estates which already have good 

communications and road links in place.  We really do 

not need a further commercial/business site in the 

area.
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Mrs Alex Stewart-

Maunder

RBBC\Repr

esentor\05
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:    - There is a 

clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a business 

park and it is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) 

or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in 

August 2015.  - The total area of the site 83ha is over 

200 acres!!!  - Surrey County Council’s Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  - Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  - Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  - There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  - The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”  - Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to

Remove HOR9 No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 No I have written previously with some of my concerns 

regarding the proposed 172 acre business park 

development.

I have made my home in Horley for 25 years and see it 

as a pleasant small town near to Gatwick, with many 

amenities, including farmland, green spaces and parks, 

which ke3ep it separated from, though close to, the 

airport. 

I believe that the destruction of the open land between 

Horley and Gatwick would be an ecological disaster 

losing open land and wildlife in a single blow. These 

could never be recovered, or compensated for, while 

the benefits to the local residents would be almost non-

existent, if any. Local employment is high already with 

most people working at the airport, in nearby towns or 

commuting to London. 

Of more recent concern has been the limitations of the 

local roads, with traffic regularly brought to a near 

standstill by a relatively minor event. I call to mind a 

single lane controlled traffic due t roadworks at the 

Texaco Garage on the A23. This caused total gridlock 

with my own journey by bus from Crawley taking 2.5 

hours. 

I would also mention the risk of flooding which occurs 

regularly due to the level nature of the area and the 

clay soil, causing the River Mole and Burstow Stream to 

burst their banks. 

Remove HOR9 No



This green area, and others like it, as necessary to assist 

the air quality, and offset the airport emissions. Since I 

moved to this area I have developed asthma, so have an 

interest in improving the air quality, while a large scale 

commercial development could only worsen it. 

I feel very strongly that the council should listen to the 

Keep Horley Green Group which many people have 

shown their support for. They have put forward many 

reasoned and sensible arguments against the Business 

park proposals. The future of Horley is important to 

people that live in it and wish to raise their children 

here. We have a duty to preserve their heritage, not 

squander it on uncertain promises of dubious financial 

gains. 

Any decisions made and discussed should be honest 

and fully open to public inspection, which 

unfortunately, does not appear to be the case so far. 

Genuine efforts should be seen to engage with the 

public, and listen to their opinions and make decisions 

in their best interests. 

If large sums of money are spent on the consultation 

process, this should not affect the outcome. Fairness 

and honesty should be the applied. 

The approach to and the surrounds of Gatwick are 

overall, notable for green countryside, and this os how 

it should remain. 

I believe the proposals for HOR9 are unsound, will bring 

no benefit to Horley, the surrounding area and the 

people who live in and around Horley. 

Indeed, these plans can only cause irreparable harm 

and damage to our town. I firmly oppose the Horley 

Business Park plans. 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No No There will be no advantage from this development to 

the people of Horley, a town already lacking in open 

spaces compered to other towns in the borough.    

There is little need for industrial units around Horley 

and Crawley as any local can see the large number of 

existing units laying empty. This development will bring 

nothing that will improve the quality of life for the 

residents already living here.      This development 

would bring traffic chaos to roads that are already 

inadequate considering the mount of development 

being carried out especially in Pound hill on the 

Balcombe Road and to the north of Horley.    Nothing 

was mentioned in the Horley Master plan to suggest the 

possibilities of Horley being forced to except the filling 

in of what little green space there is separating the 

residents from the noise and traffic from Gatwick 

Airport. I say forced because it is obvious the council is 

determined to go ahead shown by their willingness to 

use their powers of compulsory purchase.    Residents 

were misled by the publication of the Core Strategy 

published in 2014 where it was announced no new 

commercial development was envisaged.    

Is this form full of […] in order to dissuade opposes? No No

The countryside around Horley is slowly being built on . 

These housing developments much like this proposed 

industrial park are not being built to house or employ 

current residents or their children. The people taking 

advantage of this rush to kill off our open spaces are 

mainly from elsewhere. It is in my opinion that the 

council should listen to the people that voted them in, 

above all other.    The extortionate amount of money 

spent so far on the planning of this development is 

presumably being born by Horley Ratepayers among 

others.   Why were we not informed when this plan first 

came to light?       
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

No evidence to justify need for a business park.  Surrey 

CC Transport Development Planning Team have said 

the park will increase the worsening traffic situation.  

No way do we want to be joined with Crawley!  Areas of 

the site are floodplain   What benefits to Horley?  Why 

has the existing Horley Master Plan 2005 and The Town 

Centre vision 2015 suddenly been altered?  Core 

Strategy published in July 2014 said the Council would 

reuse existing employment land with no new 

commercial development for Horley!  No response 

received to pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement.  Environmental impact on wildlife!!!  Who 

would want to work under a flight path with the 

tremendous constant noise and pollution?  Existing 

roads are in a terrible mess with pot holes and 

crumbling surfaces.  Peak traffic times are already 

horrendous without extra traffic on top  

No evidence to justify need for a business park.  

Surrey CC Transport Development Planning Team 

have said the park will increase the worsening traffic 

situation.  No way do we want to be joined with 

Crawley!  Areas of the site are floodplain   What 

benefits to Horley?  Why has the existing Horley 

Master Plan 2005 and The Town Centre vision 2015 

suddenly been altered?  Core Strategy published in 

July 2014 said the Council would reuse existing 

employment land with no new commercial 

development for Horley!  No response received to 

pages 671-710 of the Consultation statement.  

Environmental impact on wildlife!!!  Who would 

want to work under a flight path with the 

tremendous constant noise and pollution?  Existing 

roads are in a terrible mess with pot holes and 

crumbling surfaces.  Peak traffic times are already 

horrendous without extra traffic on top  

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

There is no need for another business park in this area 

and it does not appear in either the Core Strategy 

(2014) or the Town Centre Vision of 2015  I have 

concerns that concreteing what is obvious flood plane 

areas will affect the local population. we see lying water 

every year in this area -where will it go?  The Core 

Strategy plan mentioned earlier said existing 

employment land would be reused, not cut into natural 

untouched land.  Habitates of bird and wildlife would 

be affected.  I can see no benefit to the local economy, 

just more traffic crawling about the area. Detrimental 

effects to the small town of Horley which would be 

joined up to the spread from Crawley so we would 

become one concreted urban area, devoid of trees and 

nature.

Do not progress with development of the Business 

Park - leave the flood Plane to work naturally.

No No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Horley would lose the open space and the Gatwick 

Open Setting was created to protect this from 

happening.    The area is a floodplain.  There is not the 

evidence a business park can be justified.  SCC planning 

team have stated that the traffic would worsen in terms 

of safety and capacity.  The benefits to Horley have not 

be justified.

Remove HOR9 No No
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61

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 No No No The plan for business park is not justified and will 

severely damage the individuality Horley has as a town 

and will simply merge it and Gatwick as one

Do not build No No
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Monkey

Mrs Fiona 

Susan

Viles RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

63

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Why is a new industrial estate being proposed when 

there are vacant brownfield sites in Crawley?  Surrey 

County Council believe that the development will make 

a bad traffic situation even worse.   As can be seen from 

trains in and out of Gatwick a large part of the site is 

often under water.  Why is the new development being 

considered when previous smaller scale developments 

have been turned down because the area was 

designated as open space.

Remove HOR9 No No
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Mr Alan Viles RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Surrey County Council transport team do not think that 

the road network will cope with the increased traffic.  

The site is prone to flooding.   There are no obvious 

benefits to Horley which already has a low 

unemployment rate.  It will join Horley to Gatwick 

Airport which this open space was designed to prevent.

Remove HOR9 No No
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Monkey

Mr Stephen Waller RBBC\Repr

esentor\05
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

They have not demonstrated any advantage or benefit 

to Horley.  Surrey C.C's Transport Planning have said 

the development will worsen considerably the traffic 

situation on terms of safety and capacity.  This has 

never been in the plans that were published in 2005 

and 2014.  There is no evidence that a another business 

park is needed in this area.

I do not believe this development is necessary or 

commercially viable. 

No No
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Mr David Wallis RBBC\Repr

esentor\05
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

No No
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Monkey

Mr Keith Walter RBBC\Repr
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because there is clear lack 

of evidence that the site is actually needed and it is not 

mentioned in the 'Town Centre Vision' document. I also 

think it's obvious to everyone that the site would add to 

the already overburdened traffic situation already 

pushed way beyond capacity by the North West 

development.  Horley would lose Public Open Space 

between the town and Gatwick airport. What evidence 

is there that the site would actually benefit Horley's 

residents?

Remove HOR9 No No
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Miss ALEXANDR

A

WARNER RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

72

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

No evidence of benefit to the Horley area.  No evidence 

of a business park needed in this area.  Traffic in the 

area will increase on already damaged and neglected 

roads.  No green space separating Horley and Gatwick. 

Don't know. No No
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Miss H L Warren RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

74

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The policy HOR9 is not sound because of the following :    

Lack of evidence to justify the need for a business park.     

It is not mentioned in the Core Strategy (2014) or the 

‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015.    Surrey County Council’s Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

worsen the existing traffic situation in terms of safety 

and capacity.    Horley would lose the Public Open 

Space that separates Horley from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick 

Open Setting’ was created to protect Horley from 

physically joining Gatwick Airport.    Large areas of the 

site are floodplain.    No real benefit to current 

populace of Horley: More noise and light pollution, 

more traffic congestion, loss of green space, loss of 

diminished wildlife habitat.     Ultimately there has been 

a sudden unjustifiable major deviation from the  

existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the 

‘Town Centre vision 2015’.    The ‘Core Strategy’ 

published in July 2014 says that the Council will reuse 

and intensify EXISTING employment land: to quote:  

“the Plans strategy envisages NO NEW major 

commercial development for Horley.”

No new development. No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0575

Survey 

Monkey

Ms Beryl Waters RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

75

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The plan is not sound because:  (1)  There is a lack of 

evidence to justify the need for a business park since 

Manor Royal capacity is sufficient with room for 

expansion;   (2) It will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation;   (3) Horley would loose the "Gatwick 

Open Setting";  (4) It is a deviation from the Horley 

Master Plan of 2005; (5) It is a deviation from the Core 

Strategy 2014 to reuse existing employment land;  (6) 

There has been no slipway access approved;  (7) Large 

areas of the site are floodplain.  

The land should be left as an environmental buffer 

to Gatwick International Airport

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0585

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs Audrey Whiting RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

85

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I have not seen any evidence to justify a business park 

in Horley, it has not been mentioned in either the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the Town Centre Vision (August 

2015). There has also been a deviation from the Horley 

Master Plan 2005.  The total area of the site is over 200 

acres and large areas of this are floodplains.  According 

to SCC Transport Planning Team the business park will 

have an adverse impact on the safety and capacity of 

traffic in the area.  I doubt if Horley would benefit from 

a business park as there are so many vacant buildings 

and spaces on the Manor Royal just a couple of miles 

down the road.

No comments or suggestions. No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0586

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Anneliese Whittaker RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

86

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The DMP policy HOR9 is not sound in many ways 

because;    There is no need for a business park - this is 

shown clearly when looking at Core Strategy (2014) or 

the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document published in August 

2015. There is no mention of needing this sort of 

development. There is a clear lack of supporting 

evidence to suggest a need, if fact when looking at the 

local community many commercial premises lay empty, 

or have been redevelopment into residential 

properties. Local offices in Horley show this, as well as 

the Legal and General site in Kingswood which has 

excellent transport links in a fantastic location within 

the Gatwick Diamond region however due to its lack of 

tenants it is being sold for potential residential 

development, the lack of need makes HOR9 unsound.    

The plan has not taken into consideration the 

comments from Surrey County Council’s own Transport 

Development Planning Team who have stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity, making 

HOR9 not sound.    Large areas of the plan are 

floodplain areas, Bayhorne farm is well known for 

having the "flooded field" which is knee deep in 

flooded water for most of the year, making HOR9 not 

sound.    

Reject the blanks for a business plan in Chorley, 

HOR9 is unsound entirely. 

No Yes I'd like to be fully 

updated about the 

feedback and outcomes. 

Bayhorne Farm in particular has large amounts of 

varying wildlife which would be catastrophic to loose 

them, wildlife such as, Heron, Badgers, Deer, 

Woodpeckers, Bats, Geese to name but a few.    Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick, this space, The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ 

was created to protect Horley from physically joining 

Gatwick Airport , having this area built on to create an 

unnecessary business park is unjustified, making HOR9 

unsound.    There has been inconsistencies in your 

application policy - The Planning application for 46 

houses in The Close, Horley which would be partly in 

the proposed Business Park on Eastern side of the 

Balcombe Road was refused permission by RBBC on 

3/7/2015    “The proposed development, within the 

Rural Surrounds of Horley and Gatwick Airport Open 

Setting designations, would have a serious and harmful 

impact on the openness of the area and would 

contribute towards the coalescence of Horley with 

Gatwick Airport. This would be contrary to Policies Hr36 

and Hr37 of the Reigate and Banstead Borough Local 

Plan 2005”.     

The ‘Core Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land. “the Plans strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.”    This makes 

HOR9 unsound.    Please also refer to the comments 

made pages 671-710 of the Consultation statement 

which have not been responded to.    We need to 

protect our Green space, not build on it unnecessarily, 

and as my comments above show - there is no need for 

a business park, it goes against what the council have 

previously said, what the current transport department 

have said is viable, and the local residents do not want 

it-  making Hor9 unsound.       



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0587

Survey 

Monkey

Mr David 

(Marc)

Whittaker RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

87

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

  There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for 

a business park and it is not mentioned in the Core 

Strategy (2014) or the ‘Town Centre Vision’ document 

published in August 2015.  Surrey County Council’s 

Transport Development Planning Team has stated that 

the development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  Horley 

would lose the Public Open Space that separates Horley 

from Gatwick. The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created 

to protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick 

Airport.  Large areas of the site are floodplain.  What 

are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  There has been a sudden unjustifiable 

deviation from existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 

2005’ and the ‘Town Centre vision 2015’  The ‘Core 

Strategy’ published in July 2014 says that the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land. “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley.”  Please also refer to the 

comments made pages 671-710 of the Consultation 

statement which have not been responded to.

Remove HOR9 No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0594

Survey 

Monkey

Dr Jim Williamson RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

94

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0601

Email Mr Keith Wood RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

01

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 My objections to the Airport City Business Park in 

Horley, in particular ‘HOR9’ are as follows: 

-      This proposed development is not mentioned in 

the Core Strategy (2014) or the Town Centre Vision 

document published in August 2015. 

-      Surrey County Council's Transport Development 

Planning Team has state that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. 

-     This proposed development would mean the loss of 

the public open space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick.  The Gatwick Open Setting was created to 

protect Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  

This would worsen the noise affect from the airport on 

Horley. 

-     This site is a floodplain and can be proved to be so. 

-      There would be no benefit whatsoever to Horley if 

this ludicrous plan is to go ahead.  It would not mean 

more jobs for local people as unemployment in Horley 

is almost non existent and people would not give up 

their highly paid London jobs to work here instead at a 

reduced salary.

-      There has been a sudden deviation from existing 

Policy (Horley Master Plan 2005) and the Town Centre 

Vision 2015.

-      

Remove HOR9. No

The Core Strategy published in July 2014 states that the 

Council will reuse and intensify existing employment 

land.  The Plan's strategy envisages no new major 

commercial development for Horley.  A complete 

turnaround.

-      R&BBC have not responded to the comments made 

on pages 671-710 of the Consultation Statement - why? 

-      Why are empty units on Manor Royal being turned 

into housing.  If there was a requirement for a business 

park in this area, surely Manor Royal would have no 

empty units.  Likewise units situated at the Gatwick 

Metro Centre in Horley are empty and have been for 

some considerable time.  There is absolutely no 

justification to build another business park in this area.  

It is wrong to build anything at all on the green space 

between Gatwick and Horley.

-      I  question the moral of a relationship between 

Millhill Properties and R&BBC.  R&BBC is a 50% 

shareholder in Millhill Properties.  Why?   The CEO of 

R&BBC is also a Director of the Gatwick Diamond (a paid 

lobbying group) who are supporting/lobbying for the 

plans

-     Why has R&BBC funded development studies to the 

tune of £450,000 of ratepayers money  (and are asking 

for more). Surely this cost should be borne by the 

developers.

-     



Why does the document mention 83ha?  What 

happened to the 32ha?

-     Finally, pay some attention to the ratepayers, YOUR 

employers.  A survey conducted by Sam Gyimah, our 

MP, resulted in an 89% vote against this development.  

Are you still going to ignore the residents of Horley.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0605

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Andrew 

paul

Worgan RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

05

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No No No This area is a green boundary between gat wick airport 

and Horley .site is a known flood plain. There is no need 

to site an business park here as other existing units are 

under used and vacant.it has been proved that the 

development would worsen the existing traffic situation 

in terms of safety and capacity

In my opinion the management plan is flawed in its 

design as it's based on profit and revenue produced 

not on improvements in facilities and lives of 

existing residents and flaws in local and national 

planning policy's

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0093.24

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

93

Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

21

N/A Mr Mike Waite Surrey 

Wildlife 

Trust/Surre

y Nature 

Partnershi

p

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0092

Living 

Landscapes 

Manager 

(Strategic)

HOR9 The described requirements of development aimed at 

benefitting biodiversity here are welcomed; especially 

in respect of retention of ditches, tree and hedgerows, 

and the design of at least 5ha of Green/Blue 

Infrastructure to deliver against objectives & targets of 

the River Mole (& tributaries) Biodiversity Opportunity 

Area.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0649

Post Mr Richard Smith RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

49

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am aware that the time limit for making comments on 

the plan has closed and in general terms I have little 

objection to the proposals being pragmatic about the 

need for additional housing (of the right type). However 

as a long time resident of Horley I remain fearful that 

the Council continues to fail to look at the bigger 

picture. Infrastructure, facilities and the general 

environment still seem to be overlooked. Our roads are 

taking on the appearance of a 'third world' rural 

country. Parking is becoming and increasing problem - 

commuter parking for Horley station has already 

reached Oakwood Road, children are going further 

afield for secondary education, the doctors and dentists 

seem to find it hard to cope as does East Surrey 

Hospital. The facilities in the town are not as food as 

they were 50 years ago and this month we suffered two 

power cuts so clearly the electricity companies are 

finding it difficult to cope. Wouldn't it be prudent to 

address the issues off packing existing resident before 

increasing further the town population as Chairman of 

the Town Council lively years ago we were presented 

with proposals that promised shops, employment, 

public transport links, open spaces etc. as well as 

schools and health centres almost none of these has 

gone about. My house, and the home I hope to die in, 

No

[...] the 'land west of Bonehurst Road'. For at least 20 

years part of this land has been designated for up to 40 

houses, part as a public open space - the river walk - 

TPOs, have been in place of the majestic oaks and the 

'ancient hedgerows' protected but nothing happens. 

Could not the Council, in consultation will .... resident, 

take a procedural role. Linden Homes have had an 

option on the land since 2002 (the land is owned by 

three charities) should they not - after 16 years - be 

pressed to submit a plan for the land taking into 

account wildlife and the environment, or be completed 

to give up this option. A practical point on the draft 

plan that should be considered is that there must be a 

'wildlife corridor' linking the protected trees with the 

existing 'open space' owned by the Town Council as to 

be transferred to the town council, i.e. joined up 

thinking. 



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0651

Email Mr David Bell RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

51

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am writing to object to the development of this whole 

project. 

> 

> I objected last year but now hear all objections have 

been thrown out, on what basis?

> People proposing this park have not made a valid case 

that it is necessary but do have a vested interest. This 

park will do nothing to enhance the quality of life of 

those living in Horley.

> 

> How can that area cope with the potential flooding 

resulting from building on flood plane. One more 

Spring as we had in 2014 and the area will be 

submerged.

> 

> Furthermore, traffic congestion on the Balcombe 

Road is only set to get worse over the coming years, 

and though this proposed park says it will gain access 

from the motorway spur road there is nothing to 

guarantee the integrity of the local road structure

> 

> This is a crazy proposal that is being railroaded onto 

the residents of Horley

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0651

Email Mr David Bell RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

51

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am writing to object to the development of this whole 

project. 

> 

> I objected last year but now hear all objections have 

been thrown out, on what basis?

> People proposing this park have not made a valid case 

that it is necessary but do have a vested interest. This 

park will do nothing to enhance the quality of life of 

those living in Horley.

> 

> How can that area cope with the potential flooding 

resulting from building on flood plane. One more 

Spring as we had in 2014 and the area will be 

submerged.

> 

> Furthermore, traffic congestion on the Balcombe 

Road is only set to get worse over the coming years, 

and though this proposed park says it will gain access 

from the motorway spur road there is nothing to 

guarantee the integrity of the local road structure

> 

> This is a crazy proposal that is being railroaded onto 

the residents of Horley

Remove HOR9. No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0652

Email Mr Martin Burbidge RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

52

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I wish to register my objection to the Horley Trade Park, 

I cannot see any benefits to the local area, the 

inconvenience and loss of open space will be excessive, 

the strain on the already poorly maintained 

infrastructure will be unacceptable

Key Points of Objection:

Flood plain – any building on this area will be to the 

detriment to other landowners and properties

Green & Open space and Airport separation:

These plans completely disregard the accepted Surrey 

County Council Noise and Green space area. Similar 

plans were refused almost 20 years ago and nothing has 

changed, the loss of green and open space is 

unacceptable, the objections to such plans by Reigate 

and Banstead Council are still current so I cannot see 

how the same council want to spend our council tax 

money to propose such a development.

Unfounded demand for Business Park:

Local Offices are all being converted into private 

accommodation – no need for extensive office or Trade 

Park now or in the future – vast amounts of the Manor 

Royal Industrial Estate are empty and constantly being 

rebuilt but offices still empty. This is also the case in 

neighbouring towns such as Reigate and Redhill.

Remove HOR9. No



I believe the council are behaving with very little 

integrity , these plans (not that there are any real plans) 

more over this idea has had comprehensive local 

objection from business and residents alike already by 

many polls. Why are more funds being requested to 

“study” this proposal. Surely that is enough objection to 

such a trade park as well as being a waste of time and 

money. 

Our Horley Local Town Council object to these plans, 

surely they are best placed to know what Horley needs

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0652

Email Mr Martin Burbidge RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

52

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I wish to register my objection to the Horley Trade Park, 

I cannot see any benefits to the local area, the 

inconvenience and loss of open space will be excessive, 

the strain on the already poorly maintained 

infrastructure will be unacceptable

Key Points of Objection:

Flood plain – any building on this area will be to the 

detriment to other landowners and properties

Green & Open space and Airport separation:

These plans completely disregard the accepted Surrey 

County Council Noise and Green space area. Similar 

plans were refused almost 20 years ago and nothing has 

changed, the loss of green and open space is 

unacceptable, the objections to such plans by Reigate 

and Banstead Council are still current so I cannot see 

how the same council want to spend our council tax 

money to propose such a development.

Unfounded demand for Business Park:

Local Offices are all being converted into private 

accommodation – no need for extensive office or Trade 

Park now or in the future – vast amounts of the Manor 

Royal Industrial Estate are empty and constantly being 

rebuilt but offices still empty. This is also the case in 

neighbouring towns such as Reigate and Redhill.

Remove HOR9. No

I believe the council are behaving with very little 

integrity , these plans (not that there are any real plans) 

more over this idea has had comprehensive local 

objection from business and residents alike already by 

many polls. Why are more funds being requested to 

“study” this proposal. Surely that is enough objection to 

such a trade park as well as being a waste of time and 

money. 

Our Horley Local Town Council object to these plans, 

surely they are best placed to know what Horley needs

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0539

Survey 

Monkey

Miss Katharine Staples RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

39

N/A N/A N/A Ms Katharine Staples Unknown RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0105

Yes   HOR9 Don't 

Know

No No The land between Horley and Gatwick airport has been 

left green so that there is space between the two areas. 

Building this unnecessary and unwanted ‘airport city’ 

will join the two areas. This is against previous planning 

consents.   Traffic will be considerably more dangerous 

(as stated by SCC traffic development team). Plus it is a 

floodplain!!!!!!!

Remove HOR9 No No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0144.4

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

44

Taylor 

Wimpey

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

17

N/A Mrs Suzanne Holloway Vail 

Williams

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0108

Associate Yes HOR9 Yes Yes Yes Following the release of this Regulation 19 consultation 

Vail Williams LLP would formally like to make 

representations on this stage of the emerging 

Development Management Plan and, in particular, 

policy HOR9, the Strategic Employment allocation that 

is proposed, the Horley Strategic Business Park. These 

representations are being made on behalf of Taylor 

Wimpey, who own a portion of land within this HOR9 

site now identified as the Horley Strategic Business 

Park. 

Taylor Wimpey fully supports that this site continues to 

be promoted as a Strategic Employment Site within the 

Development Management Plan 2018-2027, particularly 

in order to help alleviate the unmet need of both 

Reigate and Banstead, as well as the that from 

surrounding boroughs, and given the proximity of this 

site to both Gatwick Airport and the M23.

It is evident between the Regulation 18 and Regulation 

19 stages of this plan that there have been a number of 

additions and updates to Policy HOR9, including the 

name change from Land West of Balcombe Road to 

Horley Strategic Business Park. While Taylor Wimpey 

wish to continue to provide their support for this policy, 

it was felt necessary that comments and request for 

clarification on some of these updates and additions to 

the policy be made. 

Yes Yes Taylor Wimpey are part 

owners of the Land to 

the West of Balcombe 

Road which is 

designated to become 

the Horley Strategic 

Business Park under 

policy HOR9. They, 

therefore, wish to be 

involved in the oral part 

of the examination as 

they wish to have input 

into the future plans for 

their site.

The policy details and amendments between the 

Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 stages of this 

Development Management Plan add to the support by 

Taylor Wimpey, and our client wishes to continue 

support for this policy.

The additional policy detail into specific categories of 

requirements for the site such as Movement and 

Accessibility, Drainage, Design, Uses, and Delivery is 

also endorsed as a means to provide additional clarity 

as part of the planning policy framework. 

In addition, the detailed policy explanation has now 

also been included after the specific policy. This is a 

welcome change as the policy is now more clear and 

comprehensive in what can be expected from this 

Strategic Allocation site for investors, developers and 

residents.

The enhanced policy also comprehensively identifies 

that the site will be allocated for; 

• “A mix of business space for strategic employment 

purposes and suitable for a range of occupiers within 

Class B1 uses,

• A complementary range of commercial, retail and 

leisure facilities to serve and facilitate the main business 

use of the site, 

• At least 5 ha of new high quality public open space, 

including parkland and outdoor sports facilities”. 

The more detailed specification of what was 

described as “Business Space, predominantly office use” 

in the Regulation 18 stage of the plan along with the 

addition of “retail” to the facilities complementary to 

the main use of the site, are welcome additions to this 

policy as it is felt they will aid the provision of a clearer 

development delivery. However, we also feel that these 

should be expanded to also include limited B8 and 

appropriate airport related uses. 

Movement & Accessibility: 

Within this section of the updated policy, it is now 

stated that a Requirement of the development will be 

to 

• “Demonstrate through a Transport Assessment or 

Transport Statement that there will be no severe 

residual impact on the Local and Strategic road 

network, taking into account the impact of committed 

developments in the borough and surrounding areas 

including West Sussex and any viable mitigation; and 

• A secondary access from Balcombe road, to be limited 

to public transport and emergency services use”. 

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1490/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


It is not clear within these requirements who will 

provide these assessments and at what stage they are 

to be provided. Clarification on this is requested prior 

to the plan moving forward.

With regard to the secondary access from Balcombe 

Road, this should be changed to state; 

“A secondary access from Balcombe road, for the use of 

public transport, emergency services use, and limited 

use by business park users.” 

This is requested to allow for a limited number of 

business park users travelling from the Horley direction 

to access the business park from this side of the site 

without the need to join the M23 to gain entry. This 

would only be permitted by the business park managers 

in a limited capacity and would not be sited as an 

additional main entrance for all visitors.

However, whilst the requirement for a transport 

assessment is considered appropriate, the impact on 

the wider strategic network, for committed 

developments elsewhere in the Borough and 

surrounding areas including West Sussex and any viable 

mitigation, is an area that Taylor Wimpey would 

welcome further clarity given the significant 

development in the adjacent Boroughs.

Drainage:

The Drainage section has also been further developed, 

and the policy now requires the following;

“Layout to ensure no built development on land within 

Flood Zone 2, and incorporate a buffer zone and 

improvements to the ditch network within the site; 

[and]

Inclusion of flood mitigation and attenuation measures 

as appropriate. These measures should ensure no 

increase in the risk of flooding to the site and nearby 

properties and should seek opportunities to reduce 

both the cause and impact of existing flooding. 

Opportunities to reduce cause and impact of flooding 

should be explored;” 

The inclusion of a buffer zone, as yet undefined, adds 

ambiguity and therefore clarity regarding this 

requirement in this overarching policy is requested. 

The policy continues to mention that additional 

Supplementary Planning Guidance will be provided, 

however whilst this will add clarity further discussion 

with Taylor Wimpey and Reigate and Banstead is 

welcomed in this regard.

Design:

Much has been added to this policy in terms of the 

Design section and details in the Explanation section 

which relate to design.  The new points added since the 

Regulation 18 plan, include;  

 “Inclusion of an appropriate landscape buffer, and 

public open space, to reinforce the distinctive identity 

of Horley and its separation from Gatwick Airport (and 

Crawley) and the wider countryside setting to the east 

of the site;”

Again, the proposed SPD may clarify this, however, 

Taylor Wimpey would welcome further clarity on the 

extent of this buffer as the development progresses.

Whilst Taylor Wimpey recognise the need for high 

quality design the policy states that buildings are of 

“exemplar standard of design”. This is an ambiguous 

requirement, however, Taylor Wimpey support the 

ethos of the policy requirement.  However, the term 

“sufficient flexibility and adaptability in building 

parameters” could be refined to clarify what is 

required. 

Noise:

In regard to Noise issues, the updated policy states that: 

“As the site is within the 57dB LEQ airport noise 

contour, design must ensure an appropriate interior 

environment for users”. 

The phrasing of this point is misleading as it suggests 

that the entire site is covered by this airport noise 

contour and suggests that it is a constraint across the 

entire site. However, it is stated in the Regulation 18 

version of this 



policy and later within the Explanation section of this 

policy (key considerations page 148) that only the 

Southern part of the site is affected by this noise 

contour. It is therefore, respectfully, asked that this 

statement be updated to read; 

As the southern part of the site is within the 57dB LEQ 

airport noise contour, design in parts of the site which 

are affected by this contour must ensure an appropriate 

interior environment for users.

This section also adds further requirements such as; 

• “Provide measures to minimise the impact of lighting 

upon neighbouring residential and adjoining 

countryside areas which are intrinsically dark to avoid 

light pollution to the night sky; [and]

• Mitigate noise intrusion from activities on the site to 

adjacent residential and open areas.”

Again, Taylor Wimpey welcome clarity though the SPD 

as to these requirements.

Within the Explanation section, it was included that 

“any proposals would need to have regard to 

conserving the setting of the statutory listed buildings 

at Fishers Farm and the locally listed buildings at 

Bayhorne Farm and Bayhorne. The retention of historic 

hedgerows will be 

encouraged as will retention of a buffer to the green 

corridor along Balcombe Road to retain the 

undesignated historic landscape character”. 

It is stated that “the southern/central part of the site is 

reserved for public open space provision in the Borough 

Local Plan 2005” and that “in the southern part of the 

site the land falls within the Gatwick Open Setting 

designation in the Borough Local Plan 2005 and is 

affected by 57dB LEQ airport noise contour”. 

Clarification should be provided on whether this part of 

the site which is reserved for public open space 

provision and is within the Gatwick Open Setting 

designation will be required to be removed from 

inclusion within the development site, or whether the 

5ha of required new high quality public open space 

which falls within the requirements of the allocation 

will be suitable for location in this portion of the site. 

Uses:

The Uses section of the policy states that “the 

predominant use of the site should be for B1a purposes 

with limited B1b, B1c and non B Class uses”.

For sake of continuity and conformity throughout the 

plan, the site allocation section should be updated to 

include these additional “limited ... non B Class uses”. 

A list of complementary uses on the site have been 

included, with the policy stating that “complementary 

uses could include on-site catering, limited retail 

provision, gym, crèche and medical services and similar 

provision but not at a scale likely to significantly divert 

trade from the wider area or to detract from the prime 

focus of the site as a Strategic Business Park”. This is a 

wide-ranging list and the use of the word could, 

ensuring that the uses are not solely limited to these 

uses are welcomed. It is assumed that this may be 

developed in the SPD but further clarity or a mix of uses 

or appropriate scale or proportion of uses may assist 

with clarity.

Within the Explanation section, the use of the business 

park being designated as a mixed employment area or 

an office/business park were discussed with it being 

stated that an office/business park “has higher risks in 

terms of market demand/occupation” and that while 

“20-30ha of land is likely to be required to provide 

sufficient “critical mass” for an office/ business park, 40-

50ha would be required for a mixed employment area”. 

The site is being promoted as an office/business park, 

which has “higher risks” and as the larger land mass is 

considered by the LPA as a “more suitable for a mixed 

employment area”, further clarification on the 



decision to allocate the site for office/business park, 

predominantly B1a uses, in place of a mixed 

employment area is therefore recommended to be 

included.

In addition, there appears to be an inconsistency 

between the “allocation” which states that the site is 

allocated for a mix of business space for strategic 

employment purposes, and the text then limits other 

“limited B1b, B1c and non B Class uses” in the Uses 

section of the policy, and then again in para 4.8.55 

which cites the following:  

• “Up to 200,000sqm of B1 floorspace, predominantly 

focusing on B1(a), B1(b) and B1(c) including floorspace 

for new incubator/start-up units/Small Medium 

Enterprise” and 

• “Up to 10,500 sqm of community facilities, including 

A1 (predominantly convenience shops); A3 (Food and 

Drink); D1 (Children’s Nursery) and/or D2 

(Gymnasium)”.

If indeed these figures are to form part of the allocation 

then Taylor Wimpey would request that the text should 

be amended to provide clarity in the policy itself. 

However, para 4.8.55 also states that these figures are 

stated to be indicative and “detailed master planning 

and further market testing will advise on the final 

quantum and mix consistent with the underlying 

Strategic Business Park concept”.,

 and para 4.8.58 that “the final scheme may vary from 

indicative maximum floorspace levels stated above”. 

Again, consistency between all of the floorspace 

requirements through the policy is recommended. 

Delivery: 

The Delivery section of Policy HOR9 sets out that “the 

development of the site will be in accordance with an 

agreed master plan requiring comprehensive 

development in line with the above requirements. The 

master plan will be submitted to assist the 

consideration of subsequent planning application (s) 

and must include details on phasing, programming of 

infrastructure and details on quantum of development 

and appropriate uses. To assist with the proper 

planning and on-going functioning of the site 

Supplementary Planning Guidance will be provided”. 
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Associate Yes HOR9 Yes Yes Yes These representations are being made on behalf of our 

client, Surrey County Council Property Services, as 

owner of 19.31ha of land within the allocation.

As outlined in our previous representations to the 

Regulation 18 consultation in August 2016, Surrey 

County Council understands the importance and 

requirement for new strategic employment sites, 

particularly in order to help alleviate the unmet needs 

of Reigate & Banstead, as well as that from surrounding 

local authorities.   Given the proximity of this site to 

Gatwick Airport and the M23, it is fully supported that 

this site continues to be promoted as part of the 

Development Management Plan 2018-2027, at 

submission stage as a Strategic Employment Site. 

The policy details and amendments between the 

Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 stages of this 

Development Management Plan add to the support by 

Surrey County Council Property Services, and our 

client’s wish to continue support for this policy.

The additional policy detail into specific categories of 

requirements for the site such as Movement and 

Accessibility, Drainage, Design, Uses, and Delivery is 

also endorsed as a means to provide additional clarity 

as part of the planning policy framework. 

In addition, the detailed policy explanation has now 

also been included after the specific policy. 

Yes Yes Surrey County Council 

are part owners of the 

Land to the West of 

Balcombe Road which is 

designated to become 

the Horley Strategic 

Business Park under 

policy HOR9, and 

therefore would like to 

play an active role in the 

future of this site and 

wish to be involved and 

participate in the oral 

part of the examination.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4341/rbbc_representor_1071


This is a welcome change as the policy is now more 

clear and comprehensive in what can be expected from 

this Strategic Allocation site for investors, developers 

and residents.

The enhanced policy also comprehensively identifies 

that the site will be allocated for; 

• “A mix of business space for strategic employment 

purposes and suitable for a range of occupiers within 

Class B1 uses,

• A complementary range of commercial, retail and 

leisure facilities to serve and facilitate the main business 

use of the site, 

• At least 5 ha of new high quality public open space, 

including parkland and outdoor sports facilities”. 

The more detailed specification of what was described 

as “Business Space, predominantly office use” in the 

Regulation 18 stage of the plan along with the addition 

of “retail” to the facilities complementary to the main 

use of the site, are welcome additions to this policy as it 

is felt they will aid the provision of a clearer 

development delivery. 

However, whilst we support the policy inclusion of 

complementary support facilities that enhance the 

economic function of the site, we would suggest that 

policy should state that the definition of business space 

should be expanded to also include limited B8 and 

appropriate airport related uses given the proximity to 

the airport.

The Drainage section has also been further developed, 

and the policy now requires the following;

“Layout to ensure no built development on land within 

Flood Zone 2, and incorporate a buffer zone and 

improvements to the ditch network within the site; 

[and]

Inclusion of flood mitigation and attenuation measures 

as appropriate. These measures should ensure no 

increase in the risk of flooding to the site and nearby 

properties and should seek opportunities to reduce 

both the cause and impact of existing flooding. 

Opportunities to reduce cause and impact of flooding 

should be explored;” 

The inclusion of a buffer zone, as yet undefined, adds 

ambiguity and therefore clarity regarding this 

requirement in this overarching policy is requested. 

The policy continues to mention that additional 

Supplementary Planning Guidance will be provided, 

however whilst this will add clarity, further discussion 

with SCC and Reigate & Banstead is welcomed in this 

regard.

Much has been added to this policy in terms of the 

Design section and details in the Explanation section 

which relate to design.  The new points added since the 

Regulation 18 plan, include;  

“Inclusion of an appropriate landscape buffer, and 

public open space, to reinforce the distinctive identity 

of Horley and its separation from Gatwick Airport (and 

Crawley) and the wider countryside setting to the east 

of the site;” Again the proposed SPD may clarify this but 

SCC would welcome further clarity on the extent of this 

buffer as the development progresses.

Whilst SCC recognise the need for high quality design 

the policy states that buildings are of “exemplar 

standard of design”. This is an ambiguous requirement 

however SCC support the ethos of the policy 

requirement. However, the term “sufficient flexibility 

and adaptability in building parameters” could be 

refined to clarify what is required. 

In regard to Noise issues, the policy states that:

“As the site is within the 57dB LEQ airport noise 

contour, design must ensure an appropriate interior 

environment for users”. 

The phrasing of this point is misleading as it suggests 

that the entire site is covered by this airport noise 

contour and suggests that it is a constraint across the 

entire site. However, it is stated in the Regulation 18 

version of this 



policy and later within the Explanation section of this 

policy (key considerations page 148) that only the 

Southern part of the site is affected by this noise 

contour. It is therefore, respectfully, asked that this 

statement be amended to read; 

As the southern part of the site is within the 57dB LEQ 

airport noise contour, design in parts of the site which 

are affected by this contour must ensure an appropriate 

interior environment for users.

This section also adds further requirements such as; 

• “Provide measures to minimise the impact of lighting 

upon neighbouring residential and adjoining 

countryside areas which are intrinsically dark to avoid 

light pollution to the night sky; [and]

• Mitigate noise intrusion from activities on the site to 

adjacent residential and open areas.”

Again, SCC welcome clarity though the SPD as to these 

requirements.

It has been included in the Explanation section that 

“any proposals would need to have regard to 

conserving the setting of the statutory listed buildings 

at Fishers Farm and the locally listed buildings at 

Bayhorne Farm and Bayhorne. The retention of historic 

hedgerows will be encouraged as will retention of a 

buffer to the green corridor along Balcombe Road to 

retain 

the undesignated historic landscape character”. 

The Uses section of the policy is now more detailed that 

that of the Regulation 18 version and introduces the 

concept of a limit to the extent of some use classes, 

stating that “the predominant use of the site should be 

for B1a purposes with limited B1b, B1c and non B Class 

uses”. 

A list of complementary uses on the site have been 

included, with the policy stating that “complementary 

uses could include on-site catering, limited retail 

provision, gym, crèche and medical services and similar 

provision but not at a scale likely to significantly divert 

trade from the wider area or to detract from the prime 

focus of the site as a Strategic Business Park”. This is a 

wide-ranging list and the use of the word could, 

ensuring that the uses are not solely limited to these 

uses, is welcomed. 

Within the Explanation section, the use of the business 

park being designated as a mixed employment area or 

an office/business park were discussed, based on the 

Nathaniel Lichfield evidence base. The supporting policy 

text explains that an office/business park “has higher 

risks in terms of market demand/occupation” and that 

while “20-30ha of land is likely to be required to 

provide sufficient “critical mass” for an office/ business 

park, 40-50ha would be required for a mixed 

employment area”. 

The site is being promoted as an office/business park 

the larger land mass is considered by the LPA as a 

“more suitable for a mixed employment area”, further 

clarification on the decision to allocate the site for 

office/business park, based on the Chilmark Consulting 

Economic assessment, for predominantly B1a uses, in 

place of a mixed employment area is therefore 

recommended to be clarified in the policy. 

In addition, there appears to be an inconsistency 

between the “allocation” which states that the site is 

allocated for a mix of business space for strategic 

employment purposes, and the text then limits other 

“limited B1b, B1c and non B Class uses” in the Uses 

section of the policy, and then again in para 4.8.55 

which cites the following:  

• “Up to 200,000sqm of B1 floorspace, predominantly 

focusing on B1(a), B1(b) and B1(c) including floorspace 

for new incubator/start-up units/Small Medium 

Enterprise” and 

• “Up to 10,500 sqm of community facilities, including 

A1 (predominantly convenience shops); A3 (Food and 

Drink); D1 (Children’s Nursery) and/or D2 

(Gymnasium)”.

However, para 4.8.55 also states that these 



figures are stated to be indicative and “detailed master 

planning and further market testing will advise on the 

final quantum and mix consistent with the underlying 

Strategic Business Park concept”., and para 4.8.58 that 

“the final scheme may vary from indicative maximum 

floorspace levels stated above”. Again, consistency on 

the degree of flexibility between all the floorspace 

requirements throughout the policy would be 

welcomed as part of latter SPD/masterplan work. 

The Delivery section of Policy HOR9 sets out that “the 

development of the site will be in accordance with an 

agreed master plan requiring comprehensive 

development in line with the above requirements. The 

master plan will be submitted to assist the 

consideration of subsequent planning application (s) 

and must include details on phasing, programming of 

infrastructure and details on quantum of development 

and appropriate uses. To assist with the proper 

planning and on-going functioning of the site 

Supplementary Planning Guidance will be provided”. 

As previously stated in the Regulation 18 

representations made by Vail Williams to RBBC in 2016, 

Surrey County Council wishes to maintain ongoing 

discussions and engagement with the Council regarding 

the progression of this site, including active 

engagement throughout the master planning and 

proposed SPD processes to come. 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No The policy HOR9 is not sound because

• it does not substantially maintain the Gatwick Open 

Setting, a vital area separating Horley from Gatwick 

Airport, the airport is subject to continue development 

and expansion therefore maintaining the Gatwick open 

setting has never been more important. Previous 

developments have been refused planning permission 

on the grounds of substantially maintaining the Gatwick 

open Setting.

• The impact on our already diminishing and 

threatened local wildlife with 160 acres of green open 

space being taken for commercial/mixed development 

will be catastrophic and permanent

• there are currently significant green areas already 

being absorbed for local residential development i.e. 

new homes, which is already having a devastating effect 

on our local wildlife and loss of open areas

• the existing 600 acre manor royal commercial park is 

only a 10 minute commute for Horley residents, in 

which there are a significant number of vacant buildings 

and plots available for re development which will have 

a minimal impact within an existing mixed employment 

area.

• Employment levels in Horley Crawley and surrounding 

areas are extremely high and above 

Remove HOR9. No

the national average, where are the clear and 

transparent facts demonstrating a need for an 

additional 160 acres of commercial/mixed employment 

facilities ?

• The inclusion of a town park in the development will 

only provide insignificant benefits to residents and no 

realistic alternative habitat for our already endangered 

wildlife.

• the policy states the inclusion of the proposed town 

park will provide public access to an area which at 

present is limited, how does this in any shape of form 

replace the devastation the development will cause to 

wildlife, plants trees etc. so where is the supporting 

evidence demonstrating the need for increased public 

access to open/green space in and surrounding Horley ? 

When were the existing accessible open spaces so 

overwhelmed by public access that it demonstrated the 

need for increasing these areas ? The inclusion of a 

town park within the proposed development is simply a 

shallow gesture.

• The majority of the proposed development area is at 

significant risk of flooding

• Any real benefits to Horley have simply not been 

demonstrated

• comments of the regulation 18 stage of consultation 

have been ignored and archived in 



a 700 page consultant statement, no actual changes 

were made as a result of the representations of 

regulation 18.

• there is no clarity and transparency being provided to 

the public, those directly and indirectly affected by the 

proposed development

• the need for a business park is not supported in the 

core strategy (2014) or the town centre vision 

document published in 2015, in fact the core strategy of 

2014 states the council will re use and intensify existing 

employment land. The plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.

• Why are brown field sites not being significantly re 

used for commercial development, there are significant 

examples where existing commercial sites are being re 

developed for residential use whereas maintaining 

commercial use would minimise the need for 

new/green commercial developments, a typical and 

significant example being the old legal and general site 

in Kingswood, 43 acres, 275,000 square feet of existing 

office/commercial space.

• Significant commercial /office space in Horley town 

centre has now been converted to residential

• Significant commercial sites in Horley have been 

cleared and redeveloped for residential • Why are the 

outcomes of the Horley master plan 2005 & town 

centre vision 2015 not being upheld in HOR9 ?

• So many questions, so few constructive and 

informative responses

• The overall impact of HOR9 on Horley residents its 

wildlife and open green space is unacceptable.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No The policy HOR9 is not sound because

• it does not substantially maintain the Gatwick Open 

Setting, a vital area separating Horley from Gatwick 

Airport, the airport is subject to continue development 

and expansion therefore maintaining the Gatwick open 

setting has never been more important. Previous 

developments have been refused planning permission 

on the grounds of substantially maintaining the Gatwick 

open Setting.

• The impact on our already diminishing and 

threatened local wildlife with 160 acres of green open 

space being taken for commercial/mixed development 

will be catastrophic and permanent

• there are currently significant green areas already 

being absorbed for local residential development i.e. 

new homes, which is already having a devastating effect 

on our local wildlife and loss of open areas

• the existing 600 acre manor royal commercial park is 

only a 10 minute commute for Horley residents, in 

which there are a significant number of vacant buildings 

and plots available for re development which will have 

a minimal impact within an existing mixed employment 

area.

• Employment levels in Horley Crawley and surrounding 

areas are extremely high and above 

Remove HOR9. No



the national average, where are the clear and 

transparent facts demonstrating a need for an 

additional 160 acres of commercial/mixed employment 

facilities ?

• The inclusion of a town park in the development will 

only provide insignificant benefits to residents and no 

realistic alternative habitat for our already endangered 

wildlife.

• the policy states the inclusion of the proposed town 

park will provide public access to an area which at 

present is limited, how does this in any shape of form 

replace the devastation the development will cause to 

wildlife, plants trees etc. so where is the supporting 

evidence demonstrating the need for increased public 

access to open/green space in and surrounding Horley ? 

When were the existing accessible open spaces so 

overwhelmed by public access that it demonstrated the 

need for increasing these areas ? The inclusion of a 

town park within the proposed development is simply a 

shallow gesture.

• The majority of the proposed development area is at 

significant risk of flooding

• Any real benefits to Horley have simply not been 

demonstrated

• comments of the regulation 18 stage of consultation 

have been ignored and archived in 

a 700 page consultant statement, no actual changes 

were made as a result of the representations of 

regulation 18.

• there is no clarity and transparency being provided to 

the public, those directly and indirectly affected by the 

proposed development

• the need for a business park is not supported in the 

core strategy (2014) or the town centre vision 

document published in 2015, in fact the core strategy of 

2014 states the council will re use and intensify existing 

employment land. The plans strategy envisages no new 

major commercial development for Horley.

• Why are brown field sites not being significantly re 

used for commercial development, there are significant 

examples where existing commercial sites are being re 

developed for residential use whereas maintaining 

commercial use would minimise the need for 

new/green commercial developments, a typical and 

significant example being the old legal and general site 

in Kingswood, 43 acres, 275,000 square feet of existing 

office/commercial space.

• Significant commercial /office space in Horley town 

centre has now been converted to residential

• Significant commercial sites in Horley have been 

cleared and redeveloped for residential • Why are the 

outcomes of the Horley master plan 2005 & town 

centre vision 2015 not being upheld in HOR9 ?

• So many questions, so few constructive and 

informative responses

• The overall impact of HOR9 on Horley residents its 

wildlife and open green space is unacceptable.RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0657

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Jay Christianso

n 

RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

57

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No I am fervently opposed to the development of the 

green Surrey walk area for the proposed Balcombe rd 

industrial estate. 

Traffic congestion: it is difficult as it is to cross the road 

as a pedestrian with no crossings available. As a driver it 

is difficult to exit from the abc roads into the Balcombe 

rd without parking ones car in the centre of the road if 

wishing to cross stream of traffic. This will be 

exacerbated with the new estate and HGV , vans in the 

area. 

The destruction of the natural green boundary: the 

proposed site is a palpable break from the airport and 

defines Horley. It is beautiful, it has protected wildlife 

and should not be destroyed for a business park for 

which I know nothing re business cares and need. 

Surrey and Sussex already have business estates. 

Upgrade and improve these. Is there a financial drive to 

build the site and secure LA finance via rate payments? 

Remove HOR9. No

If you insist on building the business park can I 

respectfully suggest you stick it in your rear  garden and 

postcode? If your need is that great it should naturally 

override your personal desires to avoid the eye  sore for 

the greater good of the council! 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No I am fervently opposed to the development of the 

green Surrey walk area for the proposed Balcombe rd 

industrial estate. 

Traffic congestion: it is difficult as it is to cross the road 

as a pedestrian with no crossings available. As a driver it 

is difficult to exit from the abc roads into the Balcombe 

rd without parking ones car in the centre of the road if 

wishing to cross stream of traffic. This will be 

exacerbated with the new estate and HGV , vans in the 

area. 

The destruction of the natural green boundary: the 

proposed site is a palpable break from the airport and 

defines Horley. It is beautiful, it has protected wildlife 

and should not be destroyed for a business park for 

which I know nothing re business cares and need. 

Surrey and Sussex already have business estates. 

Upgrade and improve these. Is there a financial drive to 

build the site and secure LA finance via rate payments? 

If you insist on building the business park can I 

respectfully suggest you stick it in your rear  garden and 

postcode? If your need is that great it should naturally 

override your personal desires to avoid the eye  sore for 

the greater good of the council! 

Remove HOR9. No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No The policy HOR9 is not sound because:

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park in Horley. There are empty office spaces 

in Reigate and Banstead and the local council is not 

using its powers to prevent these from being converted 

to residential use. At least three office blocks in Horley 

have been converted to apartments and a large office 

building has been demolished and an apartment block 

has been built on the site. Further afield in Kingswood, 

there are plans to use the now empty, very large site of 

Legal and General for housing. On the nearby Manor 

Royal estate in Crawley. West Sussex there are new 

offices currently empty or partially let with the Nexus 

building (completed in 2017) advertising 50% of it s 

floor space available.

Development of a business park was not mentioned in 

the 'Core Strategy' published in 2014 or the 'Town 

Centre Vision' document of 2015 or the Horley master 

Plan of 2005. The Core Strategy document states that 

the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. The strategy plan envisages no new 

major commercial development in Horley. 

Remove HOR9. No

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:

Surrey County Council's transport Development 

Planning Team has stated that the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity. Horley is regularly 

gridlocked by traffic, particularly if there is a problem 

/accident on the M23. They feel the proposed 

development would lead to a significant increase in 

traffic at the Longbridge junction, yet there is not much 

more that could be done to improve safety and capacity 

at this roundabout. 

No vehicular access should be provided from the site 

onto Balcombe Road, as this is a district distributor road 

which provides access to schools and further residential 

roads. There is a proposal for a possible spur road from 

the M23 which will have a further detrimental impact 

on the traffic situation. It is unclear how this spur road 

would be financed and current projections is that the 

cost may be in the region of £20,000,000. 

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:

it is not clear what benefits the business park will bring 

to Horley. The proposed development plans include a 

hotel, retail, gym and nursery. The developers say that 

the business park will bring trade into Horley town 



centre but it is difficult to see how this will happen if 

the previously mentioned amenities are available within 

the business park and access to the park is via a spur 

road.

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:

The developers are making an assumption that large 

employers, currently operating from offices in London, 

will be prepared to move to the new business park, 

meaning that commuters would no longer have to 

travel for employment. This has not been the case for 

new office development in Crawley. If local people are 

employed on the business park it will increase local 

traffic problems. 

Horley and the surrounding area already has a very low 

unemployment rate so job opportunities will attract 

people from further afield, once again increasing the 

travel problems and pollution.

The policy HOR9 is not sound because: 

The proposed development site is a Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick. The rural 

surrounds of Horley relates to an important area of land 

in terms of safeguarding the countryside from 

encroachment and providing the setting for the urban 

area. Previous strategies and town plans have stated 

that development will not be 

permitted in this area unless it is for a use related to the 

essential needs of agriculture, forestry, outdoor sports 

and recreation.

Large areas of the site are floodplain and during the 

floods of 2012/2013 many houses in this area were 

flooded causing upset and distress to many residents. 

The area is also home to a wide variety of wild life 

including herons, deer and badgers. 

The policy HOR9 is not sound because: 

Senior executives at Reigate and Banstead Council have 

current or recent links with Millhouse Properties ( the 

developers) and the Gatwick Diamond group, a paid 

lobbying group, who are in favour of the development. 

Despite promises of consultation the council have kept 

residents and Horley Town Council in the dark saying 

plans are still in the early stages. This despite £450,000 

already being spent on studies and further money being 

asked for. From the limited information available the 

studies appear to have been set up to prove a need 

rather than to question IF there is a need.

The policy HOR9 is not sound because: 

It is unclear from the Reg 19 document how big the 

proposed site will be. Different sections of 

the plan show different areas. The total area of the 

Western side of the Balcombe Road is just under 80 

acres/ 32 hectares. The site area listed on page 146 of 

the current Regulation 19 consultation document is 

83ha which is approximately 205 acres, more than 

double the size of the western side of the Balcombe 

Road site. 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 No The policy HOR9 is not sound because:

There is a clear lack of evidence to justify the need for a 

business park in Horley. There are empty office spaces 

in Reigate and Banstead and the local council is not 

using its powers to prevent these from being converted 

to residential use. At least three office blocks in Horley 

have been converted to apartments and a large office 

building has been demolished and an apartment block 

has been built on the site. Further afield in Kingswood, 

there are plans to use the now empty, very large site of 

Legal and General for housing. On the nearby Manor 

Royal estate in Crawley. West Sussex there are new 

offices currently empty or partially let with the Nexus 

building (completed in 2017) advertising 50% of it s 

floor space available.

Development of a business park was not mentioned in 

the 'Core Strategy' published in 2014 or the 'Town 

Centre Vision' document of 2015 or the Horley master 

Plan of 2005. The Core Strategy document states that 

the Council will reuse and intensify existing 

employment land. The strategy plan envisages no new 

major commercial development in Horley. 

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:

Surrey County Council's transport 

Remove HOR9. No

Development Planning Team has stated that the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity. Horley is 

regularly gridlocked by traffic, particularly if there is a 

problem /accident on the M23. They feel the proposed 

development would lead to a significant increase in 

traffic at the Longbridge junction, yet there is not much 

more that could be done to improve safety and capacity 

at this roundabout. 

No vehicular access should be provided from the site 

onto Balcombe Road, as this is a district distributor road 

which provides access to schools and further residential 

roads. There is a proposal for a possible spur road from 

the M23 which will have a further detrimental impact 

on the traffic situation. It is unclear how this spur road 

would be financed and current projections is that the 

cost may be in the region of £20,000,000. 

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:

it is not clear what benefits the business park will bring 

to Horley. The proposed development plans include a 

hotel, retail, gym and nursery. The developers say that 

the business park will bring trade into Horley town 

centre but it is difficult to see how this will happen if 

the previously mentioned amenities are available within 

the business park and access to the park is via a spur 

road.

The policy HOR9 is not sound because:

The developers are making an assumption that large 

employers, currently operating from offices in London, 

will be prepared to move to the new business park, 

meaning that commuters would no longer have to 

travel for employment. This has not been the case for 

new office development in Crawley. If local people are 

employed on the business park it will increase local 

traffic problems. 

Horley and the surrounding area already has a very low 

unemployment rate so job opportunities will attract 

people from further afield, once again increasing the 

travel problems and pollution.

The policy HOR9 is not sound because: 

The proposed development site is a Public Open Space 

that separates Horley from Gatwick. The rural 

surrounds of Horley relates to an important area of land 

in terms of safeguarding the countryside from 

encroachment and providing the setting for the urban 

area. Previous strategies and town plans have stated 

that development will not be permitted in this area 

unless it is for a use related to the essential needs of 

agriculture, forestry, outdoor sports and recreation.



Large areas of the site are floodplain and during the 

floods of 2012/2013 many houses in this area were 

flooded causing upset and distress to many residents. 

The area is also home to a wide variety of wild life 

including herons, deer and badgers. 

The policy HOR9 is not sound because: 

Senior executives at Reigate and Banstead Council have 

current or recent links with Millhouse Properties ( the 

developers) and the Gatwick Diamond group, a paid 

lobbying group, who are in favour of the development. 

Despite promises of consultation the council have kept 

residents and Horley Town Council in the dark saying 

plans are still in the early stages. This despite £450,000 

already being spent on studies and further money being 

asked for. From the limited information available the 

studies appear to have been set up to prove a need 

rather than to question IF there is a need.

The policy HOR9 is not sound because: 

It is unclear from the Reg 19 document how big the 

proposed site will be. Different sections of the plan 

show different areas. The total area of the Western side 

of the Balcombe Road is just under 80 acres/ 32 

hectares. The site area listed on page 146 of the current 

Regulation 19 consultation document is 83ha which is 

approximately 205 acres, more than double the size of 

the western side of the Balcombe Road site. 
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 I don't think that the case has been made for a business 

park in Horley (on farmland down the Balcombe Road). 

As far as I know, there are you plenty of empty units on 

Manor Royal, so I don't know why we'd build another 

one so close by. 

No
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Survey 
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Mrs Hannah Payne RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

62

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   HOR9 I don't think that the case has been made for a business 

park in Horley (on farmland down the Balcombe Road). 

As far as I know, there are you plenty of empty units on 

Manor Royal, so I don't know why we'd build another 

one so close by. 

No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am very much against the plans to build an industrial 

estate at Bayhorne. This land is all that separates Horley 

and Crawley, some of which have been changed to 

homes so this could end up another housing estate. The 

traffic in Horley is horrendous at times especially when 

there are problems on the M25 or M23, whis will add to 

it. There isn't a lot of unemployment in Horley so we 

residents don't feel we need this. Thank you for 

listening and I hope RBBC will see sense and agree with 

the majority of Horley residents that this piece of 

history should be preserved. 

Remove HOR9. No
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Ms Rosemary Sanderson RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

64

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HOR9 I am very much against the plans to build an industrial 

estate at Bayhorne. This land is all that separates Horley 

and Crawley, some of which have been changed to 

homes so this could end up another housing estate. The 

traffic in Horley is horrendous at times especially when 

there are problems on the M25 or M23, whis will add to 

it. There isn't a lot of unemployment in Horley so we 

residents don't feel we need this. Thank you for 

listening and I hope RBBC will see sense and agree with 

the majority of Horley residents that this piece of 

history should be preserved. 

Remove HOR9. No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A No HOR9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

HOR9 is not sound because:  The lack of evidence to 

justify the need for yet another business park. 

Especially when we have plenty of empty office space 

available already. We can't fill the office space we 

already have with viable businesses, let alone building 

another business park which has no guarantee of being 

fully occupied and has no supporting evidence to 

support it's need in Horley.  It is not mentioned in the 

core strategy 2014 or the town centre vision document 

which was published in August 2015.  The impact of 

traffic that will ultimately travel through/via Horley 

town, rush hour traffic is already bad ... can this small 

town cope with a greater volume of traffic. According to 

Surrey county council's transport development team it 

can't and they have raised concerns about the safety 

and capacity issues.  Horley's public open space would 

be lost, the Gatwick open setting was created to keep 

Horley separate from the airport.  A large amount of 

the proposed land is floodplain, if you keep building on 

floodplain where is all this water going to go!   No 

benefits to Horley and the community have been 

demonstrated.  HOR9 has been kept very quiet from 

the public giving people little time to respond.  The 

existing Policy e.g. : ‘Horley Master Plan 2005’ and the 

‘Town Centre vision 

Remove HOR9. No No

2015’ have had a sudden unjustified deviation.   A very 

interesting piece of information published in the core 

strategy July 2014 says the council will reuse and 

intensify existing employment land. “the Plans strategy 

envisages no new major commercial development for 

Horley.”  So why is HOR9 being proposed for the DMP?  

Anyone can see it is utter madness to suggest a town of 

Horley's capacity can cope with a business park.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   H0R9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Policy HOR9 is not sound because and should be 

scrapped and the land should be protected as the ‘Rural 

Surrounds of Horley’ and the ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ for 

the following reasons:  •	Is it really necessary – no in my 

opinion!  •	Lack of evidence to suggest that there is a 

need for a business park.  Land at the 43 acre former 

Legal & General site, Lower Kingswood is currently 

being sold for housing when this has been used for 

business for many years.  Office blocks in Horley Town 

Centre are currently being converted to flats.  Future 

business needs can be accommodated in the many 

vacant offices in Manor Royal, Crawley where current 

modern buildings are being built.  This development 

will NOT benefit Horley Town residents just the 

Council’s profits!  •	Surrey County Council Transport 

Development Planning Team has stated the 

development will significantly worsen the existing 

traffic situation in terms of safety and capacity.  We 

know when there are issues on the motorways (M23 & 

M25) this traffic diverts onto back roads and causes 

gridlocking.  The additional housing developments in 

the area have already had a significant impact and 

being situated next to an Airport compounds the issue.  

•	Horley would lose the Public Open Space that 

separates Horley from Gatwick.  

HOR9 IS NOT SOUND - The Policy needs to be 

scrapped completely.  Please refer to my comments 

above.

No No



The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Who 

would want to live in a concrete jungle, with no green 

open space, no enjoyment for local residents who 

already suffer from airport pollution issues?  • Large 

areas of the site are flood plain.  Living in Haroldslea 

Close, we have on many occasions been nearly flooded.  

Certainly our gardens, garages and driveways have been 

impacted and building on more green open space will 

not allay the flood risks.  Insurance will become 

unobtainable and again who would want to live here?  

• What are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  Great swathes of land around Horley 

have already been built on – adding to flood risks, 

gridlocking local roads, affecting our hospital’s abilities 

to cope.  The Council has a very poor track record of 

investing in Horley.  Very little additional infrastructure 

has been given to Horley residents and surrounding 

areas.  Where have all the profits gone from these 

developments – certainly not invested in the Town!  • 

There has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from 

existing Policy e.g. Horley Master Plan 2005 and the 

‘Town Centre vision 2005’.  Why? What has suddenly 

changed this.  

The business park is not needed in an area where we 

already have empty units and high employment rates.  

• The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 2014 says the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land: “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley”.  This is not the case as RBBC 

have given consent to convert many town centre offices 

into flats, so clearly businesses do not want to relocate 

into these units.  Perhaps the rents are too high but 

these units would benefit the town, whereas an out of 

town Business Park will not.  • Section 4.9.7 refers to 

the need for business space and that there are no 

alternatives in the Borough.  This is not true – as said 

before the former Legal & General site at Lower 

Kingswood, close the M25, would be perfect for this.  

Instead it is being sold off for housing development.  

The Council sees an opportunity to sell off land in 

Horley instead!  • Horley’s last open space is a haven 

for wildlife and local residents enjoy the open setting.  

Why co-join us to Gatwick and make Horley a place 

where no-one will want to live?  • The document makes 

reference to use of local labour.  Where from?  

Commuters are not likely to suddenly switch from a 

well paid job in London and there is very low 

employment in the area.  Gatwick Airport creates good 

job opportunities and will grow in size/capacity.  

There is no need for a Business Park where employers 

will struggle to recruit.  • I understand a proposed 

development in The Close, Horley was turned down as 

being too near to Gatwick Airport.  The proposed 

Business Park would straddle the area between Horley 

and Gatwick – so why would this be acceptable?  • The 

Strategic Employment Site map refers to a development 

the size of 83 hectares, whereas RBBC are consistently 

informing Keep Horley Green and other enquirers that 

this is in fact an error and just a red line.  What is the 

size of the development and the small green space that 

will be left for the enjoyment of Horley residents?  Not 

very much – maybe 5 hectares?  If the development is 

to be both sides of the Balcombe Road, which the 83 

hectares seems to suggest, then surely this will add to 

road traffic movements and cause even more traffic 

mayhem.  • In 1989 plans for a 17 ha business park and 

hotel on Bayhorne farm were rejected (RE.89P/616) on 

the grounds that the plans would ‘worsen pressure on 

housing, be visually intrusive, reduce the gap between 

Horley and Gatwick (protection of this being a long 

standing aim of the Local Council), and transport links 

not sufficient into the site.  The Committee also 

identified the floor risk associated with the site, and 

highlights that the 



site would have a negative impact on neighbouring 

houses.  WHAT HAS CHANGED – NOTHING!  • It is also 

questionable to be using large amounts of local tax 

payers’ money to be funding this consultation.  I 

understand this to be £450,000 to date and further 

monies have been requested.  Why the need to hide 

behind consultations and fail to answer local residents’ 

questions in an honest manner?  • I would also 

comment that this consultation seems to have been 

made deliberately difficult and insurmountable for 

many local residents to complete.  Why the need for 

such a long document and why make it so secretive to 

get information from RBBC? Many Freedom of 

Information requests submitted in this respect were 

rejected and not responded to.  To my mind, this does 

not appear to be an open and honest way for the 

Council to be operating.  Please bear in mind those 

residents who for many reasons cannot respond to this 

consultation and do not fully understand it as it has not 

been presented in any easy to read format.  Make it 

more accessible to all!  Why has the Local Town Council 

been kept in the dark, when it very much affects them – 

why not give as much information as possible for 

residents to be able to form their own opinions? 

 • I WOULD URGE CONSIDERATION OF THE 

ENVIRONMENT & LOCAL ENJOYMENT OF THE AREA, 

THAT WILL BE LOST IF THIS DEVELOPMENT WERE TO 

BE SANCTIONED.  
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   H0R9 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

Policy HOR9 is not sound because and should be 

scrapped and the land should be protected as the ‘Rural 

Surrounds of Horley’ and the ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ for 

the following reasons:  •	Lack of evidence to suggest 

that there is a need for a business park.  Land at Legal & 

General, Lower Kingswood is currently being sold for 

housing when this has been used for business for many 

years.  Office blocks in Horley Town Centre are 

currently being converted to flats.  Future business 

needs can be accommodated in the many vacant offices 

in Manor Royal, Crawley where current modern 

buildings are being built.  This development will NOT 

benefit Horley Town residents just the Council’s profits!  

•	Surrey County Council Transport Development 

Planning Team has stated the development will 

significantly worsen the existing traffic situation in 

terms of safety and capacity.  We know when there are 

issues on the motorways (M23 & M25) this traffic 

diverts onto back roads and causes gridlocking.  The 

additional housing developments in the area have 

already had a significant impact and being situated next 

to an Airport compounds the issue.  •	Horley would lose 

the Public Open Space that separates Horley from 

Gatwick.  

POLICY HOR9 IS NOT SOUND.  PLEASE REFER TO MY 

COMMENTS IN SECTION 8.

No No



The ‘Gatwick Open Setting’ was created to protect 

Horley from physically joining Gatwick Airport.  Who 

would want to live in a concrete jungle, with no green 

open space, no enjoyment for local residents who 

already suffer from airport pollution issues?  • Large 

areas of the site are flood plain.  Living in Haroldslea 

Close, we have on many occasions been nearly flooded.  

Certainly our gardens, garages and driveways have been 

impacted and building on more green open space will 

not allay the flood risks.  Insurance will become 

unobtainable and again who would want to live here?  

• What are the benefits to Horley? They have not been 

demonstrated.  Great swathes of land around Horley 

have already been built on – adding to flood risks, 

gridlocking local roads, affecting our hospital’s abilities 

to cope.  The Council has a very poor track record of 

investing in Horley.  Very little additional infrastructure 

has been given to Horley residents and surrounding 

areas.  Where have all the profits gone from these 

developments – certainly not invested in the Town!  • 

There has been a sudden unjustifiable deviation from 

existing Policy e.g. Horley Master Plan 2005 and the 

‘Town Centre vision 2005’.  Why? What has suddenly 

changed this.  The business park is not needed in an 

area where we already have empty units and high 

employment rates.  •

 The ‘Core Strategy’ published in 2014 says the Council 

will reuse and intensify existing employment land: “the 

Plans strategy envisages no new major commercial 

development for Horley”.  This is not the case as RBBC 

have given consent to convert many town centre offices 

into flats, so clearly businesses do not want to relocate 

into these units.  Perhaps the rents are too high but 

these units would benefit the town, whereas an out of 

town Business Park will not.  • Section 4.9.7 refers to 

the need for business space and that there are no 

alternatives in the Borough.  This is not true – as said 

before the former Legal & General site at Lower 

Kingswood, close the M25, would be perfect for this.  

Instead it is being sold off for housing development.  

The Council sees an opportunity to sell off land in 

Horley instead!  • Horley’s last open space is a haven 

for wildlife and local residents enjoy the open setting.  

Why co-join us to Gatwick and make Horley a place 

where no-one will want to live?  • The document makes 

reference to use of local labour.  Where from?  

Commuters are not likely to suddenly switch from a 

well paid job in London and there is very low 

employment in the area.  Gatwick Airport creates good 

job opportunities and will grow in size/capacity.  

There is no need for a Business Park where employers 

will struggle to recruit.  • I understand a proposed 

development in The Close, Horley was turned down as 

being too near to Gatwick Airport.  The proposed 

Business Park would straddle the area between Horley 

and Gatwick – so why would this be acceptable?  • The 

Strategic Employment Site map refers to a development 

the size of 83 hectares, whereas RBBC are consistently 

informing Keep Horley Green and other enquirers that 

this is in fact an error and just a red line.  What is the 

size of the development and the small green space that 

will be left for the enjoyment of Horley residents?  Not 

very much – maybe 5 hectares?  If the development is 

to be both sides of the Balcombe Road, which the 83 

hectares seems to suggest, then surely this will add to 

road traffic movements and cause even more traffic 

mayhem.  • In 1989 plans for a 17 ha business park and 

hotel on Bayhorne farm were rejected (RE.89P/616) on 

the grounds that the plans would ‘worsen pressure on 

housing, be visually intrusive, reduce the gap between 

Horley and Gatwick (protection of this being a long 

standing aim of the Local Council), and transport links 

not sufficient into the site.  



The Committee also identified the floor risk associated 

with the site, and highlights that the site would have a 

negative impact on neighbouring houses.  WHAT HAS 

CHANGED – NOTHING!  • It is also questionable to be 

using large amounts of local tax payers’ money to be 

funding this consultation.  I understand this to be 

£450,000 to date and further monies have been 

requested.  Why the need to hide behind consultations 

and fail to answer local residents’ questions in an 

honest manner?  • I would also comment that this 

consultation seems to have been made deliberately 

difficult and insurmountable for many local residents to 

complete.  Why the need for such a long document and 

why make it so secretive to get information from RBBC? 

Many Freedom of Information requests submitted in 

this respect were rejected and not responded to.  To 

my mind, this does not appear to be an open and 

honest way for the Council to be operating.  Please bear 

in mind those residents who for many reasons cannot 

respond to this consultation and do not fully 

understand it as it has not been presented in any easy 

to read format.  Make it more accessible to all!  Why 

has the Local Town Council been kept in the dark, when 

it very much affects them – why not give as much 

information as possible for residents to be able to form 

their own opinions?  •

 I WOULD URGE CONSIDERATION OF THE 

ENVIRONMENT & LOCAL ENJOYMENT OF THE AREA, 

THAT WILL BE LOST IF THIS DEVELOPMENT WERE TO 

BE SANCTIONED.
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9/ 

SEH4

No No No In September 1972, the people of Horley rejected the 

proposal to have Horley and Charlwood to be taken 

with Gatwick Airport from the County of Surrey, into 

West Sussex. The heavy rejection of 87% was 

recognised in Parliament and honoured. The vote was 

tantamount in its effect to the referendum regarding 

Brexit which the Country considers it has to honour.

Accordingly, any plan to build houses on the Southern 

borders of Horley is seen as an attempt to remove the 

countryside buffer and draw Horley closer to the 

Airport with an insidious attempt to nullify the 

undertaking given to myself and others by the 

government then.

Regretfully, not only is the plan a breach of that 

obligation but removal of precious open space and 

conversion into 'concrete'. Anyone visiting Heathrow 

Airport can be expected to recoil with the high level of 

urbanisation which has taken place there and left 

wondering how any local government ca have been so 

stupid to have promoted the position. That is exactly 

what your Council proposes now. 'Housing Needs' could 

be satisfied north of the M25. Does Banstead ever get 

an allocation or is there influence?

The fact that large areas of the site are on the flood 

plain should be a stumbling block for future owners of 

proposed houses, although experience has shown the 

Council or developers can find people who will 

speculate that floods will oly happen once in a 

thousand years, or some such. We have seen it all 

before! the 'bomb' will drop eventually and insurance 

premiums will go up dramatically. to suggest that such 

Both policies SEH4 and HOR9 should be removed 

from the plan. You wording has no place in a 

document which may be completed by the public.

No
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N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes HOR9/ 

SEH4

No No No In September 1972, the people of Horley rejected the 

proposal to have Horley and Charlwood to be taken 

with Gatwick Airport from the County of Surrey, into 

West Sussex. The heavy rejection of 87% was 

recognised in Parliament and honoured. The vote was 

tantamount in its effect to the referendum regarding 

Brexit which the Country considers it has to honour.

Accordingly, any plan to build houses on the Southern 

borders of Horley is seen as an attempt to remove the 

countryside buffer and draw Horley closer to the 

Airport with an insidious attempt to nullify the 

undertaking given to myself and others by the 

government then.

Regretfully, not only is the plan a breach of that 

obligation but removal of precious open space and 

conversion into 'concrete'. Anyone visiting Heathrow 

Airport can be expected to recoil with the high level of 

urbanisation which has taken place there and left 

wondering how any local government ca have been so 

stupid to have promoted the position. That is exactly 

what your Council proposes now. 'Housing Needs' could 

be satisfied north of the M25. Does Banstead ever get 

an allocation or is there influence?

The fact that large areas of the site are on the 

Both policies SEH4 and HOR9 should be removed 

from the plan. You wording has no place in a 

document which may be completed by the public.

No

flood plain should be a stumbling block for future 

owners of proposed houses, although experience has 

shown the Council or developers can find people who 

will speculate that floods will oly happen once in a 

thousand years, or some such. We have seen it all 

before! the 'bomb' will drop eventually and insurance 

premiums will go up dramatically. to suggest that such 

problems can be solved by making additional flood 

storage measures is absurd. the size of the impact of 

heavy rainfall is unpredictable and any attempt to 

accommodate such by a storage measure is trying to 

deal with the infinitely large downfall with a finite 

capacity. It is doomed to failure, predictably!

Horley's main street, Victoria Road, has bad pot-holes 

and has been so for more than two years. Clearly Surrey 

County Council think of the place as a sink hole and not 

proud place it is. Adding to its woes by building so many 

more houses or adding business parks will make its 

roads deteriorate even more. surrey CC Transport  

Development Team has indicated the development will 

worsen the traffic situation in terms of safety and 

capacity substantially. the suggestion that business 

parks are needed for employment by the town's 

people, shows how little the Council know. 

Horley has many people who came because of the 

proximity to London and their ability to commute. They 

like those in Reigate, are not going to work in business 

parks. There is adequate provision of such already as 

can be seen when visiting the Manor Royal and other 

places near the Airport. To increase the business parks 

will only add to the number of vacant premises.
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INF1/ 

HOR9

No We consider that, as currently worded, the policies in 

the Plan should be capable of providing transport 

infrastructure improvements in West Sussex to mitigate 

the transport impacts from proposed development in 

Reigate and Banstead. Specifically, Policy TAP1 in the 

plan requires; “For all developments which are likely to 

generate significant amounts of movement, a Transport 

Assessment or a Transport Statement will be required.” 

The individual site allocation policies, specifically the 

policy for Horley Business Park HOR9 requires 

“Demonstrate through a Transport Assessment or 

Transport Statement that there will be no severe 

residual impact on the Local and Strategic road 

network, taking into account the impact of committed 

developments in the borough and surrounding areas 

including West Sussex and any viable mitigation”.

Policy Inf1 requires “The Council will require timely 

provision of infrastructure to support a particular 

development and / or to mitigate any negative impacts 

that would otherwise result from the development” 

and “Where infrastructure critical to support a 

development cannot be provided when the Council 

considers it is needed, development will be required to 

be phased to reflect infrastructure delivery”. It is also 

considered that this policy should state 

HOR9: it is considered that the supporting text on 

delivery, paragraph 4.8.58, should express the 

importance of comprehensive development of the 

site in order to ensure the delivery of required 

infrastructure.                                   Further strategic 

transport assessment should be undertaken before 

the site is allocated for development. This is because 

there is insufficient evidence to demonstrate that 

the Local Plan is deliverable without leading to 

severe impacts on the transport network. 

No

that Reigate and Banstead council will work with 

partners in the delivery of infrastructure, which could 

include cross boundary mitigation.

It is considered that the delivery of necessary 

infrastructure will require comprehensive development 

of the site. Therefore, there is support for the reference 

in policy HOR9 for ‘development of the site will be in 

accordance with an agreed master plan requiring 

comprehensive development in line with the above 

requirements’. It also sets out that ‘The master plan will 

be submitted to assist the consideration of subsequent 

planning application (s) and must include details on 

phasing, programming of infrastructure and details on 

quantum of development and appropriate uses’. It is 

considered that the supporting text on delivery, 

paragraph 4.8.58, should express the importance of 

comprehensive development of the site in order to 

ensure the delivery of required infrastructure.

It is understood that, following discussion with 

ourselves, further Strategic Transport Assessment is 

being undertaken for the Horley Business Park (HOR9) 

proposed allocation, in order to assess the impact and 

required mitigation. This work is required to assess and 

identify that any impacts from the development can be 

appropriately mitigated. The County 

Council consider that this work must take place before 

the site is allocated for development.

Until the further Strategic Transport Assessment work is 

completed, to identify the impacts and mitigation 

measures in West Sussex from proposed development, 

West Sussex County Council consider the Plan is not 

sound. This is because there is insufficient evidence to 

demonstrate that the Local Plan (specifically policy 

HOR9) is deliverable without leading to severe impacts 

on the transport network. We would welcome further 

consideration and discussion with the Borough Council 

on ways to resolve this issue before the plan is 

submitted for examination.

West Sussex County Council will seek developer 

contributions through CIL or S106 towards 

infrastructure improvements required in West Sussex to 

mitigate development.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0021.5

Email Ms   Patricia Coler RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

21

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   INF1 Water supply will be an issue with increasing 

population in times of low rainfall ( it's not unusual for 

hosepipe bans and threats of drought orders) Drilling 

will soon begin at Horsehill and will be going through 

an aquifer from which our supply is derived.Although 

unlikely, contamination is a possibility, so what happens 

then? 

Impact on water supply with increasing population 

and drilling

No



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0113.32

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

13

Banstead & 

District 

Federation 

of 

Residents' 

Association

s

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

04

N/A Mrs Catalina Vassallo-

Bonner

Banstead & 

District 

Federation 

of 

Residents' 

Association

s

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0004

Chairman INF1 Yes Both yes 

and no

Yes We support this policy but suggest a couple of 

amendments.

An addition at the end of 2) 

‘...to reflect infrastructure delivery, or planning 

permission will be refused.’

Reason

In the past there have been major developments 

with little associated infrastructure improvements. 

This applies both to the transport infrastructure and 

facilities such as schools and medical facilities. It is 

important that this does not occur in future, 

especially with some of the large developments now 

proposed. It is also important that requirements 

such as new schools are provided within the 

development sites, rather than further eroding the 

Green Belt.

An addition to 5)

‘...latest infrastructure Delivery Plan. As this list is 

not definitive, the requirements for each site will be 

individually assessed, taking into account cumulative 

impacts.’

Reason

It is misleading to infer that the Annex 6 is a 

comprehensive list of infrastructure requirements.

No Yes The issue of 

infrastructure is 

important in view of the 

backlog of providing 

many essential services 

in recent years.

The availability of 

services is essential both 

for occupiers of new 

development and the 

quality of life for existing 

residents

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0067.2

Survey 

Monkey

Ms Tonia Pearson RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

67

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   INF1 Don't 

Know

No No I cannot properly judge whether the plan for Banstead 

is sound due to a woeful lack of detail. here is also 

insufficient information about the parking to be 

provided for the proposed new homes and to replace 

the car park in the Horseshoe. It is, therefore, not 

possible for me to judge whether the plan is sound as 

regards obligations to consider parking.  I am also 

concerned that in this regard, the plan has not properly 

taken into account the relatively poor public transport 

options from Banstead village.  There is also no 

mention of the impact of the plan on traffic congestion 

which is already bad in the village at certain times of 

day.  Should the plan not have to address this?

As stated above, there is insufficient detail in the 

plan so I am unable to satisfy myself that it is sound.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0069.5

Survey 

Monkey

Mrs BERYL PENFOLD RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

69

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   INF1 Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

Don't 

Know

4. If money is to be spent I suggest a visit should be 

made to inspect the pavements in the High Street. As a 

disabled OAP -like many in the area- we feel totally 

unsafe because of the condition of the pavements.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0117.18

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

17

Banstead 

Village 

Residents' 

Association

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

99

N/A Mrs Catalina Vassallo-

Bonner

Banstead 

Village 

Residents' 

Association

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0008

Secretary INF1 Yes Both yes 

and no

Yes We support this policy but suggest a couple of 

amendments.

An addition at the end of 2) 

‘...to reflect infrastructure delivery, or planning 

permission will be refused.’

Reason

In the past there have been major developments 

with little associated infrastructure improvements. 

This applies both to the transport infrastructure and 

facilities such as schools and medical facilities. It is 

important that this does not occur in future, 

especially with some of the large developments now 

proposed. It is also important that requirements 

such as new schools are provided within the 

development sites, rather than further eroding the 

Green Belt.

An addition to 5)

‘...latest infrastructure Delivery Plan. As this list is 

not definitive, the requirements for each site will be 

individually assessed, taking into account cumulative 

impacts.’

Reason

It is misleading to infer that the Annex 6 is a 

comprehensive list of infrastructure requirements.

Yes Yes The issue of 

infrastructure is 

important in view of the 

backlog of providing 

many essential services 

in recent years.

The availability of 

services is essential both 

for occupiers of new 

development and the 

quality of life for existing 

residents

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0089.2

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Christophe

r

Tollast RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

89

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A INF1 Horley 

related

Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

I am concerned about the demands for public car 

parking (plans show the Consort Way one to go)

No No

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4470/rbbc_representor_0117


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0110.10

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

10

Campaign 

to Protect 

Rural 

England

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

94

N/A Mr Andy Smith CPRE 

Surrey

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0019

Branch 

Director

INF1 Yes Both yes 

and no

No We support this policy but suggest a couple of 

amendments…  An addition at the end of 2)

‘...to reflect infrastructure delivery,’ or planning 

permission will be refused’.

Reason

In the past there have been major development with 

little associated infrastructure improvements. This 

applies both to the transport infrastructure and 

facilities such as schools and medical facilities. It is 

important that this does not occur in future, especially 

with some of the large developments now proposed. It 

is also important that requirements such as new schools 

are provided within the development sites, rather than 

further eroding the Green Belt

An addition to 5)

‘....latest Infrastructure Delivery Plan. As this list is not 

definitive, the requirements for each site will be 

individually assessed, taking into account cumulative 

impacts’

An addition at the end of 2)

‘...to reflect infrastructure delivery,’ or planning 

permission will be refused’.

Reason

In the past there have been major development 

with little associated infrastructure improvements. 

This applies both to the transport infrastructure and 

facilities such as schools and medical facilities. It is 

important that this does not occur in future, 

especially with some of the large developments now 

proposed. It is also important that requirements 

such as new schools are provided within the 

development sites, rather than further eroding the 

Green Belt

An addition to 5)

‘....latest Infrastructure Delivery Plan. As this list is 

not definitive, the requirements for each site will be 

individually assessed, taking into account cumulative 

impacts’

No Yes The issue of 

infrastructure is 

important in view of the 

backlog of providing 

many essential services 

in recent years.

The availability of 

services is essential both 

for occupiers of new 

development and the 

quality of life for existing 

residents. 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0081.4

Email Mr Andrew Taylor RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

81

Sussex and 

Surrey 

Police

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

20

Joint 

Commercia

l Planning 

Manager

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Pg 152 INF1 Surrey Police welcome the reference to “emergency 

services facilities such as fire stations” within Policy 

INF1. .

Improving health, education, life-long learning and well-

being of all sectors of the community will not be 

achieved if that same community us not safe, secure 

and does not have adequate access all members of the 

emergency services.

In this respect, the Council’s attention is drawn to the 

fact that there is a significant body of Secretary of State 

and Planning Inspectorate decisions supporting the 

principle of developer contributions towards policing to 

mitigate against housing growth. These decisions can be 

summarised in Appendix 1.

Nationally, the Force ensure we take regular legal 

advice and guidance from industry professionals on the 

applicability of NPPF tests relating to the application of 

Regulation 122 on our funding requests for S106 

agreements and Infrastructure Delivery Plans. This 

included advice as to what is infrastructure which can 

be summarised as follows:

narrowly defined term. Section 216 of the Planning Act 

2008 provides a list of “infrastructure” but is clear that 

that list is non-exhaustive. 

To ensure consistency with paragraph 69 of the 

NPPF Surrey Police would also request reference to 

‘police infrastructure within this paragraph

The definition of policing infrastructure is however 

far more broad than ‘police stations’ and 

encapsulates a wide variety of infrastructure 

necessary for policing. For this reason, Surrey Police 

request ‘fire station’ is replaced with ‘fire & police 

infrastructure’.

Yes 

That fact is demonstrated by the use of the word 

“includes” prior to the list being set out.

contributions towards Police infrastructure can be 

within the definition of infrastructure for the purposes 

of the 2008 Act. In policy terms this is reinforced by the 

reference to security infrastructure in paragraph 156 of 

the National Planning Policy Framework.

include equipment such as vehicles, communications 

technology, and surveillance infrastructure such as 

CCTV.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1499/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0081.5

Email Mr Andrew Taylor RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

81

Sussex and 

Surrey 

Police

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

20

Joint 

Commercia

l Planning 

Manager

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A INF1 Assessing the impact of housing growth in Reigate & 

Banstead on policing capacity and police infrastructure

The Reigate & Banstead Development Plan (Regulation 

19) makes provision for at least 6,900 homes in Reigate 

& Banstead between 2012 and 2027 (an average of 460 

homes a year). The housing monitoring report (2017) 

indicated that 2,417 net dwellings have completed 

within the borough since 2012 leaving a residual 

requirement of 4,483 dwellings over the plan period. 

The 2012 housing report also indicated that 455 homes 

were delivered over the 2011-2012 monitoring period.

The estimated number of homes in Reigate & Banstead 

would therefore be approximately 58,272 households 

((55,400 (2011 census) + 2,417 + 455).

Surrey Police records indicate that there were a total of 

23,954 incidents recorded between the beginning of 

April 2016 and the end of March 2017. Of these 

incidents there were 8,354 recorded crimes which is 

only 31% of all recorded incidents. This results in 

approximately 0.41 incidents per household in the 

Borough that require a police response in Reigate & 

Banstead over the past year. The growth outlined in the 

emerging local plan would result in an additional 1,838 

incidents each year to be investigated (once full 

occupation is achieved). 

Yes 

The number of recorded incidents would rise by 

approximately 184 incidents per year.

These incidents range widely in complexity because of 

the statutory duties placed on the police force to 

respond to vulnerable persons. Surrey Police deliver 

crime prevention and presence, attendance and service 

lead at emergencies (e.g. traffic accidents, flooding 

counter terrorism and community reassurance. We 

must also attend all incidents involving deaths, attend 

crown and events policing, attend and input to 

community safety and crime partnerships, and provide 

referral responses when there are expressed concerns 

about the safety of children, the elderly and those with 

special needs. Common day-to-day incidents involve the 

detection and apprehension of intoxicated drivers, 

burglaries, various types of assault or domestic 

incidents and many more incidents which require police 

attention.

The emerging Local Plan proposes a significant increase 

to the housing stock of Reigate & Banstead. This will be 

achieved through developing a range of strategic green 

and brownfield sites. There is relatively little demand 

for emergency services from what are, in many cases, 

open fields or brownfield sites. Following 

redevelopment of these sites for housing and other

5 of 8

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1499/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


uses, Surrey Police will have permanent, on-going 

demands placed upon our service. Ensuring Surrey 

Police are supported with the appropriate capital 

infrastructure to police these new developments is an 

essential planning policy consideration to be addressed 

in the emerging Local Plan and the subsequent 

Community Infrastructure Levy.

These additional crime, anti-social behaviour incidents 

and public safety/welfare incidents will translate into 

the following day-to-day impacts upon Surrey Police:

control centre;

public contact each year;

areas of new development each year;

contact each year;

investment in new vehicles and other modes of 

transport for police officers;

enabled or fixed site);

significant start-up costs through equipment and start-

up training costs;

policing functions;

The Council can be assured that the provision of new 

infrastructure to support the emergency facilities is 

supported by judgements from the High Court and 

appeal decisions made by the Secretary of State and 

Planning Inspectors. The following section outlines 

some of the key High Court rulings which set the legal 

principle of contributions towards policing.

High Court and appeal decisions in favour of developer 

contributions towards policing

The principle of developer contributions towards 

policing has been tested in two notable High Court 

challenges (Appendix 2 & 3). There are also numerous 

appeal decisions in favour of developer contributions 

included the recent positive Secretary of State decision 

(Appendix 4) in favour of our partner force, Sussex 

Police.

The principle of developer contributions towards police 

infrastructure (and the definition of infrastructure) to 

support development growth was recently upheld by 

the High Court (22/11/16), in the case of Jelson Limited 

vs Secretary of State for Communities and Local 

Government and Hinkley and Bosworth Borough 

Council [2016] EWHC 2979 (Admin). As copy of this 

judgement is attached as Appendix 2. This High Court 

judgement included the following items as capital 

infrastructure considered necessary to support policing 

and confirming all items of infrastructure were fully 

compliant with CIL 

Regulation 122:

equipment, uniforms, bespoke one-off training)

national database

station

Jelson Limited’s argument against the police 

contribution are contained in paragraphs 73-76 of the 

enclosed High Court judgement. In summary, Jelson 

Limited argued the following:

rate of crime in a police area, and hence the demands 

placed upon resources, declined.

evidence submitted by Leicestershire Police. Has the 

Inspector done so, she would have rejected 

Leicestershire Police’s Section 106 contribution request.

Mr Justice Green wholly rejected Jelson’s case, as 

detailed in paragraphs 77 -81 of the judgement. In 

summary, Mr Justice Green stated:

6 of 8



did establish that the proposed development would 

have direct, additional and permanent demands upon 

policing services of all kinds.

to undertake a more detailed analysis of the 

submissions from Leicestershire Police than she had 

done.

with the continuous requested properly allocated to 

specific projects.

and evidenced the impact caused by the development 

and why the infrastructure types (and contributions) 

identified would mitigate this.

no other reasonable choice but to award the requested 

Section 106 contributions to Leicestershire Police.

The case for developer contributions towards policing 

was tested prior to the Jelson case in The Police and 

Crime Commissioner for Leicestershire) vs Blaby Council 

and Hallam Land (and other developers). Mr Justice 

Foskett made some obliter observations in the case that 

are relevant and applicable to the principle of 

contributions towards policing infrastructure:

61. I do not, with respect, agree that the challenge 

mounted by the Claimant in this case can be 

characterised as a quibble about a minor factor. 

Those who, in due course, purchase properties on this 

development, who bring up children there and who 

wish to go about their daily life in a safe environment, 

will want to know that the police service can operate 

efficiently and effectively in the area. That would plainly 

be the “consumer view” of the issue. The providers of 

the service (namely, the Claimant) have statutory 

responsibilities to carry out and, as the witness state of 

the Chief Constable makes clear, that itself can be a 

difficult objective to achieve in these financially difficult 

time. Although the sums at stake for the police 

contributions will be small in comparison to the huge 

sums that will be required to complete the 

development, the sums are large from the point of view 

of the police.

62. I am incline to the view that if a survey of local 

opinion were taken, concerns would be expressed if it 

were thought that the developers were not going to 

provide the police with a sufficient contribution to its 

funding requirements to meet the demands of policing 

the new area: lawlessness in one area can have effects 

in another nearby area.

Sussex and Surrey Police have adopted the same 

methodology considered in these High Court decisions 

which uses a detailed assessment of existing resources 

to determine our predicted infrastructure 

requirements. 

These judgments confirm the reasonableness of Surrey 

Police seeking infrastructure contributions from new 

major developments to mitigate the negative impacts 

they cause. This view has been supported by the 

Secretary of State and Planning Inspectorate on 

numerous occasions which are included as Appendix 1.

Surrey Police would also like to draw the Councils 

attention in particular to the following comments of the 

Inspector in the Land at Melton Road Appeal 

(APP/X2410/A/12/2173673) as they are particularly 

resonant:

‘It seems to me that the introduction of additional 

population and property to an area must have an 

impact on policing, in the same way as it must on 

education and library services, for example. Moreover, 

it also seems to me that the twelfth core planning 

principle of the Framework, that planning should… 

“take account of and support local strategies to improve 

health,. Social and cultural wellbeing for all, and deliver 

sufficient community and cultural facilities and services 

to meet local needs”, can only be served if policing is 

adequate to the additional burdens imposed upon it on 

the same way as any other public service.

The logic of this is inescapable. Section 8 of the 

Framework concerns the promotion of 



healthy communities and planning decision, according 

to paragraph 69 should aim to achieve places which 

promote, inter alia, “safe and accessible environmental 

where crime and disorder, and the fear of crime, do not 

undermine quality of life or community cohesion.”

Adequate policing is so fundamental to the concept of 

sustainable communities that I can see no reason, in 

principle, why it should be excluded for the purview of 

S106 financial contributions, subject to the relevant 

tests applicable to other public services. There is no 

reason, it seems to me why police equipment and other 

items of capital expenditure necessitated by additional 

development should not be funded, alongside, for 

example additional classrooms and stock and 

equipment for libraries”.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0097.6

Email Mrs Ann Ward RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

97

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A INF1 Finally, I am very worried that with the houses currently 

being built and those immediately planned,  whilst 

primary schools seem to be on the radar, I haven't 

heard about secondary schools. Doctors/dentist 

surgeries and East Surrey Hospital must already be 

running at full capacity. Our infra structure is under 

strain now. I am not opposed to a school or health 

centre being built on the building footprint of copyhold 

only, although the reasons outlined above still apply

Secondary school provision requires consideration. 

Consideration of infrastructure generally. 

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0054.1

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

54

Education 

and Skills 

Funding 

Agency

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

04

N/A Mr Douglas McNab Education 

and Skills 

Funding 

Agency

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0029

Departmen

t for 

Education

Yes INF1 1. The Education and Skills Funding Agency (ESFA) 

welcomes the opportunity to contribute to the 

development of planning policy at the local level.   

2. The ESFA launched on 1st April 2017, bringing 

together the existing responsibilities of the Education 

Funding Agency (EFA) and the Skills Funding Agency 

(SFA) to create a single funding agency accountable for 

funding education and training for children, young 

people and adults. The ESFA are accountable for £61 

billion of funding a year for the education and training 

sector, including support for all state-provided 

education for 8 million children aged 3 to 16, and 1.6 

million young people aged 16 to 19. 

3. Under the provisions of the Education Act 2011 and 

the Academies Act 2010, all new state schools are now 

academies/free schools and the ESFA is the delivery 

body for many of these, rather than local education 

authorities. As such, we aim to work closely with local 

authority education departments and planning 

authorities to meet the demand for new school places 

and new schools. We do this through a variety of 

means, including by supporting the adoption of sound 

local plan policies, site allocations and guidance (all 

based on robust evidence) that facilitate the delivery of 

education infrastructure where and when it is 

No

needed and maximise developer contributions for 

schools. In this capacity, we would like to offer the 

following comments in response to the proposals 

outlined in the above consultation document.



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0054.2

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

54

Education 

and Skills 

Funding 

Agency

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

04

N/A Mr Douglas McNab Education 

and Skills 

Funding 

Agency

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0029

Departmen

t for 

Education

Yes INF1 Yes 5. The ESFA generally considers the plan to be sound in 

respect of planning for the provision of education 

infrastructure.

6. The Infrastructure Delivery Plan and education needs 

evidence paper set out a very clear explanation of the 

approach and assumptions used to project the need for 

school places over the plan period. The ESFA considers 

this education evidence base to represent an example 

of good practice that clearly demonstrates the plan has 

been ‘positively prepared’ to meet education 

infrastructure needs and that the approach to school 

planning is ‘justified’ based on appropriate evidence. 

The explanation within the IDP of the use of planning 

obligations and CIL for education infrastructure is also 

supported; this provides important clarity to developers 

and other stakeholders.

7. The ESFA supports the Council’s allocation and 

safeguarding of land for a 2FE primary school as part of 

site allocation policy ERM2/3: Land west of Copyhold 

Works and former Copyhold Works, including the 

flexibility built into the site allocation to allow a review 

of the need for the school at the time of the planning 

application. The IDP makes clear that no other site 

allocations for schools are required at this time as 

projected demand can 

No

be met through expansions of existing schools and the 

planned provision of a new 6FE secondary school, the 

Harris Academy, just outside the borough (in the 

London Borough of Sutton).

8. We note that the former site allocation (RED7) has 

been removed from the Reg 19 version of the 

document.  The stated reason (in the summary of 

changes from Reg 18 to Reg 19) is that the site is being 

formally progressed as a school, due to open in 2018.  

We can confirm that the ESFA is progressing this project 

with the view to opening the school in temporary 

accommodation on the site in 2018, via the use of 

Permitted Development Rights (Class C).  Further 

permissions will be sought to secure the permanent use 

of the site as a school in due course.

9. The ESFA supports Policy INF1, including the 

emphasis on timely provision of infrastructure, the 

potential need for development to be phased in 

accordance with delivery of key supporting 

infrastructure, the use of developer contributions and 

the signposting of the latest IDP as the key source for 

up to date information on infrastructure requirements.

10. The ESFA submitted a detailed application for CIL 

funding for school projects to Reigate & Banstead in 

Feb 2017. Whilst the bid was not successful, please alert 

us to any future opportunities to seek allocation of CIL 

or s106 developer contributions.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0125.23

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

25

Kingswood 

Residents 

Association

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

62

N/A Mr Barry Miles Kingswood 

Residents 

Association

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0054

INF1 Yes Both yes 

and no

Yes We strongly support the need for the timely provision 

of infrastructure. However, we are of the view that the 

policy needs to be more robust. If the necessary 

infrastructure is not scheduled to be provided by the 

time a development is completed then the start of the 

development should be delayed and this should be a 

condition of any approval. In addition if the necessary 

infrastructure is not to be provided then approval for 

the development should be denied.

For many years the provision of infrastructure has fallen 

behind acknowledged need. There are many examples 

of cumulative development where whole areas have 

been redeveloped, changing from houses in generous 

plots into high density flatted accommodation with no 

additional infrastructure provision. Not only is this bad 

for new residents but it also impacts adversely on long 

term residents who often struggle to access essential 

services.

For the more significant sites we strongly support the 

use of planning briefs as a way of ensuring that 

infrastructure requirements and other issues are 

addressed at the outset. 

Para 2 Amend paragraph to read

2a Where infrastructure critical to support a 

development cannot be provided when the Council 

considers it is needed, planning permission will 

normally be refused.

2b Where infrastructure is agreed but cannot be 

provided in full by the planned completion date of a 

development it may be possible to agree a phased 

approach, or require the start date or occupation 

date of a development to be delayed.  

Reason

Historically there has been significant development 

with very little provision of infrastructure. Clearly 

this is most visible with major developments but it is 

also the case with smaller piecemeal developments 

where the cumulative effect of development makes 

infrastructure demands that are not met. This 

applies to the full range of infrastructure needs 

including roads, transport, medical and educational 

needs.

Annex 6 

No No



While Annex 6 is a useful document it does not 

necessarily service the infrastructure needs of 

proposed new development. It would seem both 

sensible and reasonable if all development 

proposals contained a specific Infrastructure Needs 

Assessment showing what infrastructure demands 

would be made by the new development and how 

they would be met.  

Reason

There is a need to assess the specific infrastructure 

needs of all new development and how such needs 

will be met. We see this as a stand alone plan with 

supporting evidence 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0128.2

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

28

Norwood 

Hill 

Residents

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

49

N/A Mr Chris Lowe Norwood 

Hill 

Residents

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0065

Acting 

Chairman

INF1 We note that the infrastructure in this area is already 

inadequate for present transport needs.

1) the Southern railway line is restricted in scope, is 

already straining at the limits, and cannot be physically 

increased in capacity.

2) the roads at rush hour are heavily congested, 

whether on the A25, A217, A23, M23 or M25.

Any major incident on the M25 or M23 immediately 

causes a degree of gridlock over a wide area.

There is a low level of unemployment in the area so 

more housing is likely to increase commuter traffic to 

London, with repercussions on the already overloaded 

transport system.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0354

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Simon Hogg RBBC\Repr

esentor\03

54

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A HORLEY INF1 Yes No Don't 

Know

Essentially, all the development in Horley has lacked 

any significant and useful investment in its 

infrastructure. I see one new school, but no 4G football 

pitches for the young, an update to the local park that is 

poorly thought through given there are few all weather 

surfaces for the play areas. Even a few pull up bars and 

callisthenics structures would be better than nothing. 

With all the land sold off to developers it's amazing we 

haven't got more for our money. All weather pitches, 

skate parks and a community hall seem to be standard 

at two developments I have seen recently, one in 

Bolnore and one in tiny Tadworth. Also we have a 

lovely river running through the acres...why haven't we 

made the developers improve the paths by the river, 

widening them, adding seating, maybe even adding a 

facility that could offer coffee and refreshments in the 

Summer. A huge amount of common land near the 

river on the Acres site which floods in Winter could be 

cut back and maintained so in the Summer there are 

pleasant places without dog excrement for families to 

sit and enjoy the countryside or play games. Basically, 

bit more imagination is required. Just go to France to 

villages smaller than Horley and look at the facilities 

they have 

Essentially, all the development in Horley has lacked 

any significant and useful investment in its 

infrastructure. I see one new school, but no 4G 

football pitches for the young, an update to the local 

park that is poorly thought through given there are 

few all weather surfaces for the play areas. Even a 

few pull up bars and callisthenics structures would 

be better than nothing. With all the land sold off to 

developers it's amazing we haven't got more for our 

money. All weather pitches, skate parks and a 

community hall seem to be standard at two 

developments I have seen recently, one in Bolnore 

and one in tiny Tadworth. Also we have a lovely 

river running through the acres...why haven't we 

made the developers improve the paths by the river, 

widening them, adding seating, maybe even adding 

a facility that could offer coffee and refreshments in 

the Summer. A huge amount of common land near 

the river on the Acres site which floods in Winter 

could be cut back and maintained so in the Summer 

there are pleasant places without dog excrement for 

families to sit and enjoy the countryside or play 

games. Basically, bit more imagination is required. 

Just go to 

No No I'm happy to come along 

and hear your 

explanation for the lack 

of infrastructure 

planning in this area 

when so much council 

land has been sold and 

revenues generated for 

council use.

there. The secondary school has barely changed in 25 

years!!! The problem is a reliance on private enterprise 

rather than a focus on community. I believe the Tories 

have run this area for over 100 years...need I say more!! 

If only we had the same people Reigate has and Horley 

may not be treated like excrement on the bottom of 

someone's shoe.    

France to villages smaller than Horley and look at 

the facilities they have there. The secondary school 

has barely changed in 25 years!!! The problem is a 

reliance on private enterprise rather than a focus on 

community. I believe the Tories have run this area 

for over 100 years...need I say more!! If only we had 

the same people Reigate has and Horley may not be 

treated like excrement on the bottom of someone's 

shoe.    



RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0492

Survey 

Monkey

Ms Gemma Richardson RBBC\Repr

esentor\04

92

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A INF1 Don't 

Know

No Don't 

Know

The plan is completely devoid of any useful detail on 

how it will achieve its objectives.

I expect consideration on the impact on school 

places, the local hospital, doctors and the road 

infrastructure in order for this plan to be sound.  1. 

Schools in Reigate are currently at capacity and it is 

not clear in the plan if new schools will be built to 

accommodate the increased population.  2. There is 

no doctor surgery servicing the Woodhatch 

community and no detail on how this will be 

addressed in the current or future state.  3. The 

YMCA in Slipshatch Road is included in the land 

allocation with no detail whether this will remain/be 

developed or be removed for more housing.  4. 

There is no detail on how East Surrey Hospital will 

be funded to cope with the increased population.  5. 

The plan talks about encouraging alternative 

transportation but to think that people will not use 

their cars is naive. There is no detail on how the 

road system around Reigate will be developed to 

meet the increased demand.    

No Yes Local residents need far 

more specific 

information than is 

being put forward in the 

written plans. The 

council should ensure 

that residents are 

represented at ever 

stage of the process and 

not seek to exclude any 

particular group.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0546.34

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Ian Stronge RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

46

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   INF1 No INF1 Infrastructure – This policy is not yet sound.

No solutions are proposed for the parking problems 

that beset so many residents and

commuters. And, without some strategy for solving 

traffic queues, this policy is unsound

regarding pollution, equality of access, and wellbeing. 

For example, where are the Transport As

A Service (TAAS) proposals that would enable people 

conveniently to do without their cars?

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0109.1

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

09

Thames 

Water

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

15

N/A Mr David Wilson Thames 

Water 

Utilities Ltd

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0096

Yes INF1 No We support Policy INF1 as it is in line with our previous 

representations as it also specifically refers to water 

supply and waste water infrastructure. However, we 

consider additional supporting text would be helpful. A 

key sustainability objective for the preparation of the 

new Local Plan should be for development to be co-

ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to 

take into account the capacity of existing water and 

wastewater infrastructure. The National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF) includes specific guidance on water 

and sewerage infrastructure. Paragraph 156 of the 

NPPF states: “Local planning authorities should set out 

strategic policies for the area in the Local Plan. This 

should include strategic policies to deliver:……the 

provision of infrastructure for water supply and 

wastewater….” Paragraph 162 of the NPPF relates to 

infrastructure and states: “Local planning authorities 

should work with other authorities to: assess the quality 

and capacity of infrastructure for water supply and 

wastewater and its treatment…..take account of the 

need for strategic infrastructure including nationally 

significant infrastructure within their areas.” The web 

based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) 

published in March 2014 includes a section on ‘water 

supply, wastewater and water quality’ and sets out that 

Thames Water request that the following additional 

supporting text is included in the Development 

Management Plan: “The Council will seek to ensure 

that there is adequate water supply, surface water, 

foul drainage and waste water treatment capacity to 

serve all new developments. The development or 

expansion of water supply or waste water treatment 

facilities will normally be supported, either where 

needed to serve existing or proposed new 

development, or in the interests of long term water 

supply and waste water management, provided that 

the need for such facilities outweighs any adverse 

land use or environmental impact that any such 

adverse impact is minimised.”

Yes No

Local Plans should be the focus for ensuring that 

investment plans of water and sewerage/wastewater 

companies align with development needs. The 

introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate 

water and wastewater infrastructure is needed to 

support sustainable development” (Paragraph: 001, 

Reference ID: 34-001-20140306). We therefore support 

the Development Management Plan where it requires 

the timely provision of infrastructure/phasing of 

development and we also support the specific 

reference to water supply and waste-water treatment 

infrastructure at paragraph 4.9.6. However, the 

Development Management Plan should also facilitate 

the implementation of such water supply/waste water 

infrastructure to avoid undue delay.

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4503/rbbc_representor_0109


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0648

Email Mr & Mrs Graham 

and Meryl

Saxby RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

48

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A INF1 Housing and jobs for local people are necessities but 

there seems to be huge numbers of houses being built 

in this area, which is out of proportion to the 

population of the borough of Reigate and Banstead. Are 

these properties for local residents or are they for other 

boroughs that have not met targets and the overspill of 

Londoners who can no longer afford to live in London? 

Reigate and Banstead has restricted infrastructure and 

services and will not be able to cope with increased 

numbers of people and traffic. This will increase 

pollution in an area already sandwiched between the 

M25, M23 and Gatwick airport.

We are concerned that there is an assumption that such 

housing developments will bring long-term jobs and 

wealth to the area. If as likely the proposed housing is 

to fulfil other boroughs/London’s housing demand, in 

all likelihood future residents will be commuters into 

London therefore contributing little to the local 

economy. Research shows retail is becoming heavily 

internet based so the borough won’t necessarily 

benefit. Reigate Garden Centre is a prime example, 

closing in the autumn due to falling revenue caused by 

internet shopping.

Surely the Government should be doing more to 

encourage house building and businesses in other areas 

of the UK, building houses on brownfield sites freed up 

by reduced industry.

It is vital for the emotional well being of local people 

that the green belt is maintained and brownfield sites 

are used. 

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0015.2

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

15

Transport 

for London

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

02

N/A Mr Richard Carr Transport 

for London

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0101

Principal 

Planner 

(Borough 

Planning)

INF1 A number of TfL bus services run into Reigate and 

Banstead including S1, 80, 166 and 405. As such, TfL in 

principle welcomes policy support for seeking 

developer funding for bus service improvements, 

including extra capacity if required and sustainable in 

the long run as well as towards new and improved bus 

infrastructure (bus stops, bus stands, interchanges and 

garages). This would be particularly relevant in serving 

identified growth areas and/or larger individual 

developments, mitigating the impacts of additional 

demand for bus journeys on existing routes or new 

ones. TfL also welcomes policy support for 

developments to mitigate their impacts on the road 

network, particularly in order to maintain and 

preferably improve bus journey times. This could 

include funding and/or providing bus priority measures. 

It may also include junction improvements on 

important cross boundary routes.

Yes

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0146.31

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

46

Tadworth 

and 

Walton RA

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

19

N/A Mrs Gillian Hein TWRA RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0102

Vice 

Chairman

Yes INF1 Yes Yes/No Yes We support this policy but suggest a couple of 

amendments.

An addition at the end of 2): ‘...to reflect 

infrastructure delivery, or planning permission will 

be refused.’

Reason

In the past there have been major developments 

with little associated infrastructure improvements. 

This applies both to the transport infrastructure and 

facilities such as schools and medical facilities. It is 

important that this does not occur in future, 

especially with some of the large developments now 

proposed. It is also important that requirements 

such as new schools are provided within the 

development sites, rather than further eroding the 

Green Belt.

An addition to 5)

‘...latest infrastructure Delivery Plan. As this list is 

not definitive, the requirements for each site will be 

individually assessed, taking into account cumulative 

impacts.’

Reason

It is misleading to infer that the Annex 6 is a 

comprehensive list of infrastructure requirements.

No Yes The issue of 

infrastructure is 

important in view of the 

backlog of providing 

many essential services 

in recent years. The 

availability of services is 

essential both for 

occupiers of new 

development and the 

quality of life for existing 

residents. 

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4528/rbbc_representor_0015


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0144.7

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

44

Taylor 

Wimpey

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

17

N/A Mrs Suzanne Holloway Vail 

Williams

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0108

Associate Yes INF1 Yes Yes Yes Policy INF1: Infrastructure is a comprehensive policy 

outlining the aims of the Council to ensure that 

adequate infrastructure is secured and put in place with 

each new development that is granted planning 

permission. 

However, as recognised by R&B in para 4.8.58 the 

timing of delivery may possibly continue beyond the 

plan period and therefore delivery of key infrastructure 

at the appropriate time should be integrated in any SPD 

or planning permission.

Yes Yes Taylor Wimpey are part 

owners of the Land to 

the West of Balcombe 

Road which is 

designated to become 

the Horley Strategic 

Business Park under 

policy HOR9. They, 

therefore, wish to be 

involved in the oral part 

of the examination as 

they wish to have input 

into the future plans for 

their site.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

1071.4

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

45

Surrey 

County 

Council 

(Property 

Services) 

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

24

N/A Mrs Suzanne Holloway Vail 

Williams

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0108

Associate Yes INF1 Yes Yes Yes Policy INF1: Infrastructure, is a comprehensive policy 

outlining the aims of the Council to ensure that 

adequate infrastructure is secured and put in place with 

each new development that is granted planning 

permission.

However, as recognised by RBBC in para 4.8.58 the 

timing of delivery may possibly continue beyond the 

plan period and therefore delivery of key infrastructure 

at the appropriate time should be integrated in any SPD 

or planning permission.

No Yes Surrey County Council 

are part owners of the 

Land to the West of 

Balcombe Road which is 

designated to become 

the Horley Strategic 

Business Park under 

policy HOR9, and 

therefore would like to 

play an active role in the 

future of this site and 

wish to be involved and 

participate in the oral 

part of the examination.

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0190

Email Mr David Bathgate RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

90

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A INF1, 

Banstead

The area does not have the infrastructure to support 

such a large re-development i.e. schools and doctors 

surgeries are already oversubscribed and will not be 

able to handle the significant increase in population in 

the area. The amount of traffic and parking are already 

issues. 

I fear that Banstead Village will lose it's identity as a 

small friendly village. 

Finally I understand that some residents, who are likely 

to be affected, have not been made aware of the 

proposed development and I feel that this is trying to 

be pushed through without proper consultation with 

the residents.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0113.33

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

13

Banstead & 

District 

Federation 

of 

Residents' 

Association

s

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

04

N/A Mrs Catalina Vassallo-

Bonner

Banstead & 

District 

Federation 

of 

Residents' 

Association

s

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0004

Chairman INF2 Yes Both yes 

and no

Yes We support this policy but consider that 3 months is 

insufficient time for marketing

1)a ‘Reasonable attempts have been made, without 

success, for at least 12 months to let or sell...’

Reason

Although the policy states at least 6 months, this is 

likely to be taken as the maximum. We consider that 

6 months is too short and the policy should be for at 

least 12 months. With the continuing loss of 

community facilities due in part to high land values, 

it is important that the site is marketed at an 

appropriate value for a longer period.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0117.19

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

17

Banstead 

Village 

Residents' 

Association

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

99

N/A Mrs Catalina Vassallo-

Bonner

Banstead 

Village 

Residents' 

Association

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0008

Secretary INF2 Yes Both yes 

and no

Yes We support this policy but consider that 3 months is 

insufficient time for marketing

1)a ‘Reasonable attempts have been made, without 

success, for at least 12 months to let or sell...’

Reason

Although the policy states at least 6 months, this is 

likely to be taken as the maximum. We consider that 

6 months is too short and the policy should be for at 

least 12 months. With the continuing loss of 

community facilities due in part to high land values, 

it is important that the site is marketed at an 

appropriate value for a longer period.

Yes

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1490/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information
http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/file/4470/rbbc_representor_0117


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0081.6

Email Mr Andrew Taylor RBBC\Repr

esentor\00

81

Sussex and 

Surrey 

Police

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

20

Joint 

Commercia

l Planning 

Manager

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A INF2 Redhill, Reigate & Horley have an active night time 

economy which provides a range of cultural, social and 

entertainment facilities for both day and evening use to 

serve the people living in the surrounding area. Surrey 

Police recognises the importance and economic 

benefits of expanding the evening/night time-time 

economy. Ensuring the night time economy is well 

managed and controlled through effective planning is 

an essential to ensure crime and incidents of anti-social 

behaviour are minimised.

 Surrey Police recommend that the evening/night-

time economy should be subject to a new specific 

planning policy with the Local Plan. In order to be 

constructive, we have set out below our suggested 

wording for a policy that would resolve our concerns 

and ensure the Local Plan is sound in relation to 

planning for this type of development:

‘Policy ?? – The Evening and Night-time Economy

The Council will welcome development that create 

safe, balanced and socially responsible evening and 

night time leisure in the Borough. An enriched mix 

of uses will be encouraged to achieve this including 

late-night shopping, cultural and theatrical activities, 

cafes, restaurants, pubs and bars.

Developments linked to the evening and night-time 

economy will be required to implement safeguards 

by contributing towards public realm, public 

transport and other infrastructure improvements to 

deliver a sense of well being, safe and security. This 

will involve ensuring activity is facilitated during the 

daytime to avoid the clustering of ‘dead’ frontages.

Working in partnership with the Council and 

Yes 

other stakeholders, owners and operators of 

evening and night-time economy related 

development will be expected to take part in active 

management measures to help the public and 

support the emergency services.

If the above is achieved no development on its own, 

or cumulatively with other uses, will create an 

unacceptable impact on neighbouring uses, 

residents or the surrounding area by reason of noise 

and pollution, light pollution, anti-social behaviour, 

crime, disturbance or traffic. In necessary planning 

conditions and legal agreement will be implemented 

to ensure this.’

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0653.19

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

53

East Surrey 

Green 

Party

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

13

Member Mr Jonathan Essex East Surrey 

Green 

Party

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0024

Member INF2 The explanation should be widened to broaden the 

definition of types of community use.

The explanation should be widened to broaden the 

definition of types of community use.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0653.19

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\06

53

East Surrey 

Green 

Party

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

13

Member Mr Jonathan Essex East Surrey 

Green 

Party

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0024

Member INF2 The explanation should be widened to broaden the 

definition of types of community use.

The explanation should be widened to broaden the 

definition of types of community use.

No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0125.24

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

25

Kingswood 

Residents 

Association

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

62

N/A Mr Barry Miles Kingswood 

Residents 

Association

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0054

INF2 Yes Both yes 

and no

Yes We are of the view that 6 months is to short a period 

for marketing and that the period should be increased 

to 12 months. We have also made this comment in 

respect of Annex 3.

We consider community facilities to be very important 

for the community. Therefore any marketing exercise 

should be managed actively and transparently so that if 

a new community user/users is not forthcoming then 

the evidence to support that situation is soundly based. 

We would propose that Para 1a be amended to 

read: 

Reasonable and demonstrable attempts have been 

made without success for at least 12 months to 

actively market the premises for let or sale for its 

existing community use or for another community 

facility that meets the needs of the community (see 

Annex3 for details on what will be required to 

demonstrate this); or 

Reason

Community facilities are very important and any loss 

of such facilities is likely to be permanent due to the 

high cost of land. It is therefore vital that prior to 

considering a change of use the property should 

have been marketed actively and all reasonable 

options considered including (where appropriate) 

sharing between different users etc. While Annex 3 

talks of a period of 6 months for marketing we take 

the view that this should be 12 months especially 

considering the possibility of economic uncertainty. 

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0546.35

Survey 

Monkey

Mr Ian Stronge RBBC\Repr

esentor\05

46

N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A Yes   INF2 No INF2 Community Facilities – This policy is not yet sound.

Please add “The Council will keep an up-to-date 

Register of Community Facilities (current

and requested), to help owners and developers 

understand and respond to current local needs.”

INF2 Community Facilities – This policy is not yet 

sound.

Please add “The Council will keep an up-to-date 

Register of Community Facilities (current

and requested), to help owners and developers 

understand and respond to current local needs.”

No

http://www.reigate-banstead.gov.uk/downloads/download/1499/dmp_regulation_19_representations_additional_information


RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0146.32

Email N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

46

Tadworth 

and 

Walton RA

RBBC\Orga

nisation\00

19

N/A Mrs Gillian Hein TWRA RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0102

Vice 

Chairman

Yes INF2 Yes Yes/No Yes We support this policy but consider that 6 months is 

insufficient time for marketing

1)a   ‘Reasonable attempts have been made , 

without success, for at least 12 months to let or 

sell...’

Reason

Although the policy states at least 6 months, this is 

likely to be taken as the maximum. We consider that 

6 months is too short and the policy should be for at 

least 12 months. With the continuing loss of 

community facilities due in part to high land values, 

it is important that the site is marketed at an 

appropriate value for a longer period.

No No

RBBC\Repr

esentation\

0141.2

Email/Surv

ey Monkey

N/A N/A N/A RBBC\Repr

esentor\01

41

Arun 

Business 

Consortiu

m

RBBC\Orga

nisation\01

07

N/A Mr Huw James ECE 

planning 

RBBC\Agen

tOrganisati

on\0027

Director Yes   INF2, 

EMP1

Don't know Don't know Don't know Same as above No No


