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Matters Statement 
 

Our ref     13295/02 

Date     October 2018 

On behalf of  Berkeley Strategic Land Limited  

 

Matter 9:  Potential Development Sites 

ISSUE: Whether the proposed site allocations are justified, effective 
and consistent with national policy in the NPPF. 

In responding to the questions on site allocations the Council should 
identify and address specific key concerns raised in representations 
e.g. in terms of adverse impacts, delivery etc 

9a) Sustainable Urban Extensions 

In respect to the following sites: 

• Policy ERM1 Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill 

• Policy ERM2/3 Land west of Copyhold Works and former Copyhold Works 

• Policy ERM4a 164 Bletchingley Road, Merstham 

• Policy ERM4b Land south of Bletchingly Road, Merstham 

• Policy ERM5 Oakley Farm, off Bletchingly Road, Merstham 

• Policy SSW2 Land at Shawcross Lane, South Park, Reigate 

• Policy SSW6 Land west of Castle Drive 

• Policy SSW7 Hartswood Nursery 

• Policy SSW9 Land at Dover’s Farm, Woodhatch , Reigate 

• Policy NWH1 Land at Meath Green Lane, Horley 

• Policy NWH2 Land at Bonehurst Road, Horley 

• Policy SEH4 Land off The Close and Haroldsea Drive, Horley 

1. Are the reasons for selecting the sites soundly based? Is there evidence that the 

development of each allocation is suitable, available, sustainable, viable and 

deliverable? 

1.1 The HELAA (May 2018) sets out the below regarding the deliverability of ERM1 Land at 

Hillsbrow (HELAA Ref: RE22).  

1.2 Suitable: The site is considered suitable for housing development, see mitigation for identified 

constraints (none of which are showstoppers) at Q9.4.  

1.3 Available: The site has been actively promoted for housing development by Berkeley Strategic 

Land Ltd (“Berkeley”) which has an option agreement on the site. Berkeley has indicated that 
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the site could be made available for development within 12 months. Berkeley confirms that this 

is still the case.  

1.4 Sustainable: The HELAA offers no assessment of the site’s sustainability. The site is however a 

highly sustainable option for housing development. It is located on the existing urban edge of 

Redhill and is in close proximity to the east of Redhill town centre and Redhill rail station.  

1.5 Viable: Specific viability work suggests that development would be viable. The residential 

market in the area would most likely be capable of supporting the type and scale of development 

envisaged. The summary HELAA site assessment also concludes that the “site is considered to 

be suitable for housing development and there is a reasonable prospect that development of 

the site would be achievable”.  

1.6 Deliverable: The HELAA concludes that the site is developable. However, on the basis of the 

HELAA’s own evidence the site is suitable, available and achievable, including viable, and 

therefore fulfils the NPPF (2012) footnote 11 definition of a deliverable site within the next five 

years (if it is removed from the Green Belt).  

2. What is the expected timescale and rate of development? Is this realistic? 

1.7 As per our responses to questions in Matter 5, the timescale of development of the site assumed 

by the Council is made unnecessarily long. The Council intends only to release these sites for 

development when there is a shortage of 5YHLS; as such these sites are proposed by the Council 

to be held in abeyance until ‘needed’. Even absent the context we identify in Matter 5 (that the 

sites are needed now), this is not an effective release mechanism for delivery. Sites have 

significant lead-in times prior to the delivery of houses and that must be considered in the 

timing of the release of the SUE sites for development. It cannot be expected that an applicant 

would have an application waiting ready for submission imminently when called upon and thus 

for sufficient development to be achieved in the five-year period to alleviate the gap in supply. 

Furthermore, the Council tends to publish its annual monitoring report part way through the 

monitoring year, this leaves even less time for delivery to meet the five year housing land supply 

gap because several months of the five year period in which it is expected these sites will deliver 

will already have passed without the developer knowing their site is needed in that period.  

1.8 With regards to ERM1 specifically, the timescale assumed by the Council is not realistic because 

the developer will not be able to submit an application and start building in the timeframes the 

Council are assuming for delivery. Table 16 in DMP-001a is clear that Berkeley advised that 

were the five year housing land supply release mechanism to remain, an application could be 

submitted within one year of allocation and that the site could deliver 150 units over 3 years (or 

50 dpa) subsequent to determination of the application. This has not filtered through into the 

Appendix 3 5YHLS Trajectory which assumes ERM1 will deliver 30 homes in 2026/27 – within 

a year of being released, expected in 2025/26 (see para 5.2 of SD45). In reality and on the basis 

of the information Berkeley provided to the Council, an application would be submitted in 

2026/27, with delivery only coming after determination which is highly unlikely to occur within 

the same monitoring year. 

1.9 On the basis that the site is released for development from the Green Belt at the time of the 

adoption of the DMP and a five year housing land supply release mechanism is not used, the 

below is the anticipated timescale for delivery of the site.  

• DMP adopted mid-2019; 

• Submission of an application late 2019; 
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• Start on site late 2020; and  

• 152 units delivered by late 2023 (delivered at c.50 dpa).  

3. What type of uses and scale of development would each site be expected to 

deliver? Are these appropriate and deliverable? 

1.10 Policy ERM1: Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill allocated for: Residential: approximately 100 new 

homes, including 25 units of retirement accommodation for older people and 1 Traveller pitch. 

1.11 As per our response to Q.6a.1, Policy DES4 concerning housing mix is far too prescriptive and 

should include more flexibility to take account of the unique circumstances of individual 

schemes. The same applies to the SUE policies in combination with other policies concerning 

mix and affordable housing. The application of the requirements of all of these policies on the 

SUE sites means that after providing retirement accommodation and affordable housing, a 

prescribed housing mix, the proportion of general sale dwellings is significantly reduced. 

Although Berkeley recognise the role of the site in providing homes for older people, the specific 

requirement for 25 homes should be removed from the SUE policy; this will ensure the policy is 

flexible enough to allow for future discussions with the Council and allow for a mix which 

reflects local need. To ensure that the delivery of all SUEs is viable, the SUE policies must be 

made more flexible and not be so prescriptive to ensure sustainable communities can be created.   

1.12 In addition, it is not necessary to limit the delivery of the site to 100 units, especially in the 

context of the imminent increase in housing need which the authority will be facing (see our 

responses to Matter 5). The rationale for the 100 units comes from the Council’s Urban 

Extensions Technical Report. The study highlights that the “presence of woodland and ancient 

woodland represents a constraint to development and limits the potential developable area 

considerably”. It identifies three development parcels with a combined area of 4.1ha which at a 

density of 25 dph could provide 100 units. Berkeley provides an illustrative layout for ERM1 (see 

Annex 1) for 152 new homes. This scheme adheres to the requirements of Policy ERM1 and the 

remainder of the DMP.  

4. What are the site constraints, potential impacts or infrastructure requirements 

of the allocation and how could these be addressed? 

1.13 The Masterplan review document prepared by JTP (Annex 1) reviews the proposed masterplan 

at the site against relevant policies within the Submission DMP, this includes assessment 

against infrastructure requirements, as follows: 

1.14 Topography: There are steep slopes on the southern part of the parcel. However, development to 

the north of the site on gently sloping ground adjacent to the settlement edge of Redhill would 

not be unduly impacted by topography; 

1.15 Biodiversity: The site includes extensive areas of ancient and other woodland. However, as per 

the attached masterplan (Annex 1) development can be facilitated with ancient and other 

woodland retained on site, including a 15m buffer zone to protect the Ancient Woodland. Work 

to date has been undertaken by Derek Finnie Associates and a note produced by them in April 

2017 concludes that the proposed development of the site is likely to lead to a reduction in the 

level and extent of recreational use within the Ancient woodland. Furthermore, it would be 

possible to introduce a sympathetic management regime, leading to a sustainable increase in the 

biodiversity value, by allowing the ground flora to naturally regenerate, encouraging tree 

regeneration leading to an increase in the structural diversity, as well as reducing the amount of 

human disturbance. The scheme will also deliver biodiversity and green infrastructure 
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enhancements, including links to the wider countryside, reflecting the adjacent Holmesdale 

Biodiversity Opportunity Area. The note produced by Derek Finnie Associates states that a full 

suite of ecological surveys would be undertaken to assess the species presence and their 

distribution within and around the proposed site. This would allow the presence of wildlife to be 

fully considered throughout the design process, ensuring that there is no long term, negative 

impacts upon protected species, or species of a raised conservation status, with appropriate 

mitigation and enhancement schemes being implemented prior to works commencing. Hence, 

there is likely to be a long term positive impact. This is aligned to Berkeley’s commitment to 

achieving a net biodiversity gain on all its sites. The Derek Finnie Associates note is appended to 

Berkeley’s Regulation 19 representations.  

1.16 Contamination: Berkeley’s own work on the site has not revealed any evidence of contamination 

as a ‘showstopper’ constraint to development, and the assumption should be that any localised 

contamination issues can be satisfactorily mitigated. An assessment of onsite contamination 

would be submitted alongside a planning application to develop the site. Remediation of any on 

site contamination could be undertaken by way of a condition to a planning approval; 

1.17 Landscape: There is high visibility of wooded slopes and paddock to the south of the site within 

long distance views, particularly from the south. However, a Landscape and Visual Assessment 

– Baseline report (produced by HAD in July 2014) has been undertaken for Berkeley for this site 

and previously submitted to the Council. The assessment concludes that the land to the north of 

the site is located on gently sloping ground and is adjacent to the settlement edge of Redhill. 

Views are largely screened by existing vegetation and any views from the Surrey Hills AONB are 

seen within the context of Redhill and the M25 motorway. Development within this area of the 

site would not change the character of the view significantly. The area is also well contained by 

woodland and performs fewer of the Green Belt functions. The area is highly enclosed with 

views limited to a short section of Nutfield Road (immediately to the north of the area). Any 

proposals should consider the rural character of the area and the sensitivity of the surrounding 

mature woodland; and,  

1.18 Heritage: Design measures to protect the setting of adjoining listed buildings and respect the 

character of Nutfield Road will be agreed through a planning application.  

1.19 With regards to infrastructure requirements, the below will be provided as part of a planning 

application to the scheme: 

• Improvement and extension of pedestrian and cycle facilities, including new footways on 

Nutfield Road with safe crossing points to access the footpath adjacent to Redstone Park; 

• Enhancement of the footpath adjacent to Redstone Hollow; 

• Local improvements to existing bus infrastructure/passenger facilities on Nutfield Road; 

• Measures to manage the effects on nearby rural and residential roads, including 

Cormongers Lane/Fullers Wood Lane, from rat-running and re-routing; 

• Two suitable highway access points from the site onto Nutfield Road; and  

• Open green space across the eastern and south eastern edges of the site and a Local Area for 

Play.  
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5. Where a site is to be released from the Green Belt, have the exceptional 

circumstances for releasing the site from the Green Belt been demonstrated? 

Would the release of the site prejudice or conflict with the purposes of the Green 

Belt? 

Have the exceptional circumstances for releasing the site from the Green Belt been 

demonstrated? 

1.20 Building on the Sustainable Urban Extensions Stage 2 Technical Report which recommends that 

parcels, including EMR1, be considered for allocation as SUEs, Part 4 of the Green Belt Review 

considers the use of the phrase ‘exceptional circumstances’ as this appears in national planning 

policy and applies to recommending alterations to the Metropolitan Green Belt in Reigate & 

Banstead Borough. The following conclusions are drawn: 

1 ‘‘There is an overriding need for development’’ – As set out our response to Matter 5, the 

Council is planning for a significantly lower housing target of 460dpa compared to the OAN 

of 600-640 dwellings when the Core Strategy was examined and lower still than the 

emerging standard methodology figure which will be relevant for decision taking within the 

year. The Green Belt Review recognises the mismatch between housing requirement and 

need and references the 2016 SHLAA Addendum, which identifies a shortfall of 631 

housing units for the remaining plan period (April 2021 – March 2027). The SHLAA 

addendum then identified that the broad locations proposed for urban extensions could 

accommodate a total of 1,018 dwellings. It follows that the Green Belt review concludes: 

‘‘Consequently, it can be said that there is an overriding need for housing development in 

the borough, and for some of this development to take place outside the urban area. There 

is an overriding need to identify land suitable for urban extensions providing at least 631 

new dwellings, and preferably somewhat more than that to account for expected 

developments or anticipated windfalls not materialising. This means it is possible that 

there are exceptional circumstances for altering the Green Belt if the other criteria are 

met.’’  

1.21 There is a clear reference to 631 as a ‘minimum’ figure and this is important given the scale of 

increase in housing need that will come into force in Reigate and Banstead as of July 2019. 

2 ‘‘The development can possibly be accommodated on land outside the Green Belt; however 

Development partially within the Green Belt would be a significantly more sustainable 

option than development wholly outside the Green Belt’’ – Although it would be 

theoretically possible to accommodate development on land outside the Green Belt around 

Horley, after assessment, only 4 of the 17 parcels were found to be potentially appropriate 

for sustainable housing development – parcels NWH1, NWH2, SEH1, and SEH4. The 

remaining parcels were found to have severe constraints. In comparison, an assessment of 

possible SUE sites within the Green Belt identified 9/14 sustainable locations for housing 

development, including ERM1: 
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‘‘The proposed sites for allocation are close to existing settlements and road access, and 

the Strategic Highway Assessment has found that their development would not unduly 

burden the transport capacity of the borough… The sites near Redhill are particularly 

close to the town centre, and should be accessible through sustainable modes of transport. 

The sites are all sequentially preferable in terms of reducing flood risk. Some mitigation 

measures may be needed to deal with impacts on biodiversity, landscape, or air quality 

and noise pollution, but the same or greater levels of mitigation would be required on the 

remaining sites within the Rural Surrounds of Horley to make them fit for development.’’ 

1.22 The conclusion that EMR1 provides a sustainable site for development now provides 

justification for why the Council should not delay releasing the site for development.  

3 ‘‘The proposed removal would not seriously conflict with the purposes or integrity of the 

Green Belt’’- this conclusion follows parcel assessment of site ERM1, as well as assessments 

of sites ERM2 -5, SSW6, 7 and 9.  

1.23 Overall, the Council conclude (para 6.32) that ‘‘there are exceptional circumstances for 

removing land from the Green Belt for the recommended urban extensions’’. This includes for 

Berkeley’s site at ERM1 which the review determines to be a sustainable site for development 

now. 

Would the release of the site prejudice or conflict with the purposes of the Green Belt? 

1.24 The Reigate and Banstead Green Belt Review (October 2017) comprises the evidence base for 

the DMP. Berkeley maintains that it has two principle concerns around the Green Belt review 

methodology in respect of the Green Belt purposes of ERM1 as set out in our Regulation 19 

representations. These relate to preventing neighbouring towns from merging into one another 

and safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. In summary, there is no justification for 

concluding that the ERM1 site is of ‘moderate importance’ to either Green Belt purpose 2 or 3. 

The score for both should be downgraded to being of ‘lower importance’. This would identify 

ERM1 as having an overall score of ‘4’ (the lowest priority for protection) and identify it to be the 

best scoring of the assessed sites for development at East Redhill and East Merstham within 

regards to Green Belt purposes.  
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Annex 1: JTP Masterplan Review Document 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

Hillsbrow, Redhill 

Masterplan Review against relevant policies within the        

Submission Development Management Plan 2018-2027 
 

1.0 Executive Summary 
 

1.1 The Reigate and Banstead Submission Development Management Plan allocates the Land at 

Hillsbrow, Redhill (the site) for residential development under Policy ERM1 as a sustainable 

urban extension within Area 2a (Redhill and Merstham). This site is located to the east of 

Redhill to the south of the A25 Nutfield Road, approximately 1km from the train station and 

town centre.  

1.2 This report presents an assessment of the Illustrative Masterplan (drawing: SK_002_D5) 

prepared for the site against the relevant policies within Submission Development 

Management Plan 2018-2017.  

1.3 The policy review and masterplan assessment with supporting appended plans 

demonstrates that the Hillsbrow Illustrative Masterplan showing a layout for 152 homes is 

compliant with Policies DES5, OSR2, TAP1, NHE3 and NHE4.  

 

2.0  Policy Review 
 

Policy DES4 – Housing mix 

2.1 Policy DES4 requires all new residential developments to provide homes of an appropriate 

type, size and tenure to meet local needs. The policy requires at least 30% of market housing 

units to be one and two bedroom dwellings and at least 30% of market housing to be three+ 

bedroom dwellings.  

2.2 The Illustrative Masterplan (drawing: SK_002_D5) is designed to provide a range of house 

types and tenures to meet the needs of the local community. The Housing Mix plan 

(drawing: SK_003_D6) shows the mix of dwelling types ranging from 1 and 2 bedroom flats 

to 4 and 5 bedroom houses.  

2.3 The Illustrative Masterplan provides 49% one and two bedroom units and 25% of 3 bedroom 

units.  

 

Policy DES5 – Delivering high quality homes 

2.4 Policy DES5 requires all new residential developments to deliver high quality, adaptable 

accommodation providing good living conditions for future occupants. The policy sets out 

requirements to meet nationally described internal space standards ensuring both efficient 

internal layouts and provision of outdoor amenity space.  



2.5 Berkeley’s goal is to create high quality homes with low environmental impact and great 

places where residents can enjoy a good quality of life. Berkeley is committed to meeting 

minimum space standards covering core aspects in every home including master bedroom 

depth, floor-to-ceiling heights and storage. Homes are designed to include features to 

encourage sustainable living, providing recycling bins in every home, sufficient storage and a 

safe place to store bicycles. All homes will be designed with private balconies or gardens.  

2.6 The design standards set out in this policy will be met through the detailed design stage of 

the scheme. 

 

Policy DES6 – Affordable housing 

2.7 Policy DES6 describes the need for 1,500 gross new affordable dwellings within the borough 

between 2012 and 2027. The policy states that the Council will negotiate affordable housing 

provision and contributions taking into account the specifics of the site.  

2.8 The Housing Mix plan (drawing: SK_003_D6) illustrates the mix of homes proposed, both in 

type and tenure. Affordable homes are provided across the scheme including apartments 

and 2 to 4 bedroom homes. The mix of housing types and tenures will be developed further 

as part of the detail design process. 

 

Policy OSR2 – Open space in new development  

2.9 Policy OSR2 requires new housing developments to make suitable provision for public open 

space and recreational facilities based upon the relevant open space standards set out 

within the policy.  

2.10 The proposed development at Hillsbrow has taken account of the baseline green 

infrastructure assets, local policy guidance and standards to ensure a net gain in the overall 

provision of public open space.  

2.11 The Open Space Provision Schedule sets out the open space standards and requirements for 

the site based upon the number of homes shown on the Illustrative Masterplan. The Green 

Infrastructure Plan (drawing: SK_010_D1) illustrates how the requirements are met in 

compliance with the open space policy. The policy requirement is for 4.18 hectares of open 

space (see Table 1: Open Space Requirements), the illustrative masterplan provides a total of 

5.04 hectares of open space including the following open space typologies: 

• Natural and semi-natural green spaces: incorporating both ancient and existing woodland 

• Parks and gardens: comprising greenspaces along the woodland edges 

• Amenity greenspace: comprising open spaces adjacent to the residential areas 

• Provision for children and young people: 4 play areas (LAPs) are proposed within the 

amenity greenspace easily accessible to all residential areas 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Table 1: Open Space Requirements 

 

 

Policy TAP1 – Access, parking and servicing 

2.12 Policy TAP1 requires all types of development to provide safe and convenient access for all 

road users and incorporate a highway design and layout which complies with adopted 

highways standards. The scheme should incorporate pedestrian and cycle routes and link to 

the wider sustainable transport network. Residential developments should include car 

parking and cycle storage in accordance with adopted local standards (Annex 4: Parking 

Standards).  

2.13 The Movement Plan (drawing: SK_012) shows how the site links into the wider sustainable 

transport network. Nutfield Road is served by buses westbound to Redhill Train Station and 

eastbound to Oxted and Nutfield. Proposed footpaths as part of the access arrangement 

provide safe routes for pedestrians along Nutfield Road to the bus stops, of which all homes 

are within a 300 metre catchment. 

2.14 The illustrative masterplan has been designed to achieve a permeable layout including a 

hierarchy of streets connected by a network of pedestrian footpath links. A proposed 

extended footpath along Nutfield Road and potential crossing point provides a safe 

connection to the public right of way that extends along the rear of Redstone Park leading to 

Redhill town centre. 

2.15 The Illustrative Masterplan complies with the Annex 4: Parking Standards where the site has 

been calculated as an area of low accessibility. The Parking Provision Plan (drawing: SK_011) 

illustrates the following parking provision: 

• 1 bedroom homes: 1 parking space 

• 2 and 3 bedroom homes: 2 parking spaces either on plot or garages 

• 4 bedroom homes: single garages with 2 parking spaces on plot 

• 5 bedroom homes: double garages with 2 parking spaces on plot 

2.16 Provision for visitor parking spaces and cycle storage will be incorporated within the 

masterplan at the detailed design stage.  

 

Policy NHE3 – Protecting trees, woodland areas and natural habitats 

2.17 Policy NHE3 sets out the spatial designations which protect trees, woodland areas and 

natural habitats including ancient woodland areas, trees protected by Preservation Orders 



and Conservation Areas. The policy sets out the requirement for buffer zones to protect 

woodland features and recognises the valuable contribution trees, hedges and woodland 

make to the character and visual amenity of the borough.   

2.18 Existing woodland is retained along the northern edge of the site and extending through the 

centre of the site, this includes retention of category A and B trees as identified on the tree 

survey, as shown on the Opportunities and Constraints Plan (drawing: SK_013). 

2.19 The Illustrative Masterplan retains woodland areas, associated buffers and category A and B 

trees whilst providing the required open space provision in compliance with Policy OSR2, the 

masterplan has a residential developable area of 3.88 hectares as shown on the Green 

Infrastructure Plan (drawing: SK_010).  

 

Policy NHE4 – Green and blue infrastructure 

2.20 Policy NHE4 sets out requirements to provide a multi-functional green and blue 

infrastructure network which preserves and enhances existing features.  

2.21 The Green Infrastructure Plan (drawing: SK_010_D1) illustrates the open space and green 

space typologies proposed to comply with Policy OSR2. The network of open spaces allow 

for a variety of uses, including passive and active. Play areas for children and young people 

are easily accessible from residential areas and linked by proposed footpaths.  

 

Policy ERM1 Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill 

2.22 Policy ERM1 sets out the requirements for Land at Hillsbrow, Redhill including the design 

approach, mitigation requirements and infrastructure provisions to be made in compliance 

with the allocation of the site for residential development.   

2.23 The Illustrative Masterplan has been informed by a landscape led design approach, 

responding to the existing site features and context, see the Constraints and Opportunities 

Plan (drawing: SK_013). Proposed housing parcels are surrounded by retained ancient 

woodland (with associated buffers) and existing woodland groups, integrating the 

development within the landscape context. The retention of woodland and existing trees as 

far as possible increases the ecological value through diversification of habitats and effective 

long term management. The woodland buffer ensures the protection of the ancient 

woodland by providing a 15 metre buffer zone. The buffer provides the opportunity to 

enhance the woodland edge with a natural and gradual transition from natural grassland to 

mature tree planting.  

2.24 Amenity green space is proposed adjacent to existing woodland groups with play areas in 4 

locations ensuring ease of access for future residents.  

2.25 The listed buildings on Nutfield Road, Chart Lodge and Chart Cottage East are situated 

adjacent to the site. The surrounding woodland is retained as part of the masterplan and 

proposed homes have in excess of 70 metres back to back separation from the listed 

properties, to respect the setting and character of the listed buildings.   

2.26 The site topography gradually rises from north to south, with a high point on the southern 

boundary. Typically buildings are two storeys with occasional 2.5 storey homes. The 

apartment buildings are 3 storeys and are situated on lower lying parts of the site and 

screened by retained mature woodland groups.  



2.27 The access arrangement for the site provides new footway connections onto Nutfield Road 

and the potential for a safe crossing point to the public right of way adjacent to Redstone 

Park.   

2.28 The structure and layout of the residential parcels shown on the Illustrative Masterplan 

reflect the surrounding character of Redhill where housing is set within mature woodland. 

Further development of the masterplan through the detailed design process will ensure the 

protection and enhancement of the landscape setting whilst creating new homes which 

reflect the local character and context.  

 

3.0 Summary 
 

3.1 This report demonstrates that the Hillsbrow Illustrative Masterplan showing a scheme for 

152 homes is compliant with Policies DES5, OSR2, TAP1, NHE3 and NHE4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



4.0 Appendices  
 

 



NUTFIELD ROAD (A25)

D5
00802A_SK_002

Hillsbrow, Redhill
Illustrative Masterplan -
Development Site
for Berkeley Strategic



NUTFIELD ROAD (A25)

R
en
t

S/
O

n/a

D6
00802A_SK_003

Hillsbrow, Redhill
Housing Mix
for Berkeley Strategic



WOODSIDE WAY

S
Y

L
V

A
N

2
7

3
1

4
8

33

35

D
e
f

Tank

T
r
a
c
k

W
A

Y

Hillsbrow

Hillsbrow

Hillsbrow

Hillsbrow

Chartfields

1
8

2
1

37

2
6

36

34

12

46

39

PHILANTHROPIC

124.9m

C
H

A
N

C
T

O
N

B
U

R
Y
 

C
H

A
S

E

9

10

3
3

13

42

D
r
a
in

137.9m

131.7m

129.5m

123.8m

119.8m

123.9m

123.8m

125.2m

127.7m

135.0m

131.3m

LB

FB

T
r
a
c
k

R
E

D
S

T
O

N
E

P
A
R

K

NUTFIELD ROAD

Hillsbrow

El Sub Sta

Allotment Gardens

El Sub Sta

The Briars

W
e
s
t
w

o
o
d

S
t
o
n
e
y
 

C
r
o
ft

W
o
o
d
s
id

e

H
a
z
e
lr
id

g
e

Hurst

Caerlaverock

14

12

1
0

1
6

Hunters Lodge

Braidlea

Rossenhalles

2
7

3
7

46

49

44

29

17

Brampton

Cottage

Chart Lodge

Chart Cottage

East

West

Chart Cottage

137.0m

134.3m

132.4m

A 2
5

Byes Wood

El Sub Sta

1 to 16

Research

Laboratory

Lodge

Ivy Cottage

Hillsbrow

0 20 40 60m

Y=150036797.2352

X=529032812.7513

WOODSIDE WAY

S
Y

L
V

A
N

2
7

3
1

4
8

33

35

D
e
f

Tank

T
r
a
c
k

W
A

Y

Hillsbrow

Hillsbrow

Hillsbrow

Hillsbrow

Chartfields

1
8

2
1

37

2
6

36

34

12

46

39

PHILANTHROPIC

124.9m

C
H

A
N

C
T

O
N

B
U

R
Y
 

C
H

A
S

E

9

10

3
3

13

42

D
r
a
in

137.9m

131.7m

129.5m

123.8m

119.8m

123.9m

123.8m

125.2m

127.7m

135.0m

131.3m

LB

FB

T
r
a
c
k

R
E

D
S

T
O

N
E

P
A
R

K

NUTFIELD ROAD

Hillsbrow

El Sub Sta

Allotment Gardens

El Sub Sta

The Briars

W
e
s
t
w

o
o
d

S
t
o
n
e
y
 

C
r
o
ft

W
o
o
d
s
id

e

H
a
z
e
lr
id

g
e

Hurst

Caerlaverock

14

12

1
0

1
6

Hunters Lodge

Braidlea

Rossenhalles

2
7

3
7

46

49

44

29

17

Brampton

Cottage

Chart Lodge

Chart Cottage

East

West

Chart Cottage

137.0m

134.3m

132.4m

A 2
5

Byes Wood

El Sub Sta

1 to 16

Research

Laboratory

Lodge

Ivy Cottage

Hillsbrow

DRAFT

####

Client

Drawing No. Revision

Berkeley Strategic

London,  EC1V 0DN    

23-25 Great Sutton Street

Rev Date

Drawing Status

Drawing Title

Project

Drawn

Job Ref.

Scale Bar

Description

Key

Scale @ A3

Chkd

_00802A

00802A

www.jtp.co.uk

+44 (0)20 7017 1780  

use made of, this plan by anyone for purposes other than those stated above.

are accurate, JTP accept no responsibility or liability for any reliance placed on, or 

construction purposes. whilst all reasonable efforts are used to ensure drawings 

This drawing is for planning purposes only. it is not intended to be used for 

This drawing & and the works depicted are the copyright of JTP. 

brought to the attention of the supervising officer. 

Any discrepancies between drawings, specifications and site conditions must be 

All construction information should be taken from figured dimensions only.

Dimensions.

All contractors must visit the site and be responsible for taking and checking 

Do not scale from this drawing. 

Notes:

Hillsbrow, Redhill

D1

1:

JUC GP26.09.18D1 First Issue

Green Infrastructure Plan

2000

SK_010

with 5m buffer

Indicative locations of LAPs 

young people)

provision for children and 

Amenity green space (including 

(Parks and gardens)

15m ancient woodland buffer 

green spaces)

(Natural and semi-natural 

Existing woodland 

semi-natural green spaces)

Ancient woodland (Natural and 

Residential developable area

Emergency access route 

Primary vehicular route

Site boundary

KEY

0.62 Ha

0.03 Ha

3.88 Ha

0.61 Ha

3.28 Ha

0.59 Ha

0.57 Ha



Key

  Double garages 

  Single garages 

  Integral garages
  
  On plot parking

    On plot frontage parking

  Courtyard parking 

NUTFIELD ROAD (A25)

-
00802A_SK_011

Hillsbrow, Redhill
Illustrative Masterplan -
Parking Provision
for Berkeley Strategic



-
00802A_SK_012

Hillsbrow, Redhill
Movement Plan
for Berkeley Strategic

Bus route (315, 400, 410) 
      400/410 to Oxted 
      315 to Nutfield 

Public Rights of Way (PROW)

Recommended cycle route 

Main Access 

MinorMinor Access 

Shared surface/Private drive 

Proposed footpath  

Existing footpath

Bus stop 

Potential crossing 

Nutfield Road (A25)



Nutfield Road (A25)

145

147

150

152

140 

141 

137 

130 

132 

Key 

     Site boundary 

     Existing category A & B trees 
     (including PRAs 

     Ancient woodlands

     15m ancient woodland buffer 

          Existing woodland to be retained

     Homesdale Biodiversity Opportunity 
     Area 

     Contours 

     Listed buildings

     Pedestrain crossing 

     Proposed footpath at site access

          PROW 

     Play areas 

-
00802A_SK_013

Hillsbrow, Redhill
Opportunities & Constraints
for Berkeley Strategic


