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INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 Barton Willmore LLP is instructed by Gallagher Estates to submit this further written 

statement in response to the Inspector’s Matters, Issues and Questions. These 

representations expand upon the representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher 

Estates at the earlier stages of the preparation of Reigate and Banstead Borough 

Council’s Development Management Plan (DMP). 

 

1.2 Gallagher Estates owns the Former Copyhold Works site located to the east of Redhill 

which is proposed to be allocated through Policy ERM2/3 of the DMP as a Sustainable 

Urban Extension (SUE).  

 

1.3 Our representations submitted in response to the Regulation 19 DMP consultation 

included a Vision Document which presents our client’s development proposals for the 

site. 
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RESPONSE TO MATTER 1 – LEGAL COMPLIANCE AND DUTY TO 

COOPERATE 

 

Issue: Has the DMP been prepared in accordance with the legal and procedural 

requirements and has the duty to cooperate been met? 

 

1a)  Duty to cooperate  

 

1 .1  I n  prepa r ing  the  Deve lopm en t  M anagem ent  P lan  (DM P ) , has  the  Counc i l  

sa t i s fac tor i l y  com pl ied  w i th  the  requ i rem ents  o f  the  Du ty  to  Coopera te, i n  

m ax im is ing  the ef fect iveness  o f  t he  DM P ?  

 

1.1.1 As addressed in our written statements on Matters 5 and 9, neither the Core Strategy 

or the DMP meet the full identified housing needs. This was recognised in the Core 

Strategy Inspector’s Report. The issue of unmet housing need is unresolved and none 

of Reigate and Banstead Borough Council’s neighbouring authorities have agreed to 

accommodate this unmet need. 

 

1.1.2 As we have explained, in the absence of an effective cross-boundary solution, the 

DMP should, but fails to, maximise the opportunities for housing delivery in the 

Borough including the Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs). This should seek to 

minimise, and avoid if possible, any unmet housing need within the plan period.  

 

1 .2  How  have cross  boundary  i ssues  in  respec t  o f  t he  a l l oca ted  s i t es  been  

addressed th rough  coopera t i on?  A re  there  any  ou ts tand ing  concerns  and  i f  

so , how  i s  i t  i n tended to  reso lve  them ?  

 

1.2.1 Whilst this is primarily a matter for the Council to address, we note that Tandridge 

District Council has raised concerns relating to the potential traffic impacts associated 

with the proposed allocation of sites ERM1/2/3 located on the eastern edge of Redhill, 

including the Former Copyhold Works site (ERM2/3) on grounds of traffic impact.  

 

1.2.2 The Council’s Publication Statement (CD7; page 209) addresses this concern with 

reference to the Strategic Highways Assessment Report (SD39). As part of more 

detailed assessment of traffic impacts and any mitigation measures undertaken at 

planning application stage, we would anticipate that Tandridge District Council would 

be consulted, alongside Surrey County Council as local highway authority. 
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1.2.3 Tandridge District Council raised other concerns relating to landscape and visual 

impact and flood risk. These are site-specific concerns and are matters which are 

addressed in the Regulation 19 representations submitted on behalf of Gallagher 

Estates. They are issues which we comment upon, as necessary, in our written 

statement for Matter 9. 

 

1.2.4 We therefore conclude that any genuine cross boundary issues which genuinely need 

to be addressed through cooperation as part of preparing the DMP have been 

satisfied.  

 

1b)  Other legal and procedural requirements  

 

1 .1  I n  prepar ing  the DM P  has  consu l ta t i on  been  under tak en  in  accordance  w i th  

the  Counc i l ’ s  adopted S ta tem en t  o f  Com m un i t y  I nvo lvem en t  and the  

consu l ta t i on  requ i rem en ts  in  the  R egu la t ions?  

 

1.1.1 No comments. 

 

1 .2  Do the  scope, con ten t  and t im esca le for  t he  prepara t i on  o f  the DM P  accord  

w i th  the  Counc i l ’ s  la t es t  Loca l  Deve lopm en t  Schem e?  

 

1.2.1 No comments. 

 

1 .3  Has  the  fo rm u la t i on  o f  t he  DM P  been  based  on  a  sound process  o f  

sus ta inab i l i t y  appra i sa l  (SA)?  I n  pa r t i cu la r : 

a )  How  has  the SA  in form ed  the prepara t i on  o f  t he  DM P  a t  each  s tage  and  

how  w ere  op t ions  cons idered?  

b)  I n  l i gh t  o f  concerns  ra i sed , have  the  l i k e l y  env i ronm en ta l , soc i a l  and  

econom ic  ef fects  o f  t he po l i c i es  and a l loca t i ons  i n  the  DM P  been  

adequate ly  and  accura te ly  assessed?  

 

1.3.1 In response to part b), no, we have set outline our Regulation 19 representations that 

we do not consider the likely environmental effects of the allocation of the site 

(ERM2/3 Former Copyhold Works) have been adequately and appropriately assessed.  

  



Reigate and Banstead Development Management Plan Examination  
Gallagher Estates (ID: 0139)  Response to Matter 1 
 

22723/P3b/A5/EF/MK/dw Page 4 October 2018 

1.3.2 We welcome the willingness of the Council to make some proposed amendments to 

the SA scoring of the site set out in CD7 (see pages 550 to 556). However, in our 

view, the changes made are inadequate. As set out in our representations, the 

assessment of the site is not properly informed by proportionate evidence to justify 

some of the Council’s scoring. The more detailed evidence prepared on behalf of 

Gallagher Estates has been shared with the Council and should have resulted in 

additional amendments to the SA scoring of the site, specifically in relation to: 

 
• Objective 12 (Water quality); 

• Objective 14 (Air quality and noise and light pollution); 

• Objective 15 (Landscape character); and 

• Objective 16 (Biodiversity). 

 
1.3.3 Notwithstanding the above, we broadly support the Council’s conclusion that the site 

(ERM2/3) is assessed as one of the most sustainable SUEs. For the reasons we have 

set out, when taking account of the amendments already offered by the Council and 

the additional amendments required to provide a robust SA, we conclude that the site 

should be identified as the most sustainable SUE. 

 

1 .4  I s  the  p lan  l ega l l y  com p l ian t  w i th  respec t  to  Hab i ta ts  R egu la t i ons  and  any  

requ i rem en t  fo r  appropr ia te assessm en t?  How  have the  f i nd ings  o f  t he  HRA  

Screen ing R epor t  in f l uenced  the DM P ?  I n  par t i cu la r : 

a )  Are there any  ou ts tand ing i ssues  a r i s i ng  f rom  the ev idence and approach  

of  t he  HRA , in  par t i cu la r  f r om  Natura l  Eng land  and  i f  so  w ha t  i s  the  

Counc i l ’ s  r esponse  to  how  they  can  be  reso l ved?  

 

1.4.1 No comments. 

 

1 .5  Has  the  prepa ra t ion  o f  t he  DM P  com pl ied  w i th  P ar t2  o f  t he P lann ing  and  

Com pu l sory  P urchase  Ac t  2004  and  the  Tow n  and  Coun t ry  P lann ing  (Loca l  

P lan)  (Eng land)  Regu la t i ons  2012  in  a l l  o ther  respec ts?   

 

1.5.1 No comments. 

 

 




